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WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 20, 2002

PROCFEDINGS

OPENING REMARKS, 1:05 p.m.

CHAIRPERSON AJELLO: Good afternoon and welcome. I'm glad to welcome you
here this afternoon. My nameis Jm Ajello, I'm the chair of EMAB. I'm delighted to see s0
many people in attendance today.

A couple of housekeeping items that well review firgt and then well get into the agenda
for today, which isavallable for dl of you at the table up front.

Firg, isthat of coursethisisapublic meeting and therefore, dl of those who want to be
heard will have the availability to be heard alittle later in the agendatoday and of course, the
meeting is recorded, so we ask you to keep that in mind. All of our meetings are in public and
for the public. Thisisanew Board, dthough there have been some membersin the pas,
represented on the prior Board. So, we're ddlighted to be here, dl of us, as a recongtituted
Board to kick off the misson of EMAB.

Because our Board isnew in itsformation, I'd like to ask each of the membersjust to
identify themsdlves and date their name and affiliation. Well go around the table; then, well
dart therest of our agenda. I'll ask Tom to begin first.

MR. WINSTON: Thank you. I'm Tom Wington. I'm with the State of Ohio
Environmenta Protection Agency. The State has an Office of Federa Facilities Oversight that
operates out of my office and | have represented the State at the Nationd leve on federd
fecilitiesissues for the last 10 to 15 years.

DR. LOEHR: I'm Ray Loehr from the University of Texas, Augtin, Texas. Obvioudy,
from that particular statement you understand that I'm part teacher and researcher, but my
adtivities are in the area of Ste remediation, clean-up of contaminated materias, not necessarily
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radioactive. I've beeninvolved in anumber of government agencies, the most recent was asa
member, and chair, of EPA’s Science Advisory Board and afew others of thet like.

MR. QUARLES: My nameis John Quarles. | am a practicing attorney with the law
firm of Morgan, Lewis & Bockius herein Washington. | was the first Generd Counsd to the
Environmenta Protection Agency and later served as the deputy administrator for atotd of Six
and ahdf years.

I've spent much of the last 20 years deding with Super Fund issues and issuesinvolving
corrective action under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act. That's my main
background that would be related to these issues.

MS. SALISBURY: My nameis Jennifer Salisbury, I'm with the Western Governors
Asociation. Inmy previous life | spent seven years as the Cabinet Secretary for the Energy,
Mineras and Natura Resources Department for the State of New Mexico. Part of my
portfolio as Secretary was to coordinate, for the State of New Mexico, al transuranic
shipments to the WIPP facility. | happened to see it opened during my tenure.

MR. MORAN: I'm John Moran. I'm retired from the U.S. Department of Labor. |
aso have worked for the Department of Energy and EPA where | got to know John [Quarles]
25 yearsago. And, | was Director of Occupationd Safety Research for NIOSH, which is part
of CDC. Inaddition, | worked in the private sector. | see mysdlf asa public and occupationa
safety and hedth professonal. | am one of two, dong with Tom, who were on the previous
Board, on which | co-chaired the Hedlth and Safety Committee and chaired a couple of ad hoc
committees (one of which focused pecifically on safety and health issues associated with new
technology development in the Office of Science and Technology).

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: Thank you. To my left, Jm Mdillo.

MR. MELILLO: Firg off, | an Jm Mdlillo, Executive Director of EMAB. Let me
welcome you al here today for our first get together of this recongtituted Board. I'm redlly,
redlly pleased and thank you al very, very much for being here. This should prove to be very
chdlenging and interesting as we go.
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CHAIRMAN AJELLO: Okay. Let'sget under way. The biographies of each of the
Board members are avalable to you, asis the agenda, a the table in the front of the room, if

you care to make that a take away.

A few points before we get into the agenda. Today our purposes are numerous. We'd
like to kick off the formation of the activities of this new Board. Were going to darify the
mission and the course of our activities. Of course, anumber of the Board members, not dl,
but a number need to be oriented to the activities of the program. So, welll be spending some
time today and tomorrow receiving briefings so that we may become better oriented so that we
can do our job to advise the Assistant Secretary. WEII hear reports, on various topics. Well
encourage open and active communication. There will be a place on the agendafor that, for
any and al to be heard.

That's redly the nature of what were doing today. In particular, well have some
briefings and tomorrow well have, as you'll see on the agenda, some working sessions after we
become oriented today. That's the nature of what we're doing.

I'm very delighted to have as our first spesker today, Jessie Roberson, who isthe
Assgant Secretary for Environmental Management. It isof course the charter of this Board to
advise her on various matters and were ddighted to have Jessie kick us off today on the
business part of the agenda.

ASSISTANT SECRETARY JESSIE ROBERSON: Thank you, Jm. Good afternoon
to each and every one of you at the table and in the back. Firgt of al, let me begin by thanking
each of you for your willingness to give of your time and your energy to serve on our
Environmentd Management Advisory Board.

| know each of you is arecognized leader in your field and the expertise you bring, both
callectively and individualy, will be of great benefit to me and to the entire Department.

Thisisthefirg meeting of the newly recongtituted Environmenta Management Advisory
Board. The Department is able to receive counsdl from severa different advisory Boards,
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representing avery diverse stakeholder base. | therefore wanted to revise the Environmental
Management Advisory Board's charter to provide a more specidized perspective, one that can
give me advice on EM corporate issues and operate more flexibly to assst me in andyzing
generd program management concerns.

Y ou've been asked to serve on this Board because of the breadth of your experiencein
dedling with the types of management chalenges facing me, this program and the Department of
Energy. | look forward to maintaining a close working relationship with each one of you.

Our task isdifficult. Environmenta cleanup work requirements and demands have not
necessarily been taken serioudy. Asaresult, environmentd risk and hazards have become
more difficult to remedy. I'm committed to accelerating the Department's cleanup schedule and
eliminating environmenta and public risk a the sametime,

We have to do this, we don' redlly have any choice. Thisisour misson and we cannot
do it without addressing the status quo. In 1999 this program had committed to close 41 Sites
by 2006. Inthefirst quarter of fisca year 2002, barely three years later, that commitment had

been reduced to 25 stes for the same time frame.

The cogt estimate in one year aone, from 2000 to 2001, increased by $13 billion. We
had to make a change to meet both our regulatory commitments and our obligations to the
gtates and communities that host these Sites.

My goasaresimple. | say smple and | know you're going to take a deep breath.
Complete site clean-up 35 years sooner than currently scheduled; complete the high risk work
by 2012; accomplish the work while saving at least $50 billion from the current program
estimate; and to produce positive environmenta benefits for the taxpayer -- postive, visud and
measurable environmenta benefits for the taxpayer.

Weve dready undertaken the first steps to change our focus from risk management to
risk reduction, to shift our focus from process to product, and to ingtal the kind of urgency
necessary to clean-up the cold war legecy.
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The groundwork to accomplish these gods has now been laid. The Secretary of
Energy ordered a top-to-bottom management review of this program last year. The findings of
that review have provided us with a srategic road map for reform.

Asafirg step in undertaking an accelerated risk reduction strategy, we executed |etters
of intent with the governors and the regulators in the states in which we have sites. Asa second
step, we have prepared performance management plans linked to the goals of the letters of
intent. Those performance management plans reflect the conditions as-is a each site. These
plans also incorporate the strategic initiatives required to accelerate risk reduction activities at
each of the stes. We've updated clean-up agreement milestones. We've received support for a
flexible fisca year '03 budget that provides incentives for accelerating risk reduction activities
and we've repositioned executives while reducing headquarters organizationd layers.

Lagtly, and perhaps most importantly, 1've launched ten corporate project reform teams
reporting directly to me to implement the Tap-to- Battom Review findings and recommendations
by providing ingght on how to reform our business and decison making processes. | expect al
of these teamsto provide their recommendations by the beginning of ‘04. By the beginning of
'04, not the end. | have to keep saying that. These ten teams will herdd a new standard of
credtivity and performance based results for the EM program. Our god is not just to establish
performance based contracts, but to establish a performance based organization, with arole
and set of clear responghilities for dl who participate in that program. | do know, however,
that most organizations resist reform. But | have no intention of |etting that happen here and that
iswhy | need your hdlp.

Each of you brings a unique and very experienced perspective to your role as an
EMAB member and | need your independent counsd to help me carry out our program gods.

For example, to successfully implement arisk reduction strategy, matrixes will need to
be developed and used to measure the environmental benefit achieved for the investment made.
Y our recommendations concerning the identity and adequacy would be most hpful. This
product could help us determine which matrix to use and how to prioritize them.
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With regard to the work of the corporate project reform teams, a means of
inditutionaizing recommended reforms will be required to insure along-term management
change. Anyone who hasworked in government is familiar with the built in inertiathat often
plagues the most wel-intended programs, managers who habitudly resst change, sl
implementation and hope the initiatives in question fade so that they can return to business as
usud. My objectiveisto insure that the reforms we are indtituting will not fade away when my
job hereisdone. Our chalengeisto make the changes stick.

One final example pertains to the contract performance plans being developed. |
established a Contract Management Review Board. That Board has been organized to evauate
both the performance and the design of every contract in the environmenta management
program to insure that the lessons learned, both good and bad, are captured and help to shape

our contracts and business decisions both now and in the future.

Thisreview is being conducted againgt a criterion stressing accelerated risk reduction
and clean-up of DOE dtes. You can hep this effort by evauating the findings of the Review
Board againgt the best management practices resulting from your experience that can be
employed a our sites and in our contracts. Y our recommendations will then be used to revise

and improve our Contract Performance Management plans and practices.

These arejust afew examples of areas where | need your assstance. | expect aswell
asthe onesI've identified, there will be subjects that you as individuas and as a Board will want
to bring to my attention. |1 can assure you | welcome that with open arms. | am driven by the
cause to accelerate environmental clean-up in this complex. | know that you are dso driven by
this cause, asyou are dl here voluntarily. | thank you for your dedication. | am glad we can
now get Sarted and | look forward to working with you.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: Thank you, Jesse. We al very much, I'm sure, appreciate
your comments and setting the stage for what we need to do, a very important job.

If the Board members will refer to Tab 2 in the book for amoment, and I'll paraphrase
for those in atendance, the short statements that we have that follow with respect to our
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misson. | think they will make sense to you now, that you've heard from Jessie about her

objectives.

Our job isredly to provide the Assstant Secretary for EM with information and advice
on corporate issues. And, as| think was rather plain from Jesses talk, advisng on key
drategies, issuing reports and recommendations and recommending options to the Assstant
Secretary to resolve what are clearly difficult issues on various maiters, including but certainly
not limited to: public and worker hedlth and safety contracting practices, disposition of waste,
regulatory environments, EM program performance, risk management and cost/benefit analyses
and technology applications.

There is much that we can do in carrying out thismission. | think the chalenge of the
Board will be to determine the handful of key issues that we will be focusing on as we hear from
Jessie about the challenges that she faces and we evauate the mission that the Board has. We
have alot of work in front of us, to gateit mildly.

Let's move on to the next agendaitem. We will be returning to the misson, for your
information, tomorrow in our working session (after we become better oriented to the program)
to try to refine it and choose our priorities. We will be coming back to these statements

tomorrow aswell.
In conjunction with our need to be oriented, the next item on the agendaiis just that.
Gloria Sulton of the Generd Counsd's Office, will talk to us now about conflicts of interest and

the conduct of the Board. IsGloria here? Not asyet. Okay. We're about five minutes early,
20 I'll just reverse the order.

MS. ROBERSON: I'm sorry. | can talk some more.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: Themission isaready broad enough. Well come back to
Gloriain afew moments.

Importantly, these meetings are conducted pursuant to a federd statute called FACA.
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For that purpose, Rachd Samud will talk to us about the Federal Advisory Committee Act in
order to guide us on how to conduct these meetings. Rachel?

MS. RACHEL SAMUEL: Hedlo. I'm going to scoot over in front of the mike
[microphone]. I'm going to speak to you today about your Federal Advisory Committee
Management program here at the Department of Energy and I'd like to share with you today
some information on our roles and responsibilities and give you a brief background on the
Federa Advisory Committee Act, the purpose of DOE advisory committees, concerns and
sengtivities, expectations and if you have any questions, I'll be happy to answer those.

| am not using the overheads that go with this. Thereisatab in your books where this
information is provided, a Tab 4?
CHAIRMAN AJELLO: Tab 4, yes.

MS. SAMUEL: You canfollow dong. I'm currently on the third page. "Rolesand
Responghilities” Our Committee Management Officer is James Solit and he was appointed by
former Secretary Penain 1997. Heisresponsible for exercising management and oversight
control over our DOE Advisory Committee Management program and our advisory committees
here a the Department of Energy. Thisisaresponghbility that is required by the Federd
Advisory Committee Act.

Y our Designated Federd Officer you know is Im Médlillo and Jm Mdlllo isresponsible
for overseeing the EMAB and for approving dl of your agendas, atending al the meetings and,
if necessary, he will adjourn the meeting early, if it'sin the interest of the public to do so.

As Advisory Committee members, | think you know why you're here and Jessie has
certainly provided an overview of the reason why were dl here, but generdly, because of your
knowledge and experience. That's the reason why you've been brought to help the Department

of Energy with its decisionmaking process.

Under legd requirements, the Federad Advisory Committee Act under Public Law No.
92-463 was enacted in 1972 and the law has been amended severd times. Most recently,
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back in 1997 but it's fill obvioudy in force now.

The Generd Services Adminigration has responsibility for managing al federd advisory
committees and they have a Final Rule, which they have recently amended. I1t's Title41 CFR
Part 102-3, Federal Advisory Committee Management. That was recently amended, in July of
2001.

Here at the Department of Energy, we have a manual for the process and procedures
for managing our DOE advisory committees and that's under DOE M 510.1-1, Advisory
Committee Management, and that's dso going to be revised shortly. I'm till working on that.

The purpose of DOE advisory committees is to conduct business openly. All mestings,
with few exceptions, are open to the public. All materials prepared for advisory committee
members are available for public inspection. The entire meeting is on the record and minutes
are required by the Federal Advisory Committee Act.

Thisisasolely advisory role. That sole advisory role prohibits committees from
assuming authority or responghility for DOE functions and it dso prohibits you from lobbying
Congress, the Executive Branch or the public.

Advisory committees advise on the development, implementation and evauation of
policies and programsin a defined DOE subject area. We have severa advisory committees
here a the Department of Energy. There's the Environmental Management Site- Specific
Advisory Board, which consists of severd site groups that Jessie Roberson mentioned.

We ds0 have the High Energy Physics Advisory Pand, which is with the Office of
Science, and that's our second oldest advisory committee we have here at the Department of
Energy. They were established back in the 1960s.

Recently, we have the Electricity Advisory Board. That committee was formed
basicaly to ded with the blackouts that were happening in Cdifornia and with the energy issues
that they have over on the West Coast.
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10

With our DOE advisory committees under "Establishment,” advisory committees are
established in four ways. ether by the Presdent through Executive Order, by statute where the
Congress mandates the establishment, by statute where Congressjust authorizesthe
edtablishment, and by agency under generd agency authority.

At the Department of Energy we currently have 22 federal advisory committees. There
are 7 statutory advisory committees and there are 15 discretionary committees. In your
notebooks | have apage which hasalig of dl of our advisory committees. On thislist you will
find that there are only 20 committees listed.

Our two inactive statutory committees I've left off of the ligt, because they are
committees weve been trying to get off of our rollsfor quite awhile and were gill working on
that and | expect they will be off of our rolls shortly.

Under "Concerns and Sengtivities" conflict of interest, Gloria Sulton will handle that
presentation and if she's not here, there is some information in your notebook on conflict of
interest. Theré's a sheet on that.

[Under] The "Scope and Objectives of the Charter," the scope and objectives are set
by the Department and it isimportant for you as committee members to know what those
objectives are. The Committee and DOE will jointly determine the concentration of the
advisory committee.

"Membership" isto be balanced, fairly balanced, in relaion to points of view
represented to the functions to be performed. 1 think that we've achieved that with this

Committee.

Under "Expectations,” we want you to understand the objectives, understand the sole
advisory role that you have here with the advisory committee and the course of action and the
mission and objectives. If there's any doubt concerning the course of action or the mission or
the objectives, you should certainly check with the Department of Energy.

Executive Court Reporting
(301) 565-0064



©W O ~N o o1 BB o w P

i
12
13
14
15
16
7
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
21
28
29
30

32

11

"Preparation.” There should be sufficient time devoted to the preparation before
mestings and to just familiarize yoursdf with the materids so that you will be better able to

participate.

"Frankness." Candid observations are very helpful and it is certainly preferable that you
tell us exactly what you're thinking and then we can address those things and move on from

there.

"Success" We certainly expect the Committee to be successful, it has been successful
inthe past and | expect that it certainly will be in the future.

I'd like to close by quoting a world-renowned doctor, Dr. Seuss. "Will you succeed?
Y es, you will indeed, 98-3/4 percent guaranteed.” Are there any questions?

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: Thank you very much. I'd like to ask the Board if they have
any questions on thisimportant matter. Because, obvioudy, everything we do will be pursuant

to these rules and we want to make sure that we have al of those rules darified and with

Rachd's presence, to ask her any questions that we might have.

(No response.)

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: No questions? Very clear. Very well-done.

MS. SAMUEL: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: Thank you very much. Ms. Sulton ishdd up for afew
moments and so well be waiting on her and coming back to that agendaitem.

There's one other part of the meeting that I'll mention or one other processtoday. As
key members of the program staff can be in attendance today, | want to make sure the public

and the Board is aware of their attendance.

Executive Court Reporting
(301) 565-0064



©W O ~N o o1 BB o w P

i
12
13
14
15
16
7
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
21
28
29
30
3l
32

12

We have afew members of Jesse's team with us today, which I'll mention now. I'd like
them to just identify themsdves as| cdl their name. We have both Amy Finley and Vicky
Soberinsky. Both of them are Specid Advisorsto the Assstant Secretary. Amy and Vicky,
thank you very much.

William Murphy is the Manager of the Fort Smith Paducah Fidd Office. Hejust
stepped out, so the next person who sepsin will be William Murphy.

Therewill be others that come and go in the course of the meeting and I'll make sure
that we do our best to identify them, because there is ways an opportunity to chat and to
expressinforma points of view aswell.

As|l sad, wewill be returning in amoment to Gloria, who should be here in about 10 or
15 minutes. The next agendaitem is Jm Mdillo, who will talk to us about the adminidrative
process of the Environmental Management Advisory Board. For that purpose, 1'd like the
Board membersto turn to Tab 5 in their booklets.

In that tab Jm will review some detailed information. I'll cal this the adminigtering part
of the adminigtrative part, to advise you on various processes for travel and related items that

Jmwill review. Tab 5. Jm?

MR. JAMES MELILLO: Thanks, Jm. Actudly, I'm going to keep this pretty short so
that we can get on with the meeting.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: You have 12 minutes.

MR. MELILLO: | won't even need 12 minutes. Actualy, | will need less than that for
the materid that'sin there at thispoint. Firgt off, | can guarantee you that whatever travel
problems you have will stop. That's the most important thing to know about thisguide. | don't
need to read it to you, you can read it for yoursalves. It will basicaly lay out some of the
requirements of a least the forms.
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13

Theresalittle travel guide that's in here for DOE Advisory Board members. Weve got
more than one person that works with us on this. Deborah Evans (and you have the telephone
number in there) and other members of my staff can automaticaly take care of things that come
up on this,

That was the main thing | wanted to mention to you at this point. If you've got questions
on it, please fed free to ask any member of the staff that's here today and we can answer it for
you, or cal in, whichever.

Since I'm referring to the g&ff, if | may, dm, | just want to identify the staff in the room
at thispoint. Mary Kimbrough, arecent addition to our little family. Michdle Lynar. Peggie
Burke. Mike Pfister. And another Senior Advisor, is Greg Evans behind me. Y ou know their
facesnow. Anyway, unless you have questions, I'm going to relinquish my time back to the
Chair.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: Jm,isit far to say that you can field dl of the questions from
the Board and then direct them to the various places in the Department?

MR. MELILLO: Yes.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: But you would rather receive communications?

MR. MELILLO: Asamatter of fact | will add one morething. If something is not
going right, in terms of your travel, whatever it happensto be, if there's a problem with getting
paid or anything of that nature, | personaly want to know that and I'm the one that you would
cdl at that point. Let meworry about it a that stage and I'll take care of it and aso make sure
that it gets corrected. That's probably the most important thing | can say.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: Thank you, Jm. | believe we can turnto the next agenda
item, or isit appropriate to wait for Gloria?
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MR. WINSTON: Jm, not to kill time, but | do have aquestion. | could have asked it
during Rachd's presentation, because it's sort of related to that, it's a question of membership.

One of thethings | was going to suggest - and partly, (I was amember of the past
Board, dong with John) and thisis a much smaler Board, leaner and maybe meaner - one of
the things we may want to look a once we prioritize the issues we're going to look at (welll
want to probably work with the Department on taking alook at) membership to find out do we
have, given the issues we choose to explore and assst the Department on, do we have the right

mix of expertise.

I'm not certainly looking a a Board the size of 25 or 30 people, but | think we may
want to revigit that in the context of what we decide isthe key priority areas we want to work

on.

CHAIRMAN AJELLOQ: | think it'san excelent point. TheBoard istheszethat itis
right, now, in order to get started. Frankly, what we wanted to do clearly, and | think Jessie
would support this, isto get underway with a diverse set of opinions represented by the people
here, immerse oursalves pretty quickly into the business of the Board and the program, and then
find those areas where we need additiond input.

Asaconsequence, | do expect some expansion. | certainly would say that that is going
to occur. | think, and dl of you will have an opinion on this at some point, the degree of
expangon and the types of other inputs are redly the questions that we need to be asking

oursalves.

| don't think it's a question necessarily of whether we should expand it, | think the
question isto what degree and how many, while keeping atight group that feds productive and
each contributes a great dedl.

That's certainly my viewpoint on that. If you or others have a perspective on that and
wish to address that. John?
MR. QUARLES: I'll just mention briefly my perspective or reservations about any
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ggnificant numbers of additions. 1've served on alot of Boards, some in the government, some
outside of the government. | think that the productivity and effectivenessis often inversdy
related to the Size.

There may be some additions that should be made, but | think we should start off with a
bit of a presumption that the case needs to be made as to why the addition isreally cdled for,
and why it's not adequate to just bring in people to participate in the proceedings. Were open
to the public and other people can be brought in to provide issue- specific views.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: Other thoughts from the Board?

MR. PHISTER: Mr. Chairman, I'd just like to remind the members to try and spesk

into the microphone, because thisis arecorded session.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: Thank you, Mike. Any other thoughts on the composition of
the Board or the sze of the Board? We have afew additional minutes.

(No response.)

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: Great. | think that is one of the things that we will be
addressing in our working session tomorrow as we become more active on the [membership]

topic.

The chalenge with the program, if | might say, isit isso far and wide, both
geographicaly and in terms of Sze, in terms of technology, in terms of commercid interests, thet
there are many different points of view. So, the chalenge here will be to get aworking sze
Board, as John suggests, but not have it so large that it's unproductive.

| think he made another good point, which isto say the Board meetings are open. So,
well be hearing alot of points of view, not only from this table, but from the public. We just
want to encourage that. | think everybody associated with this effort feds very strongly that we
need additiond points of view that may or may not be expressed by the Board. The Board is
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not the only group that has an opinion about the program. | just want to take this opportunity
again to remind you thet thisis important.

Yes, Tom?

MR. WINSTON: One other suggestion | would make, because the Board has — that
is, thisisanew Board with an old name, and | think it would be good to get information out
through the norma channds, whether it's the generd newdetters or updating the website with
current information. Because, sometimes when there's alack of information people assume
negaivethings. Thisisdearly apostive effort.

CHAIRMAN AZJELLO: 1 think that's avery good point and I'm sure we can undertake
to do that. I'm sure that we can work with the staff to get that done.

DR. LOEHR: Jus to continue the didogue, Since we have a minute here, and snce this
is, as everybody is pointing out, the first meeting and in fact the first hour of the first mesting.

| am assuming that if this Board, however it seems to be condtituted, wishes to have
input from aparticular part of the public or the private sector, that we do not have to wait soldy
upon them to appear in the audience, but that we might be able to encourage through the
Department or through somebody else to say weredly like to hear from thiskind of a point of
view to be able to make sure that we listen to that and it's brought to our attention. But that's an
assumption and | just assume thet it's okay.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: | completely agree. In other words, the floor is aways open,
inasense. Even though well have forma meetings, | would expect as well in between those
meetings well be hearing from anyone interested in the program who has a point of view.

I’d like to mention there are two more members of the DOE team that are in attendance
today. Martha Crodand, Director of the Office of Intergovernmental and Public Accountability
with EM ishere. Marthaistherein the second row, I'm sure you know her. Rich Burrows,
Deputy Director of the Secretary of Energy Advisory Board. Heisway in the back. Thanks
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very much for attending.

In the meantime, Gloria has arrived and well return to that agendaitem regarding
conflicts of interest, which is dso another important orientation point.

Gloria Sulter from the Generd Counsd's Office.

MS. GLORIA SULTON: It'sactudly Gloria Sulton, S-u-I-t-o0-n, but I'll forgive you.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: Thank you very much. I'm arookie.

MS. SULTON: It'sarather unusua name. I'm in the Office of Generd Counsd in the
section that deals with genera law and more specificaly, with the standards of ethical conduct
for federd employees.

| wanted to just take afew moments to explain to you some of the policies of the
Department regarding conflicts of interest. Basicaly, asamember of the Advisory Committee,
you should not participate in matters which would have a direct and predictable effect on your
persond financid interest, whether it be viaemployment or whether it be through an organization
of which you are an officer or hold achair position on acommittee. These would be considered
adsoin your financid interest, they are imputed to you.

If you believe that there may be such a conflict in your participation on particular matters
that are before the Committee, then | would suggest you tak to your DFO firgt and the DFO
can then bring to our attention any matters that we ought to address. Thereisin your notebook,
| believe Peggie put in here --

CHAIRMAN AJELLQ: It'sat Tab 3 for the Board members.
MS. SULTON: Yes, Ethics and Conflicts of Interest Guidance for Department of

Energy Advisory Committee Members. On the second page of that, there are four bullets
there, Advisory Committee members shdl aso adhere to the following generd conflict of
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interest requirements.
Basicdly, they go to using your position on the Committee in order to advance your
own private interests or those of your employer or other persons with whom you are

associated.

Again, there may be ingtances in which a certain discusson might come close to the line
and you need to talk to us and perhaps consult with the other Committee members about
whether this may be something you should recuse yoursdf from participating in.

It gets alittle bit schizophrenic when you are serving as representative members as
opposed to employees (specid government employees), because you are being brought in for
the point of view tha you bring from your various associations outsde the Department. But at
the same time, we have to be cognizant of the integrity of any recommendations that you might
give to the Department to ensure that we don't learn after the recommendations come in, that
one of you had just purchased a company that is being recommended, or has the best product,
or is doing some new technology, which we ought to look into.

Those are the kinds of things that we don't want to be surprised by. Most of them we
think can be taken care of in away that will dlow usto have the benefit of your wise counsd,
while a the same time knowing where the *bodies are buried’ so that in the weighing of your
comments on a particular issue, dl of the members are awvare. [For example] if you're on the
Board of ABC Corporation and ABC Corporation happens to be one of ten companies that
could do a particular kind of job that perhaps the Department is interested in looking into, then
the fact that you put that on the public record then, any comments that you make relating to that
will be apart of that public record and the Committee may wish to determine whether they want
you to vote or not vote on the ultimate recommendation to include that firm in the list of firms

who could provide the service.

Those are the kinds of congiderations | think you should keep in mind as you go about
your business. Thereis one piece I'm going to have circulated to you, it's on gifts. What'sthe
old saying? Be careful of people bearing gifts. Often they come with a heavy price tag.

Executive Court Reporting
(301) 565-0064



©W O ~N o o1 BB o w P

i
12
13
14
15
16
7
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
21
28
29
30
3l
32

19

These are the rules from the Standards of Conduct for Federal Employees. They might
offer you alittle guidance in terms of , be careful of those bearing gifts who might want some
gpecid favor from you, [i.e] want information. Be careful of what you tak about outside your
medtings.

Those are the generd things, which you've probably heard before, from me or othersin
my office. Some of it isjust common sense. I'll be happy to take any questions, if you have

ay.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: Any questionsfor Gloria?

(No response.)

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: Glorig, | had one or two questions. 'Y ou mentioned in the
opening comments "consult with your DFO." I'm not --

MS. SULTON: Designated Federal Officer.
CHAIRMAN AJELLO: Good. Gred.

MS. SULTON: I'm just learning some of these acronyms.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: | have another. With respect to a concern that any of the
Board members may have that they could possibly have a conflict of interes, istherea
procedure? Isit gppropriate to call you and ask you for your advice?

MS. SULTON: Absolutey. We have our number & the very bottom of the sheet,
202-586-1522. Y ou can ask for me or you can ask for the ‘Day-O’ and the secretary will
refer you to whoever is answering cdlsthat day. There's someone aways on telephone duty to
take cdls. We will be happy to.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: | have another question and that is to say, when you were
referring to private interests that we might have which could impact the way we conduct
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businessin this forum, was thet relating to the entire Department of Energy or only the EM

program?

MS. SULTON: [Just] The particular matters that you would be working on asa
member of the Advisory Committee.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: Okay. | think that's an important clarification.

MS. SULTON: Yes. Sort of particular matters as opposed to any matter around. It's
aparticipation sort of redtriction. Any other questions?

(No response.)

MS. SULTON: Thank you kindly. | appreciate it.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: Thank you, Gloria, very much.
All right. One additionad DOE person that 1'd like to introduce is Betty Nolan from the
Office of Congressond and Intergovernmentd Affairs. | know Betty from many, many years

ago.

MS. NOLAN: Not that long ago.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: Not that long ago. Welcome. We're actudly running alittle
bit ahead of schedule. IsPaul here? | guess he stepped out.

MS. ROBERSON: Werarely run ahead of schedule. Thisisagood sign.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: Right. We do have two of the three members present who
are part of the next briefing. Joining us are Woody Cunningham, a consultant to the program, as
wdll as Joe Nolter, a consultant to the program. We are now, for the Board members benefit,
a Tab 6. Thetopic for this next briefing is the Environmental Management Overview.

Executive Court Reporting
(301) 565-0064



©W O ~N o o1 BB o w P

i
12
13
14
15
16
7
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
21
28
29
30
3l
32

21

Thisisaso part of the important orientation that we promised today. Clearly, there has
been a significant amount of work, as Jesse dluded to at the outset, with respect to evauating

the progress and the performance of this program over time.

In response to a series of sudies, in particular the so-called ‘ Top-to-Bottom Review’
which was done last year, the team was tasked to perform a programmatic review of the entire
EM program and its management functions.

Today our pandlists are here to brief us on anumber of items. They will summarizethe
Top-to-Bottom Review, the six key focus areas and the EM corporate project summary.
Actudly, well start on Tab 6, that is a copy of the Top-to-Bottom Review which was provided
to the Board in advance of the meeting. Tab 7 of course are the key focus areas. Thenin 8,
well move into the EM corporate project summary.

I'd like to start by asking Joe Nolter and Woody Cunningham to introduce themselves
and give us afew words about their backgrounds.

MR. JOE NOLTER: My nameis Joe Nolter. | provide consulting servicesin project
management and other areas to the Office of Environmenta Management. My background is
project management in many fields, primarily in the Department of Defense, that's where | got
garted, and then | moved into the Department of Energy about ten years ago, providing
support. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: Woody?

MR. CUNNINGHAM: I'm Woody Cunningham and except for the beard, | quaify as
atrue gray beard. My background has been with the Department and various predecessor
agenciesfor many years. | sarted off in the Atomic Energy Commission developing fuels for
the fast flux test reactor, which isnow on our list for decommissioning.

| later went through the various agencies, a one point Director of the Waste
Management Production Divison, later as Assstant Secretary for Nuclear Energy, and findly,
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before coming over to assst Jessein this operation, | was Director of the Technica Steff at the
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board.

Joe and | both have been very heavily involved, not only in the Top-to-Bottom Review,
but aso in the efforts to begin to get thisreview implemented. WEell be taking to you some
about those things. Firgt, Joeisgoing to tdl you a brief summary of the findings of the review
itsdf.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: And just before we gart, I'll mention that Paul Golan will join
ussoon. Paul isthe Chief Operating Officer of the EM program and as such, has day-to-day
respongbility for many of the activities you're about to hear about.

MR. NOLTER: Our charter was -- you get the sense that, “Let's go out and do the
Top-to-Bottom Review,” but what was the focus? And, what was the charter that we
received? It was, "Conduct a programmatic review, --" I'll just read the first part here "-- of the
current EM program and its management systems, with the intended god of quickly and
markedly improving performance.”

Thiswas not an academic effort. Let'sgo look at one aspect. It was, “What do we
have to do to improve performance? And, that EM was operated on three core principles, safe
and effective clean-up, we need to conduct and complete our work quickly and runiit like a
busness. We, asateam, redly took that. The Assstant Secretary said we want to run it like a
business. So, we said okay, let's go look at this thing from that perspective.

We found a couple of itemsthat redlly float to the surface very quickly. The very first
oneisin the discussions (we should have passed out a segment, it may be abit clearer and
crigper), but in our discussions as we traveled around the complex, “What do you do? How do

you do it? and Are you successful ?’

There are a couple of rather superficid matrixesthat are used. Onewasin the
Washington area. Government. | think we al know that if the government is not satisfied with
what you do, you may or may not know the specifics, but you just turned the dia down on your
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budget and the budget just keeps getting smaler and smaler until you respond and then maybe

it comes back up.

But if you looked at the Department of Energy budget, specificaly the EM dlocation, it
was seady and increasing. So one might say, if you work in the Office of Environmenta
Management, from a Congressiona perspective we must be doing the right thing, because were
getting more and more money every yesr.

The other oneisif welook a our milestones, those externdly defined achievements.
We were achieving more than 90 percent of those milestones. Theres alittle chart here that
sort of bundlesit, but we were achieving most of our milestones. So from a Congressiona point
of view, were getting more money and we're getting the milestones done and our contractors
were earning more than 90 percent of the fees. The contractors are happy, they're getting fees,
the regulators are happy, and the Congress is happy. We must be doing a good job.

But we took very serioudy the charter we had, which is, “Are we running thislike a
business?’ and we found a couple of things very quickly.

In 1999 the Office of Environmenta Management said we would close 41 sites by
2006. A very clear matrix. Thejobisdonein 41 Stes.

In 2002, afew years later, well, we made a commitment that we would close only 25
gtes. When we looked a what was going on with finishing the job (there was a chart that's in
the Top-to-Bottom Review report), this chart ligts the Office of Environmenta Management
gteshere. The open diamond indicates the closure date that was in the 1999 plan and the solid
diamond is the closure date that's in the 2002 plan. There were some accelerations. Those are
indicated by the red, but the green says closure dates are moving to the right. Without even
focusng on which sites and how many dates, you can see theré's a dominant shift to the right.

We apparently, by our superficial matrix, were doing thejob. But, when we looked at
when isit done, when are you going to get done, everything was moving to the right. Not
everything, mos of the things.
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We dso looked at how much isthislifecycle cost. [Welooked at] what is happening to
that and in one year, what | have projected here, isin 2001 the lifecycle cost to do EM cleant
up work isthe solid blue line; in 2002, the lifecycle projection is indicated by the dotted line.

If you subtract the two and plot it, you wind up with this little red curve down, which is
growth. In one year, lifecycle costs grew by $14.7 billion. Well, okay. Things are happening
out there, but one of the assessments that we made was the organization (that the Assistant
Secretary assumed when she showed up) wasn't even asking those questions. “What is
happening to lifecycle costs?” and, “How long isit going to take us to get the job done?’

It's not that we didn't know the answers, we weren't even asking the questions. At
least, what we saw was the program was focused on the year-to-year budget, [e.g.] do we
have enough money to get through next year? It was dl focused on the year-to-year approach
as opposed to looking at the overdl project, the overal program.

We saw that EM cleanup schedules were dipping, costs were going up and we were
making minimal progress at reducing red risk. We were moving it around, we were managing
it, but we werent diminating it. Woody Cunningham is going to talk about that a bit later, when
| finish.

Aswe went into the EM Top-to-Bottom Review, there were some callsto action. |
won't -- you have thisdide, | won't read through dl of those, but essentialy those were the
bundles of work where we thought the Office of Environmenta Management needed to focus

ome attention on.

As we go through today's agenda and tomorrow, | think you will find afairly good
mapping of those areas and cals to action into the projects. The projects for the most part
were devel oped to get ateam that was dedicated to go looking at those areas and finding out
what has to be done.

One of the items we focused on in our recommendations was first (before we went of f
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and did that), develop a common vision for accelerated risk reduction between EM, the stake
holders, communities, regulators and eected officids. Aswe al know, there are many
viewpoints that need to be represented and that's one of the chalenges. We have dl of these
technical issues, but the firgt thing we've got to do is go out and get some consensus on what
should we redly do.

There was a series of workshops that were planned that started out with the Top-to-
Bottom Review. It redly started out with giving the Top-to-Bottom Review briefing to
organizations and asking, “Do you agree?’ If we look at this dippage to the right, closure dates
are moving to theright and costs are going up. So fird, “ So, we agree that thisis
unsatisfactory?’ or, “From your perspective, isthisjust fine? Isthisthe way you want it?’ It
was trying to get some agreement that something needed to be changed.

We review past risk reduction progress, develop a vision, sequence activities, integrate
the activities and basicaly come up with an integrated plan that says okay, we're going to go
after thiswith new vigor. | think the things well talk about in the next two days, the activities
that have initiated by the Assstant Secretary redly are marching to that drum beat. A faster
drum beat. And, it'safocused drum best.

We dso were to work with the appropriate members of Congress to implement an
expanded clean-up account, and then, begin some internd reforms within the Office of
Environmentd Management that said, how is it that we can have a program like this and we're
not asking the question when isit finished and how much will it cost. We're not asking those
guestions.

| think inthe next -- as| said, in the next day and a hdf, well be talking about the
gpecific mechanicd items that have been implemented to address thoseissues. | think you dl
have a copy of thispackage. That'sdl | have, subject to any questions that you may have.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: Paul, do you want to talk now?

MR. GOLAN: Thank you, Dr. Cunningham.
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MR. CUNNINGHAM: You're welcome.
CHAIRMAN AJELLO: ThisisPaul Golan, Chief Operating Officer of the EM

program.

MR. PAUL GOLAN: Thank you. Actudly, Jo€s and my presentations, while we
didn't coordinate it in advance, | think we're attuned enough right now were were kind of
thinking each other's thoughts.

I'm going to talk about what we have done in the last 12 months. Y ou're going to have
to excuse thet thisis not going to bein very good focus.

| want to talk about some of the corporate processes that are being put in place or have
been put in place to actually operate Environmenta Management as a project. I'm going to go
through my agenda today.

Thefirgt thing we're going to talk about iswhat isaproject. Tom here has seen this, S0
if you fal adegp on me, | wont --

CHAIRMAN AJELLQO: Incidentaly, the dides are in your book there &t the inside tab.

MR. GOLAN: Follow dong with me, because you're going to get a headache
following adong on this[projected dides on the screen]. ISEM aproject? And, after wetak
about what aproject is, why you should ingst -- if EM isnot being operated or run like a
project -- why everybody in thisroom should ingst on running this as a project? And, again,

[what are the] actions we are taking as a corporation to run this organization as a project.

So what isaproject? A project has specific objectives to be completed within certain
specifications. In other words, we know what we want. It has a defined start and end date so
it just does't go on forever. (That'saprogram.) It hasfunding limitations. And, this being part
of any good system, we know - and | think everybody knows - that we don't have an infinite
amount of funding to do the work that isin front of us. Thelast thing, it consumes both human
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and non-human resources. So, to get from here to where we need to be, we're going to est up
money. Were going to require money and we're going to need people; and, were going to

need other kinds of resourcesto get our job done.

I'm borrowing this definition from Kerstner’ s Project Management, which Joe Nolter
tellsmeis as close to the Bible on project management asthereis. We go into Kerstner and
say well, what are the benefits, why would we want to manage Environmenta Management asa

project?

Will, thefirgt thing and | think foremost is that you can achieve objectivesthat are
accepted by the customer. Remember, | said we had certain specifications we wanted to
operate thisto and deliver to. Wdll, operating this as a project allows you to achieve the
objectives that the customer has articul ated.

What | mean by "cusomer” iswe have alarge -- Environmental Management has a
large -- st of customers. One would be the regulators. One would be the taxpayers. A third
would be the stakeholders, the communities that werein today. There are other sets of
customers, but, when | say "customers,” broadly, we have to ook to more then just asingle set
of folks.

And if we control this as a project, we have a better chance to achieve our objectives
within the cost that we projected and with the schedule that we said we were going to get done.
Remember, Joe said in ayear's period of time athird of our projects dipped by over ayear
and in ayear'stime, for every dollar the government invested in us, we created atwo dollar
lighility.

Y ou know, you think about that and it's redly quite sunning. For every dollar that was
givento us by Congress, atwo dollar liability was created. | would offer that thiswould
probably be the only company in the 1990s to have gone bankrupt with that kind of work
process. A dollar invested and then a two-dollar lidhility.

We could measure progress and accomplishment againgt the plan. For every year | can
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cometo you -- every quarter, | can cometo you -- and say, last year we said we were going to
do ‘this,” the ruler hasn't changed, the yard stick hasn't changed, and | can report progress
agangt something that we agreed to up front. That's not going to change.

Weve identified functiond responshbilities to ensure dl activities are accounted for.
That means, as somebody once said, the best surpriseis no surprise. Did we leave something
out? Well, if you're managing this as a project, there's less chance that things are going to be left
out, because when you've designed a project, you put that dl in to begin with.

It alows you to take early actions, so that when you identify problems, they get solved
a the lowest possible level with the lowest possible impact, rather than years down the line
when some of our projects cost hundreds of millions of dollarsto fix, as were seeing today .

Again, lagtly (and one of our customersis the taxpayer) we can use our resources
efficiently and effectivdy. That means that we can measure the return on the invesiment that the
taxpayers make to us. We can measure the return on the investment and we can report either
that return on investment has increased or decreased since the last time we reported.

Were trying to manage thisas aproject. Weretrying to put together the Environmenta
Management systems to manage this as a project so we can be more predictable; so that, we

can deliver to our customers what we said we were going to ddliver.

Therés anumber of things that weve put in place, that we're putting in place right now
that I'm going to talk about over the next half hour or so. From the Performance Management
Pans to the Integrated Project Management teams that are going to help usto managethisasa
project, and have the project controls in place so that thisis transparent to anybody. It's not
just a secret system.

Where Joe | eft off with the Top-to-Bottom Review iswhere I'm garting. One of the
firg things that we went off and did after the Top-to-Bottom report was issued was we had to
say well, how do you trandate the cals to action and the need to accelerate clean-up work to
something that's more meaningful, other than alevel zero. We need to do more things. We
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need to do them quicker and we need to do them more cost effectively.

So we put Performance Management in place at dl our Stes. The Performance
Management Plan is a strategic document that articulates our approach towards accel erated risk
reduction at our Stes. It didn't mean that sites didn't have strategies before to do risk reduction.

What we asked the Stes to do was put together (with anew set of eyes) what it would take to
accelerate that risk reduction. And from across the Board, if you look a what weve done just
with the Performance Management Plan, Environmental Management was not supposed to end
until 2070. Right now, the last plan endsin 2035. We're trying to accelerate that into the 2030

time period or even sooner than that.

Just with the first generation of a different gpproach to cleanup, we've managed to take
about 35 years off the total project schedule of Environmenta Management. Mogt Sites have
developed Performance Management Plans, not al of them, but about 95 percent of our Sites
have Performance Management Plansin place.

| have aline here that says we don't have al the answersyet. I'll say to this group that
we haven't even asked dl theright questions yet. Not only don't we have dl the answers on
how to get there, but right now we don't think we've even asked dl theright questions. That's
one of the things werre looking for this group to help uson: are we asking the right questions,
and are we seeking out the right answers.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: Paul?

MR. GOLAN: Yes?

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: Speaking of questions, we have one.

MR. QUARLES: Yes. Canyou jus give usacouple of sentences on what sorts of
changes there have been, as far as the manner in which you've accelerated risk reduction?

MR. GOLAN: Surel can. Again, it depends on going Ste-by-dSte. Every Ste has

Executive Court Reporting
(301) 565-0064



©W O ~N o o1 BB o w P

i
12
13
14
15
16
7
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
21
28
29
30
3l
32

30

taken different approaches towards how it is accelerating its work, how it sequences the work.
I'll give you an example. Let's say Hanford. They had planned to take cesum and strontium
capsules and put them through the vit [vitrification] plant processing system and make glass out
of them. Right now, we don't think that's necessary to make the cesum and strontium for the
find digoogtion going through the vitrification process. So, one of the things were looking a is
taking that out of the wet storage and putting them in the final dispogtion form without the
vitrification process.

MR. QUARLES: That would be achange in the method.

MR. GOLAN: A change in method.

MS. ROBERSON: Can | add something, Paul? Becauseit's actually more important
than that. Thiswas going to happen in the mid '20s, 2020. When we went through the
evauation process for the Performance Management Plan, it became clear that from an
environmentd perspective, this was a Situation that should have been priority one, two or three
on our agenda, rather than waiting until 2025 and that clearly a more responsive reaction was

necessary.

MR. GOLAN: And Jesse brings up the second point. In terms of there are things that
we saw, [that can have] different processing paths. Another one was bringing urgency to the
dtuation. The question is, “Wdl, why are we waiting until 2020 when we should be doing it
today?’ A lot of thiswas re-sequencing the work that we had planned aready. To do the
higher risk stuff earlier; and, that has severd advantages.

Firgt of dl, from just aflat out risk perspective, when you can take risk out of the
system sooner, that means the probability times the consequence (Since you're taking the risk
down) you're going to have less chance of having something happen later on. You're cregting a

safer environment sooner.

The second important part of this, isalot of our nuclear facilities est up alot of capita
just keeping the lights on, the ventilation systems operating and the security systemns on.
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Typicdly, at our best projects, 75 cents out of every dollar we spend at these places basically
fund that infrastructure thet keeps things safe and secure.

If we don't need afacility because we don't have materid in the facility anymore, then
we can take the safety systems out, we can take the security requirements out, we can take the
operating capitd out of that and instead of gpplying it to mortgage and hotel codts, you can
apply it towards risk reduction activities. Y ou're now accelerating the work and taking capitd,
ingead of putting it into nortrisk reduction work, you can invest it in risk reduction work. You
now can accelerate the work.

A lot of this had to do with [looking at] why can't we do it sooner and redlly focus on
the high risk Stuff firdt rather than deferring the high risk suff. Go ahead.

MS. ROBERSON: You know, | guess| say thiswith alittle bit of risk, and Woody
and Joe will correct me, | would say that our focus on the important things to do, to alarge
extent, was misplaced. It wasn't that work was not being done, but the right kind of work that
redlly impacted the environmenta profile [at] our Steswasn't being viewed as a priority.

DR. LOEHR: Paul, I can gppreciate that dl you folks have been sivamped by this by
many, many months, if not over theyears. But, | need to go back to the beginning to have it al
in context. You have projects at a site and you have overdl projects. But, aproject hasa
series of godsand | need to make sure | perfectly well understand wheat the overdl god is.

From the Assstant Secretary, | have three goals. | want to make sure that I've got the
right ones. Complete the high-end risks by 2012; provide visible, positive and measurable and
accelerated risk reduction; and save $50 hillion. Are those the overdl gods of which you're
now going through and beginning to tell us how to accomplish them more or less a specific Sites
or specific locations? Am | missing any other overdl gods?

MR. GOLAN: No. What | would say isthat it maps precisely what were trying to do
here. Get the high risk suff donefirst. Get visble, meaningful clean-up on the ground working.
And, in the process, take about $50 billion out of the total project cost. A lot of what were
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talking about here is manifestations on how to make that vision turn into redity.

DR. LOEHR: That'sfine. That'sthe context that | want to make sure that I'm using,
because if we're going to be coming back — or, I'm going to be coming back with commentary
on whether those goals are achieved, as was pointed out by the Assistant Secretary, were the
appropriate matrixes being used. | need to reverberate continually againgt the overdl objective,
aswdl| as some specific objectives.

MR. GOLAN: That's exactly right.

DR. LOEHR: Thank you.

MR. GOLAN: A couple of things that Joe didnt mention in terms of the Stuation in the
'90s, one of the things that we saw ayear ago was that we gill had most of the spent fud stored
within a quarter mile of the Columbia River. We continued to increase the generation, the
volume of high level waste year in and year out, even though the last reactor had been shut
down more than a decade ago and we still had plutonium and uranium, specid nuclear materid,
grewn al across the country. And, thiswas even in the 9/11 world — it just didn't make alot of

Sense.

Any time you open up amateria access area a any one of our Stes, when you have
Category 1 or Category 2 nuclear materid, it's a $40 million entry ticket just to establish the
infragtructure to have that kind of materid & that Ste. We have those at four of our sites right
now. Lagt | checked, Environmenta Management didn't have any production mission.

I'm going to go through some of the things, in terms of how we're articulating our gods
and how we are trying to report on those gods as we get through here. Thefirgt thing, wasto
trandate the vision that the Assistant Secretary, the Under Secretary and indeed the Secretary
had into how do you make that work from aleve zero --headquartersto level zero, one and
two at the Stes?

The Performance Management Plans are the strategic documents, again, that try to say
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from a Ste perspective, strategicaly, hereis how it can dign with the gods the Secretary, the
Assgant Secretary and the Administration have. Again, weve put those in place.

Y ou can't manage your Sites with sirategy documents, at least not very well. What Stes
need to do is trandate the management plans, the Performance Management Plans into work
breakdown structure and into Project Management Plans were they can actualy plan the work,
manage the work, allocate resources and make decisions.

Weérein the process right now of trandating the Performance Management Plans into
Project Plans. For some of our big sites, that's going to take severa years. It doesn't mean we
stop and just wait until the Project Management Plan gets put in place. 1t means we haveto
look a what we're doing this year while we're putting together our long-range plan to make sure
werre investing our capitd, our dollars, into the work activities that have the highest risk and into
those investments will return the highest risk reduction back to us.

I'm going to mention this bullet. 1'm going to mention this at just about every one of the
dides | go through, the Performance Management Plans are configure controlled documents
back at headquarters. So, the Site strategies can't change next week, next quarter, next yesr.
It's a configuration controlled document. That doesn't mean that they'll never change, but the
Assstant Secretary has to agree to the change in the strategies before those changes become
implemented and executed at the Site level. That's another one of the corporate systems we're

trying to put in place, configuration control.

Y ou talked about how isit that we're going to measure our performance. One of the
things the government is very good & is generating lots of data. | can imagine the amount of
data that's going to be generated just out of thismeeting. Can you imagine, we have a$7 billion
ayear program, dl the data that we collect for the various things and you can't manage a project
effectively if you have a phone book worth of data being generated every day.

Weve focused on a critica dozen performance matrixes that are focused on risk and
I'm going to show you those on the next dide. Thisisnot part of your handout, but let me just
explan what thisis,
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OntheY axis hereiswhat we congder the source terms, the risk terms for the
Environmental Management Program. They gart with plutonium, metd and oxide. It goes
through enriched uranium, material access areas or security areas around the specia nuclear
materia, down to plutonium and uranium residues, transuranic waste, depleted uranium, spent
nuclear fue, high levd liquid waste, other waste -- and it goes down through release areas and
contaminated fecilities.

Thefirg thing were doing in quantifying lifecyde [codt] by ste, how much of what we
have a every one of these Stes. The interesting thing about this, and let me just tell you, is that
you would think it would be pretty easy to have a definition of what completion isfor plutonium,
metal and oxide. Wél, when we first asked, there are Six different -- when we first asked the
gtes, there were Sx different definitions people were using. Again, we only have nuclear

materia at four of our Stes.

There were Six different definitions that we had used to measure progress on sabilizing
and packaging plutonium, meta and oxide. Six different definitionsin asingle program. So
weve defined it to asingle definition right now, number of DOE Standard 3013 containers
packaged.

We know that when the plutonium, meta or oxide enters a 3013 package, it's one step
away from find digoogtion. The only thing left isto put it in an overpack and send it to the

recaver Ste.

One of the things that werre trying to do with thisis have standardized reporting
methodology criteria across the entire complex. Simple things, such aslow level waste, some
Steswere reporting by the ton, some sites were reporting by cubic yard, some sites by cubic
meter and some Sites cubic feet. There were four different ways of reporting that same metric.
So, the reporting metric standard is cubic meters of waste disposed. Not ready to go, but
disposed. Because, we have areceiver Site open for those and so we're going to measure when
that actudly gets done.

What we're in the process of doing right now is collecting the information on what each
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gte hasin terms of these quantities of source term. Then the Sites, through the Performance
Management Plan, are going to basically have to say over the next three, five or ten years
(however long it's going to take to complete disposition of this materid) say, | have athousand
cans of 3013 materid that 1'm going to have to get off of Rocky Flats. 1'm going to do 200 this
year, 200 next year, 200 until | get to 1,000 and then I'm done.

We're not only going to configuration control the totd lifecycle, but by year, what the
Stes are going to commit to have completed. Then, were going to report againg this next year.
If we have this meeting and we get our dataiin, we're going to say in 2003 we had planned this
ether by gte, or across [the] Environmental Management Project, and this is how much we got
done. And were going to report in terms of variance, ether positive variance (we got more

done than we planned) or negative variance (we didn't do as much as we said we would do).

MR. QUARLES: Isthat hooked into the GPRA reporting process?

MR. GOLAN: ltis Itis, butit'sredly the next leve down, in terms of the key things
that we could manage here. It puts alittle bit of finer tune on that. We look at this as not only a
management tool on how were performing againgt, but aso a scoping tool. Joe said in fisca
year 2000 to 2001, $14 billion worth of cost came up. Well, was there new scope associated
with that? We don't know, so we're using this chart, we cal it the Gold Chart, because that's
the color the borders are going to be, we're going to use this as a scoping toaol to insure that
were controlling the configuration of what'singde of this program and what's not ingde of this

program.

Hopefully, when we -- next year when we come here and [look &t lifecycle, if we sad
we had 5,000 cans of plutonium that we had to stabilize, | should have to report back to the
Assgant Secretary if that number went up or if it went down and why.

DR. LOEHR: Paul, can you give us asense of ground truth on some of these matrices?
That isto say, it's easy to do things ingde the Beltway, it's difficult to do them outsde in the red
fidd world. Can we assume that there's been a back and forth with the people who have to do
this, to moveit and so forth?
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MR. GOLAN: Yes, weve been in discussions with the field for about two months on
this, working on definitions, working on precisaly what we want. Theré's been alot of give and
take. If you redly look at this, one of the statements when | talk to the field managers (and |
usudly to talk to them every Wednesday at 3:00) isthat if afidd manager can't tell metheir
quantities, what they're supposed to do lifecycle and what they're supposed to do this year,
they're probably not focusing on theright things.

I'll tll you, thisis going to be new to some field managers. But again, if they're focusing
on this, they're focusing on the source term, they're focusing on [the] thing that redly isthe
hazard that were trying to diminate for Environmental Management, they will be focusing on the
right thing.

We're actually getting our first submittal of this data back from the fidld on Friday that
conformsto what isit, lifecycle, by fiscd year. What is it the Sites are going to commit to do
cong stent with the Performance Management Plan between now and the time the Sites say
they're done. When we get that datain, that will be revison zero, configuration controlled, and

we're going to have to work it from there.

MR. WINSTON: Paul?

MR. GOLAN: Sure.

MR. WINSTON: How confident are you that you've identified | guess the broad
scope of theriskiest -- ether activities, or the highest risks that are facing the Department?
That's a pretty hefty list there. The reason I'm asking is that a number of years ago the
Department had to report arisk report to Congress, which went through at the project level a
whole evauation of what was risk.

Y ou've done it more in aggregate, which probably makes alot more sense, in terms of
managing an overdl program. But my basic question is, isthislist going to be refined over time
as new information comesin? Or, are you pretty confident that thisredlly isthe key direction
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that you need to take in terms of risk reduction?

MR. GOLAN: Woody will talk about it. | would say thet if we don't have it about 95
percent right now, then | would be surprised. What | would say is that hopefully, thisis going to
get the lion's share of stuff and we're going to figure out if we overestimated or underestimated

aswe go forward.

Let mejust tell you that when we talk about high level waste and say, “Okay, wll, isal
high level waste cregted equal?” Let's say you have two tanks. Oneisadouble shell tank and
oneisasgngle shdl tank. Istherearisk gradient between those two? Of coursethereis. So as
you gart pulling the detal here and say which high level waste tank am | going to go after firdt,
you just can't say they're dl created equally and I'm going to use this tool to manage the project.

Y ou have to say okay, let's get down to the next level. We have one that's sngle shell
known leaker, we have a double shell here. We have mostly sdlt, we have mostly supernate
and then we have to use that next leve of information to sart prioritizing resources on which is

the next one that we go after and why.

MR. WINSTON: That's very good, because that situational assessment redly will tdl
you a much different answer compared to just arough copy.

MR. GOLAN: Sure. But | will go back and say you'll know that if we have planned in
fiscal year '03 and we say we're going to stabilize and package 500 cans of plutonium and we
know that that's what we need to do next year, | should come and | should be held accountable
to al our stakeholders and say we either hit 500 or we didn't and hereiswhy. Heréswhy we

did more. Here's how we were able to do more.
Year in and year out accountability againg alifecycle that redly we're trying to hold
congtant here; that is not going to be subject to, well, we got through this fiscd year. Let's

reshuffle the deck and say everything was fine again a the beginning of the year.

The important thing here isthat you talk about lifecycle. The problems don't go away
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on September 30, they carry over. Joe talked about when the fiscal year ended and we didn't
get al the work done, we started fresh the next year and we started being on cost, on schedule

and on track.

Measured againg the lifecycle basdine ingtead of starting fresh at the end of every fiscd
year here has sgnificantly more accountability to this project than it ever had before.

MS. SALISBURY: Paul, I'd liketo ask aquestion. | think you mentioned that the
Performance Management Plans for some sites were going to take many years to complete.
Maybe | misunderstood you.

MR. GOLAN: No, the Project Managemert Plans.

MS. SALISBURY: Oh, Project Management.

MR. GOLAN: The Performance Management Plans are the Strategic documents which
lay out here is where were going to go and hereis how we're going to get there. The Project
Management Plans basicdly for the coming year should be down to somewhere between level 8
and level 12 of the work breakdown structure. Were going to talk about what that means a
little bit later, down to where you give awork package to an hourly employee and say go do
thisand it's the work ingtructions to stabilize this materid, dispose of this waste or take apart this
glove box.

That's going to take severa yearsto develop, especidly at alot of our big Stes. The
other thing is, it's one of these things where you roll forward. 'Y ou never want to have more
than about -- | don't know, alot of people say five (some people say five, plus or minus, years)
-- of very detalled planning. Because, as new information becomes available, you don't want to
have invested dl this money in planning and say I've got a great new ideg, let'sthrow dl this
planning away, because instead of doing Process A, | do Process B.

Planning our work is expendve. If you do it right, it's expensve, because you're talking
about the work ingructions here. That's what I'm talking about when | talk about the Project
Management Plan, those things that direct the hourly workers to do the tasks needed down to
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levd 12 to execute on the vison.

MS. SALISBURY: I'm just curious how you're integrating dl of that. Because, what |
seeis dippage on completing the task as agreed to and awhole lot of extra coordination that's
required by State, et cetera.

MR. GOLAN: Sure. | think you're going to find out that once we start putting
everything on the table here, the weapons complex waan't built Site by site, it involved an awful
lot of integration between dl of our Stes. It wouldn't have been as successful asit wasif it didn't
have that integration. That same integration that it took to build it, it's going to take to take it
gpart. Infact, more so because the program isnot a‘black’ program asit was through the
'50s, '60s and '70s.

That's going to change the role of headquarters here. I'll say through the '90s here,
athough we tried to integrate, we didn't do avery good job at it. We come back and say what
isthejob a headquarters. It's not only to provide status on what's going on across the
complex, but it's to provide independent status to the Assistant Secretary. It'sto look for the
problems that either the field has identified or they can't identify because they're too close, and

then solve [the] problems.

A lot of those problems that need to be solved involve, “1 have aneed here” and, “I
have arequirement here,” and how do | put those two together. “I have a need to get waste off
of the Ste” or, “| have areceiver Ste’ how do | make that happen. You'reright, it isgoing to

force alot more accountability for headquarters than weve seen recently.

MR. MORAN: Isyour risk rating criteria documented?

MR. GOLAN: Intermsof how thisworks? Do | have aMonte Carlo or some other
[smulaion andyd | -- the answer isno. What thisis, and we didn't just generate this, weve
used it at some of our other closure Sites. 1t sayswhat are the red risk dementsthat are driving
ether an authorization basis requirement, which is a nuclear license, which isdriving an
environmentd license, which is driving a security cost here.
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Thisismore quditative than it is quantitetive. I'll just tell you if you look back here,
there's not much backing this up, in terms of isthisahigher risk than that. But again, aswere
dlocating the individual dollarsto the different projects here, that's when you start saying isthat
okay. Aswe gart going between these two, whereisit | make that investment decison and
what isthe process| use. Thisis more qualitative than that.

Just to get folks up to speed, Joe talked about the reform account, the cleartup reform
account. | think once we get a budget passed there's about $1,100,000,000 that's in the clear+
up reform account for accelerated clean-up in fiscd year '03. Going forward in fisca year '04,
that's going to be part of our overdl submittal the Department is going to make to Congress.
We're not going to have a separate account called clean-up reform account. We're just going
to ask for the money we think is necessary to complete our work here.

We're in the process right now, and | can't say anything more than what this bullet says
here, of redligning and restructuring our budget tructure so it aligns with acceerated risk
reduction. We have specia nuclear materidsasarisk. We have specia nuclear materials as a
reporting eement in terms of a critica performance metrics and we want to have a budget
dructure that's cong stent with that so that when we talk budget, we talk about critica
performance measures and we talk about objectives, were taking about the same thing.

In other words, we don't report this way for budget and thisway for let's say acritica
performance measure to the Assstant Secretary. We're working right now with OMB and the
Hill on what that may look like. Again, right now were in the discusson process for the fisca
year '04 budget. Thisisan dement that's going to be configuration controlled.

Let metdk alittle bit about safety and what safety isand what itsnot. What safety is
right now is an entrance requirement for the contractors and the federa staff to work at our
stes. It'sassmpleasthat. If contractors or federd employees can't demondtrate they can
work safely, they don't have alicense to operate at our Sites. It's not something we're going to
incentivize postively anymore. It's not something that they're going to get bonuses for doing.
It's an entry requirement.

Executive Court Reporting
(301) 565-0064



©W O ~N o o1 BB o w P

i
12
13
14
15
16
7
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
21
28
29
30
3l
32

41

One of the notions we had in the '90s was that we couldn't work because it wasn't safe.
We actualy juxtaposed ourselves and said we can either do work or be safe, but we couldn't
do the same thing at the sametime. It led to gridlock and things just didn't happen.

Thetruth of the matter is unless we do work, we can't be safe. This materid is not
getting any more stable Stting there, the buildings are not getting more fortified, they're not
getting less contaminated.  The tanks aren't gaining any more integrity here. Unless we do work
we're not going to be safe. The only way we're going to get to do work is to be safe, though.

That'swhy I'm saying it'sagoing in condition. It'san entry requirement at our Sites, be
safe or you're not going to be there. It's part of our public license, too. If we can't demonstrate
that were safe here, let'sface it, the only thing that gives us license to operate here is that the
public accepts that the Department of Energy knows what it's doing here. At least that's what
we like to think.

If we can't demonstrate to the public that we can operate our Sites safely, then they're
going to shut us down too. It's not going to be through aregulatory action, but it's going to be a
lot more powerful than that.

MR. MORAN: How do you demondtrate that you are in fact working safe? Isit with
the reporting metrics that we're familiar with from the past? 1liness, injury, incidents?

MR. GOLAN: That'sagood question, in terms of how do you know that you're safe.
There's a couple ways you can look at this and say well, you look at the accident, the injury or
the reportable case rate, you could look at dl the things that either happened or didn't happen
and that gives you one level of saying well, we operated safely.

But what we're trying to do islook at what those leading indicators are that say we
haven't hurt anybody yet, we haven't contaminated anybody yet, we haven't had a spill yet, but
right now there's enough of these precursor activities where if we don't do something different,
were going to have an injury, were going to have afadity, were going to have a spill.
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What I'll say isthat while we have metrics that everybody accepts today, those metrics
probably are not going to be good enough on themselves to manage the program going forward

here.

MR. MORAN: That's one of the issues we got into with the previous Board right
towards the end of our activities. The focus on development of leading indicators that would
help give you some clue as to hazards that were arisng so you could head them off.

MR. GOLAN: Yes.

MR. MORAN: A couple other issuesthat are rlevant to this. One of the things that
we recommended before, and was underway and I'm not sure where it is, so let me ask the
guestion, was a requirement for pre-bid qualifications by contract. Isthat part of thisissue?

A second one isyou have fully integrated the Integrated Safety And Management
System across the Department and EM aswell, but out on the individua sites not al contractors
are required to have an Integrated Safety Management System. Is that criteria changing as you
are changing this?

MR. GOLAN: | think if Bob Card were down here, safety hasto come. It was
thought of as arequirement in the past, as a cumbersome thing to do business. Weretrying to
change that s0 it becomes a pogitive business attribute.

In other words, whether or not we require the contractor to have an integrated safety
system, they'd have it in place because it meant something to their bottom line. Becauseif they
had it in place and they were safer, they could earn more fee because they could get more work
done because they didn't have to shut down every time something happened.

| don't know if I communicated that very well. But, safety hasto go from a
requirement, from something that's pushed into the system to one that's pulled by the contractors
where they want to do it and they recognize that it's a good business practice.
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MR. MORAN: Yes, but your contractors that are bidding on RFPs need to
understand what requirements they need to implement with regard to safety management.
That's something that hasto be included in the RFP.

Smilarly, something that emerged, gosh, ayear and ahaf ago now, wasthe EM-1
Safety and Hedlth Policy with regard to new technology applications. Isthat dill inforceand is
that part of the contract reform package and acquisition package?

MR. GOLAN: You know, you're going alittle bit beyond what | was prepared to talk
about today. What | would just say isthat what were trying to do is articulate our safety
expectations up front through the Request for Bid process and ingtitutiondizing that into the
contract.

What we're trying to change culturdly isthat it's not redly arequirement that should be
done drudgingly or grudgingly, but actudly have industry recognize thet it's a good business
practice to do.

We're trying to articulate our expectations through the contract; have the contract
articulate those expectations. Manage the contract, and then when we see a sfety issue it
becomes a performance issue through the contract, not through the contractor. Again, | can't
comment on whether — or where, the new technology safety order is. | just don't know where
that is.

MR. MORAN: That'sredly avery sgnificant advancement. | hope it hasn't been lost
in the trandation.

The other find comment | would have or question | have (maybe we can get into it
more the more we get into it), but you're talking redlly two things embodied within al of these
documents and that is risk to workers who are engaged in the cleantup or the removal, et cetera
and public risk. Have those been put together in thinking about your risk criteria?

MR. GOLAN: | think they have and | think if we go back (and again this may be for
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discussion the next time we talk about it) there are optionsto, let's say, treet resdue. What
were trying to make sure gets indtitutionalized in the decision process is you send aworker in to
do that, that worker is exposed to arisk. By doing that process, they're going to get that risk.

Wi, if the worker doesn't do that process, it's going to mean something doesn't get
done. When we quantify the risk to the environment, to the public risk of what doesn't get
done, let's say source termination versus what risk the worker would have got if they worked
there and then start understanding what the trade off isto do that work. But again, that's
something | would say is more of an agenda topic for the next meeting.

MR. MORAN: Thank you.

MR. GOLAN: A couplethings. Measuring progress, [and] variancesin the critical
path. | think | talked about variance dready. Variance measures departure from the plan. It's
measured in terms of pogitive, it's good, negative, it's bad.

When former Assistant Secretary Al Alm came to Rocky Flats one time, we were
talking saverd hundred performance metrics and we convinced Al that redly the critical
performance metrics he needs to monitor is cost variance or schedule variance againgt the plan.
And if it's pogtive, he should say things are going well here and if it's not positive, he should be
asking why it isn't.

Aswe turn this here and say is 100 good enough, | did 100 cans thisyear. In the past
we would say you guys did work, that's wonderful. Any work that you did was wonderful. But
we were really supposed to do 1,000, so we redly have anegative 90 percent schedule
variance and it redlly isn't agood story here.

What variance does is put quantities and it puts them in context. We're going to report
this project and then we're going to report variance against what we said we were going to do.

Earn value, again, | did 100 cans here. Isthat good or bad? | don't know. If those
100 cans had low earn value, what we don't want to do is skew peopl€e's view and say was that
something good or bad. So, we're going to measure things againgt earned value. The work that
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has higher risk, that has higher dollar value we're going to report on an earned value
methodology that takes these variances and alows us to make apples to apples comparisons.

For instance, if we dispose of 1,000 meters of transuranic waste and a 1,000 meters of
low level waste, there is a difference in the earned vaue that we would like to communicate.
The transuranic wagte is Sgnificantly more difficult to digpose of than low level waste. If we just
said we disposed [up] to 1,000 of each and we were supposed to dispose of 1,000 of each, it's
hard to distinguish which one was more meaningful. The earned vaue concept dlows you to do
that and make apples to gpples comparison againgt what isit we're trying to do here.

Thelast thing I'll bring up hereis criticd path. Criticd path is bascdly the shortest
distance to get from here to the end of the project. Those activities where you dip aday, by
definition, your project will dip aday. If you dip amonth, your project will dip amonth. So
what we're trying to do is develop critical paths for every one of our projects so that we know,
we can usethisas atool to say, | have an extra $1 million a a site, where does it go? If it'snot
going to the critical path high risk activities, then were probably not making a good investment
at those Stes here.

In the process right now, we have what Joe would effectively cal cartoon sketches of
what critical paths are a our Stes. But right now, until we develop that critical path, we're not
going to know whether or not were making any progressin terms of being able to close our
gtes, because unless we make progress on the critical path, we might not be making any
progress at all.

MR. WINSTON: Paul, obvioudy | cometo the table asaregulator. One of the things
that's interesting with this, and on a Site- pecific bas's, we've been approached higtoricaly to
sort of trade off, as new information comesin and we redlize that there was something that was
riskier out there, that was more important to us to be addressed. We were able to
accommodate thet.

MR. GOLAN: Sure.
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MR. WINSTON: But & this point, how well do you fed your risk reduction activities
are digned with your regulatory drivers and your regulatory milestones that you've committed

to?

MR. GOLAN: | would say it depends on where you go across the complex here.
There are some where | would say there's very good aignment, with the regulatory agreement
focusing on theright st of milestones. There are othersthat | would say between us, the
regulators may not be regulating the right things; that there are other thingsin terms of public risk
that the regulators may want to focus on other than some of the things that they're doing today .

Again, that's something more | can talk to you in private on.

MR. WINSTON: I'm just trying to look for opportunities to explore. One of the other
issues of courseis that in some areas you're salf-regulated and so you've got your own drivers
there, internd drivers. You've got some external drivers. Some times your externd drivers may
not be over areasthat are your riskiest and yet your regulators are expecting to see positive

performance there.

In the past, we have at least (at least the Sites I've been on) -- there are times that there
were some things that we've identified that we don't have authority over but, it clearly isin our
date's interest to move forward on those. And, in asense, have some of the things that we do
control take a back sedt.

MR. GOLAN: Sure.

MR. WINSTON: | think it is very site-specific, but obvioudy if theré's not good
aignment between those two systems, that's going to be a difficult Stuation for the Department.

MR. GOLAN: Sure. I'll just say I'm not aware of asingle activity that we do that's not
regulated by an externa agency, from the Defense Board down to the Environmenta Protection

Agency. I'm not aware of any.

MR. MORAN: Thereisone.
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MR. GOLAN: What isthat?

MR. MORAN: You are sdlf-regulating with respect to Occupationa Safety and
Hedth, That'samagor onethat hasalot of impact.

MR. GOLAN: Youreright onthat. I'll go back to source term here. Some of the
regulators where | came from wanted to regulate some of the nuclear materid activities and
that's prohibited by the Atomic Energy Commisson Acts and things like that.

We were able to accommodate regulators in Colorado and they say well, we can't give
you a plutonium milestone, but we can give you a milestone that says they wanted plutonium out
of one of our facilities. Well, we couldn't gve them that, because we weren't -- it wasn't
alowed.

But we can say we're going to begin deactivation of that facility on this day, which
means dl the S& M [surveillance and maintenance] had to get taken out for that day for usto
dart deactivation. There are ways we can be smart about saying | can't get that plutonium
milestone or the uranium milestone, but | can get another milestone which iskind of likeit, it
does the same thing and it's not regulating the nuclear materia work, but it's fill forcing usto

drive forward on risk reduction.

Configuration control. Jesse has established a Configuration Control Board. Roger
Butler isthe chair; he's the Chief Financia Officer. We make recommendations to Jessie.
Wevejust placed a number of the metrics that I've talked to you about, the different arees,
under configuration control.

I'll just say this again, it's taggering, a $14 billion cost increase, we didn't know redly
what caused it. We can go back and figure it out, but it's not like we knew dollar-for-dollar as

that was coming in what was causing it.

I'll just say key dements of this program are under configuration control and we intend
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to have thisfully up and operationa by the end of next quarter. Right now we've basicaly said
we have revison zero in place. Weére sill working out some of the kinks and things like that, so

I'm figuring it's going to take us a quarter before we redly get our hands around this thing and
Separate out everything.

Contract Management Advisory Council. The federd work force redly doesn't do any
work a our sgtes. There's a couple labs where they're actudly doing work, but generaly we
rely on the contractors to do our work. We have to view the contracts as the key way for usto
execute our vison here. We, as an organization, are not very good at managing contracts. We

don't use the leverage that's in the contract to drive performance.

Last year we paid over 90 percent of the fee. Did we get redly 90 percent of the

work, we wanted to get done, done? I'll just leave that as arhetorical question here.

Jessie chartered us back in June. Werre up and running. It was the first key finding of
the Top-to-Bottom Review. We view contracts not only as the execution of the contract at the
gte through the performance measures (through execution of the terms and conditions), but it's
redlly the whole acquisition process that starts with CD-0 that says | want to do something here
(i.e., establish amission need) and only ends when that misson isdone. Redly, the awarding of
the contract isthe half way part of that process, not the end of that process.

I'll just go through the integrated project teams and | think I'm over my time limit in
about two minutes here. Out of the Top-to-Bottom Review, again there were a number of cals
to action. How isit that you continue to do your business today and change the organization,
change your approach to work here?

Wi, we have our organization in place that does the day in and day out business that
needs to get done. Separately, Jessie has chartered eight Project Management Teams. Again,
thisisright out of the letter that Jessie sent to the project managers and it's basicaly an
increased focus by corporate solutions.

I'm going to skip to the last one here. Opportunities to develop the next generation of
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DOE managers. | think everybody has read the federd statistics. Half the federd work forceis
going to be able to retire here in the next five years. We look across the Department here and
say do we have the person in line, do we have five candidates for the next job that's going to be
open, whether it's at Savannah River, Idaho or Ohio?

The answer isthat were kind of left unprepared right now in having, | would say, a
cadre of folks, a capable cadre of folks to take over as the Department continues to go
forward. Part of the reason Jessie is putting these project teams together -- chartering them
with Project Management — [ig] to redly generate, develop the next generation of folks who can
take over and become Deputy Assistant Secretaries and managers a our DOE sites.

Thisisnot only something that were trying to get near term solutions to our problems,
but so get some longer term solutions. Some permanent solutions here to issues that we see;
problemsthat are just not going to go away. We're going to need management as long as we
source out there.

Each team has a project manager. We've asked the teams to manage this as a project.
They had to go CD-0 approval al the way up to CD-4, from mission need to project
completion, approved by the Assistant Secretary. Each project manager is supported by a
team and it's a corporate team. We have folks from NNSA. We have folks from EH. We
have folks from the Air Force [and the] Environmenta Protection Agency on some of our
teams. We're trying to get a cross corporation set of folks who are on these teams.

Jessie just approved the CD-0, which is the misson need, which basicdly saysherésa
summary statement of what I'm trying to do, the chalenge, the issues, here's a potentia set of
solutions and an outline of mgjor deliverables. So the CD-0 has just been approved. Right
now the project managers are putting together the CD- 1 documents, which isthe project plan
on how they're going to ddiver.

| talked about eight project teams. Herésalist of them. It'sbascdly -- | think there
were 12 calsto action out of the Top-to-Bottom Review. These are the eight that we're
focusing on right now. That doesn't mean that some can't come up later, but these are the eight
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that were focusing on right now.

Every one of these has a project manager, a project team and a senior project advisor
as amentor, to help the project managers through their thought process.

Again, | think I've talked through most of this here. Weé're in the process of developing
the CD-1s, that's in the process now over the next couple of months, depending on the scope of
some of these projects. Some of them are going to require alittle bit more time to develop Al
the logic and things like that. Some of them are alittle bit more straight forward, we can dart
with the CD-1's and 2's today.

All of these have end points. All of themwill end. Thisis not something were just
generating. Every one of these things has sunsets which are defined by the project end points
and end dates and when the projects are done, they're done.

That doesn't mean a year from now we may not see anew set of project managers that
need to develop new sets of projects that need to get worked. But right now, we're focusing on
eight. They have end points. When they get done, their solutions get turned over back to the
mainstream S0 that it becomes part of the fabric of the organization.

That's where we are right now from [the] Top-to-Bottom Review, which was published
in February. 1t was published nine months ago. These are the steps we have taken to
implement and execute that vision that the Secretary, the Under Secretary, the Assistant
Secretary has, to turn that vison into sysemsinto the inditution that we can operate this
organization by.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: Paul, | have aquegtion regarding the $14 billion figure. |
know thisisavery large program, but that's a stlaggering number. | guess what I'm curious
about, just roughly how much of that $14 billion increase was associated with the loss of what
I'll cal time vadue of money (i.e, if it takes longer to get something done, it's going to cost you
more money in dollars of the day, clearly, because inflation erodes today's dollars)?
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MR. GOLAN: Sure.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: That'soneway, | supposg, it could cost more. And roughly
how much of that was changes in the scope of the program? Isit sort of a50/50 answer? It'sa
gtaggering amount of money and I'm sort of looking for the root causes of that.

MR. GOLAN: Joeisthe gatistician on this.

MR. NOLTER: Your characterization that it was a staggering amount of money is even
more shocking when you redlize those were in congtant dollars.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: Congtant dollars?

MR. NOLTER: Congant dollars.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: No inflation.

MR. NOLTER: Aswe said, the questions weren't being asked so where did that
increased cost come from, was it new scope; we finally opened up the tank and redlized that
therewas dl sorts of materid in here that we didn't know.

Wasit new requirements? The previous plan said we could cleanup to thislevd and
snce that time, there's been a new requirement levied. So, therefore we haveto clean-up to a

cleaner levd, that's going to cost more.

Or wasit through just poor mechanics? Gee, we had a cost estimate earlier, now that
we'relooking at it closer because were getting closer to the job, we redize we redlly do need
trucks and we do need operators and boy, they weren't in the cost estimate to begin with.

We don't know. We don't know whether it was increased scope, increased
requirements or just not attention to detail in the first estimate, because the lifecycle perspective
was hot being looked at. It wasjust each year a atime.
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MR. GOLAN: But | will quantify thisin terms of new scope that EM got or new
requirements from security was less than $2 billion out of the $14 billion. Wl over probably
85 percent had to do with re-priced work scope to do the same set of work.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: So the next question is, what risk are we at from this point
forward in maybe not as large an increase? In other words, how comfortable are you with the
cost estimates going forward relative to ayear ago when we found the additiona $14 billion, for

whatever reason?

MR. GOLAN: When we put together the first generation of the Performance
Management Plan, afunny thing happened. Aswe started to accelerate the work and we
started to take out the infrastructure, overhead and support costs a afaster rate, the cost
actudly started going down.

So | would say, barring any mgjor decisions or things that we can't foresee, like if
WIPP would not be able to accept waste, that would be something that is not an anticipated
event right now. | would say unless something of that nature comes around, weve probably
seen our high water mark in terms of the cost estimate to finish the clean-up and closure work of

the EM program.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: Tharks. | think Woody, you're next.

MR. WOODY CUNNINGHAM: Yes. | wanted to talk alittle bit about the whole
concept of accelerated risk reduction. 'Y ou know, one of our major findings in the report was
that EM, in effect, was managing waste. They were not reducing wasterisk at al. Therearea
lot of things Paul referred, to the fact that we actudly have more high level waste now than we
had five or ten years ago. There has not been much emphasis on those operating facilities to
reduce the amount of waste which they produce.

Looking at dl these things, you say well, okay, what do you mean by managing risk?
Was that okay? Well, afew years ago when | was at the Safety Board, we did an evauation of
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safety at DOE. If you want to just put it on a comparative basis, generadly spesking safety at
DOE is better than that of industria concerns. So, it's the “why do we worry about safety?’
kind of Stuation.

On the other hand, one thing we're finding in the EM program which is beginning to
rase agreat ded of concern on our part aswe move into more and more clean-up and more
and more D& D, you begin to get away from the safety associated with handling radioactive
materias, which we know agreat ded about, and moving into the industrid based safety.

We're beginning to see some precursors of that. For example, at Rocky Hats right now
one of the mgor concerns has to do with potentia eectrica related accidents. Those are the
kinds of things that we can expect to see quite a bit of in the future, because as you go into these
buildings, you don't have good wiring diagrams. Y ou dart cutting into eectrica lines and you
find that well, you thought the eectricd line was dead, but it redly wasnt.

We've had several near misses associated with incidents like that, so these are aress
that we're beginning to be concerned abouit.

But overdl, up until this point, | think we could say that DOE has done afairly good job
of managing the waste and taking care of it asit comesdong. We haven't had any mgor saills,
we haven't had any terrible radioactive related accidents, this kind of thing.

So you say, okay. That's okay for managing the risk, but what do we mean by not
reducing the risk? That's where we get into the subjects that Paul was talking about earlier
where we find we have more high level waste to worry about today. [If] You go, for example,
down to Savannah River, youll find that there has been an incentive on producing the glass logs
down there. So, we find were producing glass logs a arate of about 200 per year, but were
actudly increasing the amount of high levd wagte. We're not reducing the amount of high level
waste.

I'm going to talk just for a minute about when we were thinking about accelerated risk
reduction. What isit we were talking about. Asyou dl know, there are alot of very
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sophigticated systems for evauating risk and prioritizing risk and this sort of thing. But you also
know that when one talks about alot of these sophidticated systems, if you aren't careful in what
you're doing, you can actudly jiggle those things around to either get results you want or you
jiggle them around in away that you aren't redly sure or confident of the results you get.

The basis we gtarted with and you'l find it in the Top-to- Bottom Report, iswe in effect
were saying that you've got to start with engineering judgment, what makes sense. What | want
to just show you very briefly iswhat we concluded from using engineering judgment asto the
approach we should be taking. In answer to one of the earlier questions, yes, were concerned
about risk to the worker. We're concerned about risk to the public. And, we're concerned
about risk to the project, dl of those. But let me just show you our conclusons here.

What I'm going to be showing you here are what we consder to be the highest risk
categories. These are roughly in order. Y ou could argue about well, isitem number three redly
more riskier than item number four, but generdly spesking you'll get an idea of what were
talking about.

Thefirg thing we're saying is that in order to ded with risk reduction, thefirst itemisto
dabilize the materid. If you've got aliquid, makeit asolid. If you've got agas, at least makeit

aliquid. In other words, move to the more stable materids as rapidly as you can.

MR. PFISTER: Woody, can you put the mike on your tie? Therésalittle clamp.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: If we gtart with the categories were talking about here, what
were saying isfirg of dl it'simportant to sabilize the materids. If you look at, for example, the
question of risk to the public, risk to the public is probably more from liquids and potentia
contamination of groundwater than anything se.

Thisis the reason, for example, that we ended up with a very high priority on the K-
Basins a Hanford, because there you're roughly 100 yards away from the Columbia River.
Y ou have an old storage basin which doesn't have a very good record of integrity and you have
very badly damaged spent nuclear fud. It's quite clear that that should be somewhere relatively
high on your ligt.
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Starting here, were saying that the highest risk category is high curie, long-lived isotope
liquid wagte. Again, if you go around the Site, you'll find quite alot of interesting answers on
this. Youll have people tell you well, gee, you know that could be way down on our lig,
because we havent redlly had any leaks in our tanks and there's nothing redlly to worry about
here.

But again, were saying from a smple engineering judgment perspective, you redly need
to stabilize that materid, becauseit's potentialy the highest risk materia that we are working
with.

Specid nuclear materials. Paul has talked some about that. Here we're dedling with
plutonium and highly enriched uranium. It's scattered al around the complex. It not only isa
high cost to the EM program in the sense of having to provide extra security and controls over
the materid, but it isaso arisky materid in the sense that these are materids that have no
programmatic use in the EM program. A lot of them have no programmatic use even in the
whole DOE program.

They are avery high risk from a safeguards and security standpoint. When you throw in
the extra concerns related to homeland security, you can see that rather than having these
scattered around the complex with individua security systems for each of them, it's much better
to consolidate them in one or two locations where you can provide adequate security, adequate
protection for them.

Paul aso mentioned the 3013 cans. The 3013 cans are standardized containers which
are designed to safely store this materid for at least 50 years. That's part of the stabilization
effort, because alot of these materids, materids like plutonium chlorides, plutonium oxides
redlly are not in very stable form and other than the fact that they're heavily protected, could be
readily disbursed around aswel. That's number two on the list.

Then the liquid transuranic waste for the same reason as the high level waste (it'sa
liquid), it potentidly can lesk into the ground. It can potentialy get into the groundwater, this
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sort of thing.

Then we have some materid at 1daho, which is a sodium-bearing waste, which may or
may not have RCRA condituents. But, other than that, it probably will end up being classfied
astransuranic waste. Again, the objectiveisto get it in solid form, assuming the compogtion is
suitable. 1t will then be transported directly to the WIPP facility.

| talked some about the defective spent nuclear fud in the water basins. That againisa
potentia hazard, not nearly so much asthe liquid high level waste, but neverthdess, that hasthe
potentia for contaminating groundweter as well.

Moving on down the list, spent nuclear fud in leaky or poor water chemistry bass. The
objective hereisto moveit into dry sorage. We do have in the complex at least two very good
water basins which are maintained with high integrity and have very good water chemistry. One
of thoseis a ldaho and oneis a Savannah River. What that tdls you is that even though the
objectiveis gill to get out of water basins, in terms of priority, you can probably move it down
lower on the priority list (just Smply because of the fact that you do have a high integrity system,
which is not putting it into the urgent category).

Next we have high transuranic content. And here, the number we have here for what
do we mean by high is above 500 nano-curies per gram. The standard arbitrary definition of
what can go into WIPP now is greater than 100 nano-curies; but again, that number is arbitrary
too.

The other category, TRU waste stored on the surface. This can impact severd factors.

But again, it gets more in the category of homeland security aswell, because again, it's generaly
materid whichis-- alot of the materid isflammable, alot of the materid could be reedily
disbursed if it were ether hit by saboteurs or thistype of action. One could take this materid,
creete afire and disburse probably not a serious amount of plutonium around, but enough
plutonium around to either panic the public or create a great ded of concern among the public.
We redlly need to take that transuranic materid which is stored on the surface and get that
down to WIPP on aregular scheduled basis.
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The remote handled transuranic waste, again, for right now, we don't have WIPP
permitted to accept that materid, which is causng a serious backlog in terms of the clean-up
program and moving materias down. But, we're making progress on that and | would expect
that fairly soon well be able to handle the remote handled transuranic waste at WIPP and could
begin to move those materids there.

Findly onthe lig isthe D&D of highly contaminated facilities. Thiswould fal in the
category of being more arisk to the worker than arisk to the public (which isthereason it is
whereit ison thelist). But again, that's something that we redlly need to make progress on,
because you can't reduce your footprint to the size of many of these DOE stes unless you
actually proceed with the D& D operations.

| would dso mention that here is where you, someone, was asking earlier about the
implementation of the safety systlems and this sort of thing. Thisiswhere you need to think of
sdfety at the highest levels. As an example of what I'm talking about here, & Rocky Flats, it
was initidly intended to take dl of the contaminated glove boxes, chop them up into small
pieces, put them in boxes and then ship them wherever the disposa site was, most likely WIPP.

Thethinking at the time was that this would be alower risk to the worker than what
they are actudly doing now, which is decontaminating the glove box and shipping it in avery
large container without reducing it inSze a dl. What they have found isthat in fact the risk to
the worker is less by doing the decontamination and not chopping up the boxes than it wasto

do the reverse, chop up the boxes and not decontaminate.

It'sthings like that and thinking like that we need before the work is done. Because, as
weve said many times, the safest operation for the worker isto not have to do thejob. By
thinking in terms of how do we avoid chopping these boxes up, you begin to think in amore
safer way of gpproaching the problem.

Anyway, thisis kind of arough idea of where were coming from and what we are
thinking when we talk about accelerated risk reduction. We're saying that in effect, welve got to
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reglly move to begin to clean-up the facilities and dispose of these materials in a permanent way.

But even if we have to, for example, wait severd years or anumber of years before we
can findly dispose of the materids, the first step isto properly stabilize them so that they are
very smdl or low risk rather than leaving them in the condition where they are now until some
find solution isdeveloped. That'sal | wanted to say about the risks.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: Thank you, Woody. Werejust running alittle bit behind
schedule now, but | think we should call for a bresk, a brief break. We should reconvene at 20
minutes of 4:00, 15 minutes from now. WEell have two more briefings and then the public
comment period.

(A brief recess was taken.)

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: Let'sbeginif wecan again. Were at that point on the agenda
where we're talking about -- we're continuing to talk about the EM overview. In this particular
section, Joe Nolter and Woody Cunningham will aso tak, but the topics here are the six focus
aress, if | have that correct. Joe, are you going to kick off?

MR. JOE NOLTER: I will. I will gart from the paper, which isin your notebook
under Tab 7, where | think the Six key focus areas are listed. To some extent, | would just like
to go through some of those and defer maybe the discussion.

Thefirg item, Significantly Improve Management Of Performance-Based Contracts.
That has such aggnificant place in the future vison that there is a dedicated project structured
for that titled " Getting More Performance from Performance-Based Contracting,” and that will
be [discussed in more detail] tomorrow. Unless there is a unique question about that, we can

just defer that to tomorrow.

Moving EM To An Accdlerated Risk-Based Clean-Up Strategy, Paul Golan | think
addressed that and that was in the Performance Management Plan. | don't know how you
perceive that or have categorized that, but in the beginning, as | was talking about Performance
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Management Plans (sometimes being shortened to PMPs) it took me awhile until my mind
redlly focused on that it's a Performance Management Plan and not a Project Management Plan;
that there was an agreement on what the performance should be as those discussions occurred
between the headquarters, and the site staff, and the regulators, and the field organizations.

It was looked at from what had been highlighted in the Top-to-Bottom Review of the
past performance in that closure dates were dipping to theright. It was costing more money.
We weren't quite sure why and the inability to redly grab onto it with respect to the metrics that
Paul talked about. | think that is one that clearly had the Assstant Secretary's persona
attention, sometimes referred to as close persond attention, in developing those Performance

Management Plans.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: If | might just add a comment on that areawhere | think the
Board might be very helpful in providing advice here, that is, that we fet in reviewing existing
contracts and the way the contracts were laid out and moving into this new objective, if you will,
of making somered progressin reducing the risk, that somehow or other we were not driving
the contractors to put forth their best people and their best idess.

We dill haven't redly achieved that yet, even though were working and pushing in that
direction. Mogt of the things we come up with are not so new or so innovative as to not have
capabilities out there among the contractors to do this and to come up with new ideas, new
goproaches. But, we gill are not seeing the contractors redly coming forward with new or
innovative ideas on how you tackle this problem to get it done.

MS. SALISBURY: Why isthat, do you think?

MR. CUNNINGHAM: That's part of what I'm asking you.

MS. SALISBURY: Oh. You must have some notions about it.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: Wédl, we have some idess, of course. We have some ideas
that the contractors are obvioudy driven in some respects by what the incentives are in the
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current contracts.

For example, | talked earlier about the fact that at Savannah River the priority thereis
on producing 200 glass logs per year. The priority isnot cleaning out and closing ahigh leve
waste tank. And why isthat? It's because WGI is being paid an incentive to produce those
200 logs per year. Obvioudy, part of it ishow DOE gtructures the contracts, what they place
the incentives on.

But the other part of it is that the contractors again basicaly are satisfied because as Joe
says, they're getting 95 percent of their fee. So why should they do anything different? Why
should they go get some of their better people and bring them in on the contract? There are
these kind of things that are happening.

MR. QUARLES: It sounds like there's weakness at the front end and at the back end;
isthat right? In other words, part of it is how do you write the contract, how do you structure
the performance incentives and another part of it is how effectively do you monitor the actud
performance.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: Again, one of the key things, and Joe has talked some about
this, iswefdt and ill fed (for that matter) that DOE oversight isinadequate. We need alot of
reform and restructure there. And alot of that comes about historicaly as well, because under
the old M& O contractor concept, individual DOE people could at their whim ask the
contractor to do something different or modify what was being done or, change what was being
done. The contractor in effect, was sort of rolling over and saying okay, aslong asyou pay my
bill, I'l do whatever it isyou tell me to do, rather than pushing back and saying look, our
mission, our god hereisto do the following things and if we kegp mucking around like thiswe
aren't going to be ableto do it.

But it was dl permitted within the frame work and the structure of the way we were
operating. It'sas much DOE'sfault asit isthe contractor's fault. Nevertheless, we're not
getting the message across that we redlly want to change. We redly want the contractor to
come forward with good ideas, good approaches, good innovations so that we can get this

clean-up and closure mission done.
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MR. WINSTON: | think you redlly have to say it'sal DOE's fault, because the

contractors are going to respond in anatura market place manner.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: WEell, you may beright. But, at least that's a good place to
Start.

MR. WINSTON: | wasjust going to add that the other problem is that when changes
are identified, they haven't higtoricaly been approved. Infact, it's redly been difficult
sometimes. That's the whole system. So, the safest way to proceed was the status quo or the

course that you were on, because it was never easy.

Some of that was the layering of the bureaucracy within DOE, some of the time you
would have to go back to stakeholders or regulators and there was alot of inertiajust built into
the sysem aswaell. | think part of this getting the message out, and | think one of the things that
Jessie hastried to do, is get everything digned and have a cons stent message in terms of
acceerating cleantup. Acceerating clean-up has certainly been mentioned before by DOE.
Thisisn't the firgt timeit's been mentioned. | think what she hastried to do is align everything so
that it can improve the chances of success. But in the past, even though there would be
sometimes agood talk about acceleration, there was alot of hurdles in the system and alot of
barriers that were saying just the opposite thing.

MR. NOLTER: | think there may be -- aswetry tofit it in our minds each one of the
topics that comes up today, the area of contracting, -- wetry to fit it in our minds with acouple
of bullets underneath it, | think that may be the danger with respect to the contracting area,
because in the Top-to-Bottom Review, there was an awful |ot of page space devoted to that. |
think that's because as we looked &t it, we found issues as you went from one end of the time
line, which was the team gathering up to put the solicitation out and identifying the scope of
work, al the way to the other end of the time line, which the contract has been awvarded and it's

now time to administer the contract.

But there were issues that surfaced in every phase. We had just drifted into a mind-set
with respect to contracting that quite frankly, a cost reimbursement contract with an award fee
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that is very subjective just supported it [the mind-set] and continued to support it and feed it as

we moved off the mark.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: Were there other successful business modes, programs,
projects outside the government, elsawhere in the government, that were evaluated to determine
what flaws this program had and what good things other programs might have had, to adopt
andogies to amore successful modd? Have we looked outside, essentidly?

MR. CUNNINGHAM: To alimited extent. Wetried to talk to each of the
contractors about successful projects they had el sewhere and what made those projects
successful and why it was so hard to take that same gpproach in the government. Wedid get a
lot of interesting comments and feedback there.

MR. MORAN: There was dso amgor effort here within DOE as awhole on contract
reform about four years ago. We had anumber of open meetings with alot of information and
testimony and examples provided. That generated alot of the new approaches that are now in
place, that they're beginning to dea with problems associated with those.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: Buit there are somethingsthat | think are encouraging in the
sense that the firgt contract that we will see coming out of the new regime, if you will, will be the
contract at Mound, which should be awvarded in December. | think you'll see alot of sgnificant
changes in that contract compared to what we've had in the past. That's dl part of the process
again of trying to get to the Situation where you are redly taking advantage of the contractor's
capability. Smply, you're not taking advantage, at least potentialy, of their cgpabilities now.

MR. NOLTER: A discussion of the Mound contract will be part of what we talk about
tomorrow.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: Good. Thisisarich areathat | think well alow more
discussion and a great deal more thought.

MR. QUARLES: I'll just add one more comment in the EPA context. It'sinteresting
because you've got adud program on the Super Fund. Half of it -- I'll say half, but itsredly
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now more like 30 percent of it, -- is government managed. The remainder, 70 percent, are
being performed by the so-called PCPs, the private sector people who are responsible at
individua stes.

Thereisauniversal consensus that the PCP managed clean-ups are far more cost-
effective than the government managed clean-ups. | don't think that EPA has done awhole lot
to try and redlly reach out to why is it that these private companies are able to manage their
clean-ups more effectively. But that isabody of expertise that exigtsin large numbers of your
major corporations, particularly those that have been involved in industries like chemistry and
ged and so forth, where those people have become quite expert at managing remediation

contracts.

MR. NOLTER: If welook a number three on the ligt, Restructuring EM's Interna
Process To Focus On The Accomplishments Of Measurable Clean-Up And Closure, that'sa
redl chalenge. Because, in the issues that Paul talked about earlier, when he was talking about
turning this into a project and managing it like a project, those are | guess words that are easy to
say. But, then building the infrastructure of individuals that now spesk that language and operate
that way is redly where the chalenge was.

| would like to just make a couple of remarks about EM's initiatives to structure [this]
project. Not to take away from the discussions of specific projects, which will occur
tomorrow, but just to lay some ground work.

After the Top-to-Bottom Review came out and the Assistant Secretary was mulling in
her mind exactly how to act on this, the gpproach of wdll, if it'srealy important, we need a
dedicated team of individuas to go examine each one of these things, go out and operate not 50
percent of the time where they're doing their routine job, but a dedicated effort to go out and
find out what should we do in each of these aress.

Identifying individuas who would lead teams was one of thefirst challenges. Rather
than taking the approach of just looking through the list that says, “Well, gee, it's now your turn.
It'syour turn, Mr. Cunningham, you've been around here long enough, you go do this” There
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was sort of amind-set that said, “Wait aminute, theright individua is here, we just don't know
where that individud isyet.”

What | passed out to you right there, it was an advertisement that went to every stein
the EM complex. It said werrelooking for project managers. | don't care what your gradeis. |
don't care what your job is. These are the issues that we're concerned about and 1'd like you to
let me know if you're interested in leading one of these projects. If you are, write up what you
think the problem isand send it to me.

We tried to streamline that process, so it was done with e-mail. We werent into, “ Send
me 35 pages of what you think the problem is,” so the entire organization was canvassed. We
had about 80 -- | guess there were dmost 100 volunteers. That selection process was then
conducted by the Assstant Secretary. She had ateam that advised her, but she personally
selected each project manager.

There were a couple of noteworthy items on that process. When you talk to the project
managers tomorrow, you'l find out that they sort of run the spectrum of age and experience and
what they redlly dl projected, | think, to the Assistant Secretary was alevel of commitment and
energy and quite frankly, the finest blend of ambition that sent the right Sgnds. That's how the
project managers were selected.

What I've aso passed out is this grid that has some data areas on it. That grid goes --
acrossthetop arethe individud projects. Down the left-hand Side are the Stesthat arein the
EM complex. We have the names, but the names are sort of adigtraction. What I've doneis
I've shaded in those boxes to indicate which sites have EM employees who are on these project
teams. The project teams are not made up of headquarters individuas, they're made up of
[personnel from headquarters and the Sites] — The sdalection process [for members of each
project management team] was Smilar to the project managers, who are the individuas who:
know the most about spent nuclear fudls, know the most about what EM istrying to do, know
the most about what the chalenges are - and then they were sdlected by the project manager to
be on that team.
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Y ou can see as you go across there the teams, the project teams are made up of
individuas from the entire complex and the project manager is not necessarily from
headquarters. In fact, in many of them the project manager isfrom thefidd. It wasagenuine
attempt to go find the right individuals. That was the search process.

The second element was Paul was addressing issues about Project Management. An
objective of the project teamsis to get the work done. Whatever this project focus areais or
project areais, get that work done and get it done as a project.

There were some secondary objectives that Paul aluded to when he talked about
identifying the next levd of leadersfor the Office of Environmentd Management. Where do the
office directors come from? Where do the Ste managers come from?

Tdking the project manager lingo is clearly where the leadership wants to go and the
teams are to structure their projects and conduct their projects in accordance with the
Department of Energy order on Project Management. I'm holding up aversion that redly has
been superceded; but, the point is the Department of Energy has put out guidance on how do
you run a project, what do you redlly do as project management.

Not surprisngly, it's not much different from the Department of Defense's approach.
It's not much different from Bechtel's gpproach. 1t's not much different from the Project
Management Ingtitute's approach. The basic principles of project management are project
management.

S0 these teams and this group which is scattered about the complex --, the secondary
objective is S0 that when these projects are done in ayear, we will have about 120 people that
have been through projects and have seen project management. Not from the blind adherence
point of view that says the book says you're supposed to do this, why are you doing it, | don't
know, but the book says | have to have one of those for critical decision one, so we have one.
But, more from a thought process, isthere avaue added to it, if thereis, then we ought to do a
conceptua design and we ought to force ourselves to go into requirements.
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At the end of this process, in addition to getting these projects accomplished and the
work done and clarity to EM's mission accomplishment, there is a group of people who now
have alittle better sense of what project management means, because they've been through it
and they've been through it up close and persond rather than through a course of find out how

to manage a project.

They work directly for the Assstant Secretary. Sheis the decision authority and they
are the project managers. They are detached from their forma duties and they work full time on
the project and report directly to her.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: | have aquestion about that reporting. There are alot of
people, alot of projects, Jesse must be extremely busy ordinarily.

MR. NOLTER: Yes.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: It'scuriousthat they can -- in one sense, | guessiit's greet that
they can report to her and she can see what's going on. But, in the back of my mind I'm
thinking gee, how can she get all that done without support. 1sthere additiona support that she
has to do that?

MR. NOLTER: Wéll, | think aswe are -- if you want to cal it training up the project
teams to run the projects, then theres dso training up the saff that provides that review when a
package comes in; that, provides some distilled assessment to the Assistant Secretary. You're
right, she's not doing al of that.

Soit redly isan across the Board raisng of the proficiency level and the understanding.
Again, not by blind adherence to what the book says, but by saying what should we be doing,
what is the objective and what isthe right thing to do.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: | do want to emphasize thisis not a Ssamping operation.
When these guys are ready for adecision, they comein, they st down, they have 30 minutesto
an hour with the Assistant Secretary. She personally goes over it, she gives them feedback and
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they go out of the room with a clear understanding of whét it is she expects of them and she has
aclear underganding of what it isthey are doing. It's not one of these things where you have
the bureaucratic process of the stamp sending these things around in acircular process and it

never getsto the Assistant Secretary.

MR. WINSTON: Thisligt of 12 [projects], now there's actudly alist of eight that have
been chartered; isthat correct?

MR. CUNNINGHAM: Yes.

MR. WINSTON: Some of them changed alittle bit. | know the long-term stewardship
one redly, even though Dave Geiser is head of thet, that really has afocus on risk-based end
gsage and dearly long-term Storage is a component of that. Maybe you can describe that
process, and will dl 12 of these be addressed?

MR. CUNNINGHAM: Thesmple answer isyes. In terms of what's hgppening here,
there's some things that redlly are not gppropriate for aproject, if youwill. Thet is, the one
that's even on thislist here, Effective Human Capita Strategy, that's redly the Assgtant
Secretary's job and she basicaly will do that without a project team.

But the thing you mentioned on long-term stewardship, the idea there isthat if you look
at what's involved here, there are certain aspects of long-term stewardship which areredly in
the long-term and will not be part of the EM mission. In other words, EM is not aland
management organization. It's not an organization which is going to have permanent EM people
located at each Site or anything like this,

But what it does have aresponghility for, isthat before that land isturned over to any
other "land management organization,” there has to be an exit srategy in place that saysEM has
doneitsjob. It hasdoneit well. It'seither cleaned up (you can walk away and forget about it),
or it has to have continuing long-term monitoring and thisis what the continuing long-term
monitoring requirements are and these kinds of things so that you have an exit drategy that
makes sense to the people who are there, the people who are concerned about DOE's ligbility
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and dl thissort of thing. So, the focus here is not on land management or land ownership, the
focusin the "new project,” if youwill. Itiswhat isthe exit Srategy, what does it take to be able
to stand up and say this Ste has been cleaned up.

DR. LOEHR: Canwe get alittle definition of that? | notice the third one which weve
got on here says accomplishment of measurable clean-up and closure. How do you define
"clean-up and dlosuré” in this program?

MR. CUNNINGHAM: Interms of clean-up and closure, | would categorize the sites
were deding with in three categories. Oneisasdte for which there is no future EM mission use
or future DOE misson use. Those are the Stes that you would like to clean-up to the point
where you either are able to turn over the land for unrestricted use or you're able to say well, it's
only suitable for recreationd use or it's only suitable for this, but basicdly, the DOE missonis
finished, we're cleaning it up to the point where it's acceptable to the people in the area for other
purposes. That's one category.

Ancther category are those that will have a continuing DOE mission and these are
places say like Oak Ridge, where you have both a defense mission and a science mission there.
Those fadilitieswill continue to operate. On the other hand, there are large areas there which
are clearly contaminated with legacy waste. That needs to be cleaned up, removed and maybe
some of that land can be turned over for other purposes. But even if it isn't, what you have
done is you have cleaned up al of the so-called legacy waste and | eft the future handling of
wadte that is generated to the operating units of DOE. That, by the way, is another strong
incentive. The operating unit begins worrying about how much waste they are producing,
because they're now forced to take care of it. That's the second category.

The third category are those aress like Hanford which firgt of dl, the dean-up isso
massve that it's going to be avery long -- the clean-up misson itsdf is going to be a very long-
term misson. Then in addition to that, there are areas at Hanford that probably can never be
released for any kind of public use and that judgment has to be made as part of the exit strategy,
€t cetera.
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But basically what I'm saying is there will be some areas there, even though it's a closure
gte, that will dways be under the direct contral, if you will, of DOE. Those are the three
categories.

DR. LOEHR: That'sfine. I'mtrying to put the words together and I'm trying to learn
quickly here and the terms "risk reduction” and "accelerated risk reduction,” that can mean
different things to different people [e.g.,] risk to whom and what and the environment and so
forth.

The clean-up and closure, you've identified it to a certain extent by saying unrestricted
use, theré's probably no risk to somebody. Then you've identified the last one, Hanford, that
somebody has got to pay attention to for along time. But there isameasure of risk in those
decisonsand I'm just trying to get my mind around the extent to which risk decison- making
pathways and so forth are part of the entire accelerated risk reduction pattern.

For ingtance, when | heard you talk about these highest risks, there's absolutely not
doubt they are highest risk. But to me, they turn out to be source control, which | think is right,
| think that's the firgt thing you should dways do. But then there are subsequent things till left
behind, even when those of the highest risk are taken into account and you've identified through
clean-up and closure how some of those are going to be handled.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: Badcdly what | was saying thereisyou put it in two phases, if
you will. The first and most important phase isto Sabilize the materid. Then the second
processisdigposal. What | wastrying to say to you, while we are working hard to establish
disposd criteriaand locations, if you will, we don't have othersin place.

For example, there are things that clearly -- if you take the glasslogs, for example,
clearly will go to YuccaMountain. Thefact that we don't have Y ucca Mountain in acondition
to accept those today doesn't mean we shouldn't go ahead and make the glasslogs. It's that
kind of gtuation | think were dedling with.

MR. QUARLES: Let mejust pursue the aspect of closure, because you did describe
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that in terms of ready to walk away and let it be used. But, do you redly mean that? Becausel
would assume that nearly dl of the Sites that have significant radioactive contamination are going

to continue to have sgnificant contamination even after you finish the closure,

If it'sin the groundwater, will it not stay in the groundwater? If it'sin soils, will it not
day in the soils? Would you redly contemplate bringing those stes to a point were they could
be transferred into the private sector, put on the open market, sold free of any restriction on
use? Or, would they continue to be subject to some significant degree of use redtriction?

DR. LOEHR: Wédll, there's some areas tha you clearly can cleantup to the point where

you can turn it over for industrid use. There are probably --

MR. QUARLES: Could it beturned over for resdentia use?

DR. LOEHR: -- not very many aress that DOE would be willing to turn over for
resdentid use. Even o, if you look at Rocky Flats, for example, there are agreements there in
terms of how deep do you have to remove radioactivity from the soil. There are agreements
there that will be perfectly acceptable for recreationa use. In those cases, in effect the planisto
turn that over to the Park Service or the Department of Natural Resources for those
recregtiona uses. But asfar as| recdl, | don't remember any of the areas a Rocky Flats being
proposed for residential use.

MR. WINSTON: There are some areas that now are being transferred to the
Miamisburg Mound Community Improvement Corporation for industria redevelopment and
some without any ingtitutional controls. It's destined for industrid redevelopment, but there are
no inditutional controlsin place on that because of the fact that there is no significant
contamination. There are other parts of the Mound dte that will need to have continued
indtitutional controls associated with it.

MR. MORAN: The samething existsin part of Oak Ridge. The East Tennessee
Development Park isthe mgor sector there; the same processis underway.

Executive Court Reporting
(301) 565-0064



©W O ~N o o1 BB o w P

i
12
13
14
15
16
7
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
21
28
29
30
3l
32

71

MR. QUARLES: If it's possible at this point to project what the outcome will be and
have politica acceptance of that outcome, then that frees the program up tremendoudy in terms
of being able to go ahead and do the job, because there can be clarity.

| know on the Super Fund side and the RCRA sde, that's been a huge problem; that is,
there is arecognition scientificaly that groundwater contamination is going to stay essentidly
permanently or at least for saverd hundred years at many of these sites, that there will have to
be redtrictions that would preclude anyone from trying to make use of that groundwater. There
will dso be other contamination that will stay on. The Agency hasn't been adleto bring itsdf to
say that's okay. So, for the past 15 years, there's been a heavy level of congtipation in the
whole program that they just can't dedl with thisissue because the answer that ispaliticaly
acceptable, is not technically workable. And, the answer that is technically workable is not
politicaly acceptable. 1t's adilemma, so0 they just go ahead and study the area more and more
and more and don't move it forward. Maybe you're free of that issue.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: No, there are a couple of thingsthere | started to say. It's
ironic in acouple of the Stuations. Oneis not only the closure of most of the smdl stes DOE is
redly having more difficulty because of volatile organic compounds and PCBs than they are
radioactive materids.

But in addition to that, as Tom just mentioned with regard to Mound, you run into
Stuations where the community is very anxious to get their hands on some of these buildings or
fadilities for economic development and that in effect hampers the clean-up process. Y ou have
indugtrid people working in a building there while you're trying to come in and knock and
decontaminate the facilities. If you're not careful, you can get into trouble because of early
community acceptance, if you will.

MR. WINSTON: It isadifferent dynamic than most Super Fund Stes that I'm familiar
with. Part of that, isthat for asite like Mound, for example, you're in atrangtion window. It's
an operating facility where it has a pretty significant human capitd that the loca community
wants to preserve and there's other people stepping up to the plate with sort of assist and
sometimes they have loca controls and jurisdictions that actudly can solve some of those
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inditutiond control issues.

| think it istrue because of that intensive interest thet it's a double-edged sword,
because it does help you resolve some of those thornier long-term problems, but at the same
timeit's very difficult to time these activities so thet they trangtion safely. But that's not a every
DOE ste. That's somewhat unique. But | think DOE has tried to look at each Site and evauate
that process very specificdly to the hand they've been dedlt, if you will, and make adecison.
So, it'sredly not aone-gze-fitsdl.

MR. NOLTER: Number four, Scope And Programs Not Aligned Or Supporting
Accderated Risk Reduction. Again, that's an areathat has a dedicated project team that will be

here tomorrow.

“Focusing EM Resources On Clean-Up.” That goes very closdy with the vison that
Paul Golan described about Project Management and operating as a project by identifying the
end state. What is the end state of the project and then as each of these work elements are
looked at, you start looking a what do they contribute to that end state. That is, as you might

expect, a controversial subject area.

“Implementing An Effective Capitd Strategy.” Implementing a Human Capitd drategy
that extends beyond the next year -- just asmall diver of that isthis sdection process that
occurred for project managers and the project teams that occurred by the Assistant Secretary -
- but she has broader visons and broader initiatives that she may share with you a some other
time.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: Thisisjust, | gather, to help the development of the peoplein
the program to become better at what they do, essentidly and part of the process of choosing
project teams to circulate people around the system isto get that done. Isthat where thisis
headed, that particular one?

MR. NOLTER: That's part of it. In other words, providing thetools. But | would
quote from the Top-to-Bottom Review, additiondly it must aso be made clear that increased
career prospects and persona growth opportunities are available to individuals who succeed in
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this environment. As opposed to, you're locked into this escalator career path that just moves
on up through the different levels. There has to be some acknowledgement that if you're maybe
aproject manager, one of the eight project managers and you step out into avery chalenging
area and you succeed, then there's maybe something for you other than just back in the box and
progress with everyone e se up through the longevity chain. Her vison and her persona views
on that | think she ought to share with you.

Regarding “ Restructuring Science And Technology Program To Focus On Critica Path
And Other Highest Priorities And Mot Urgent Risks,” | think Woody wants to say afew things
about that.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: Yes, I'll talk about that for a couple of minutes. What weve
found -- EM actualy had afairly large science and technology program; basicdly, what we
found was that it was unfocused, it contained programs ranging al the way from some Serator's
or some Representative's pet project through | guess you'd say amarketing program of going
out and trying to convince the sSites that they needed some technology program. In other words,
it wasn't driven by the program saying weve got to have some help here, it was driven by the

people who had the technology program and wanted to sdll it in the complex.

Badcdly what we said here isthat the technology programs should be directly related to
project needs so that we could proceed with the cleanup program. That process | think has
begun to change, it's not complete yet, but essentidly what we're talking about hereisredly an
applied technology program, not some kind of research and development program. Because,
mogt of the things this program needs are not way out, 50 years from now, science projects.
What this program needs iswhat can be utilized, say in the next five to ten years, because that's
when the programs are really needed. There are many applications where things like this come
about.

For example, | wastaking earlier about the process of decontaminating the glove boxes
at Rocky Flats. That's agood example of atechnology which existed. The people smply didn't
know about it or hadn't tried it and essentidly, it's not much more than using an acetic acid
basad liquid to go in with a hand bottle and squirt on thewall of the dry box and wipe it off.
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There are things like that which can make a tremendous difference in both the risk to the
worker and aid in terms of the final disposa process, which can redlly speed up the clean-up
and disposdl process. Those are the kinds of things that we're saying the technology program
ought to be changed into an applied technology program where you're applying the best
technology youve got and by doing that, you can save time, reduce cost and move on with red
improvements in the program as awhole.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: If these are the focus areas and these are the key projects,
has the program looked at its technologies to shed activities that don't relate to these listsand
refocus that which do rdate to thisligt?

MR. CUNNINGHAM: Yes. You can seethat dramaticaly in the headquarters
program. The headquarters program was reduced -- |'ve forgotten the exact dollars, we can
get it for you -- but it was reduced something like $200 million or $300 million a year to $50
million. That's dready been done.

MS. SALISBURY: Woody, you mentioned an area that the Board could possibly be
helpful to EM under the accelerated risk clean-up strategy, | guess that's where that was. Have
you thought of any other areas where you think the Board could be hepful in these focus areas?

MR. CUNNINGHAM: Inthe focus areas itsdlf, yes, particularly -- Well, we talked a
little bit about the performance-based contracts. One of the thingsthat | think is difficult to
happen in a government organization like EM is ared understanding of what motivates and
drivesindugtrid contracting.

We're saying we want you guys to redly get your best people, bring them here and
perform. Were saying maybe part of the reason is that we don't redly understand what it takes
to make you bring your best people here. That's alittle bit of what we were talking about

ealier.

The other part, moving into an accelerated risk-based cleanup Strategy, we have
initiated this. But again, maybe were not moving in the most expeditious way. Maybe you have
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some good thoughts or good ideas on how we could redlly get going on this. Inaway, thisis
very much acrossroads. How do you get people to art thinking, “My job here isto close this
place down. It's not my job to keep mysdlf in ajob for the next 50 years” Y ou run into that
kind of attitude.

On the other hand, it's quite clear that there are at least afew people who think that
way. You know, if | do agood job closing this place down, then I'll be able to move on to
someplace else and close that down. But we don't find very many people thinking that way.
What you find people thinking is how can | kegp my job going until I'm reedy to retire.

MS. SALISBURY: | don't mean to becriticd, but | just think that that's a little bit
amorphousto try to dedl with as a Board that's advisory, that's volunteer, that doesn't meet very
often. | guess|'m looking for more concrete, specific Stuff that is admost more like project-
based, where it has a clear beginning and a clear ending where we could provide solid advice to
the Assgtant Secretary. I'm just sort of trying to seeif you've got -- you know, brainstorm with
you here - with you two, since you're consultants and you've seen dl thisdl over the United
States.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: Wédll, there are -- | think aswe get into the discussions here --
welll see more concrete based things. For example, if you look at the question we were talking
earlier about, the exit srategy, if you will. What isit that you think should be acceptable to the
public in terms of closing a place down? Because that makes a big difference in the Srategy at
EM, interms of how they lay out the programs and move forward.

MR. NOLTER: Inthe areathat Woody addressed a bit earlier and aso Paul Golan
addressed, coming up with that end state that is acceptable, the area of describing that in some
sort of risk-based schemeis very eadlly -- isaswamp of andyses that just never ends. But
without that, you're stuck with either end of the spectrum. It'sether cleaniit al up or leaveit the
way itis.

You can't get into that discussion about any interim points without some discusson of
risk, which very quickly getsinto some simulaion model, which the MIT modd is better than
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the Univerdity of Texas modd and it'saswamp. That is, just -- wdl, itsadifficult placeto
operate and some guidance or perspective that you might lend to that would be very helpful.

MR. WINSTON: Or just the basic question, “Is that even a path that has any chance
of bearing fruit? Isthere another gpproach?’ That's the kind of thing that we might be able to
grapple with.

MR. NOLTER: Yes.

MS. SALISBURY: Isit redity-based?

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: I'll tell you one areathat | think is quite interesting to me and
maybe because it's part of my professiona background, this whole concept of performance
contracting. | would imagine and say that it's going to be difficult for the program to get some
gories from the contractors, who they are dl the time negatiating with, in a-- 1 won't cal it an
adversarid context, but at least in acommercia context.

| can wel imagine that it might be difficult to have a dispassionate viewpoint on
incentives when you're aways trying to figure out where the next awvard is coming from. | think
some of the vauable things that we might be able to do is get some of that advice and maybe
put it in the center of the table and review an RFP to make sure that maybe some of those
incentives might be structured in there. | think that's perhaps one of the areas that we can talk
to.

MR. QUARLES: Jm, let mefollow on that and just say fird, as severd of you know,
I'mnot going to be available to be here tomorrow, which | regret. | think today has been
excdlent. (I will be chairing a meeting of abunch of industry representatives and actualy
mesting with EPA on corrective actions.)

My sense of what we -- I'm just going to kind of share areaction overdl. Firg, my
sense of what has been presented today isthat it has been excellent. | think it has been very
informative and asfar as I'm concerned, has really moved me up the learning curve dramaticaly.

So, that's been great. | aso sense a seriousness of purpose and a sense of commitment and
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that certainly blossoms out of Jesseand dl of you. That'svery -- as ataxpayer, that's very
heartwarming. | have alot of trouble with this as being very adbdtract. And, it's heavily focused
on the contract management side. | sort of think of thisas having -- you could go a it in terms
of how could you run these clean-upsin amore efficient way as perhaps having three levelsto
think about.

Oneisthe level weve mainly been talking about, which is doing a better job than what
we're doing (in terms of contracting) with the contractors to do what they're doing, but do it
more on time and cheaper.

A second arealis moving into what | would cal technicad substantive change in what
they're doing, where there may be lots of opportunities to re-sequence things. We talked about
one example as making a change in the remedid action itsdf. There may be changesin the
amount of time that's taken to investigate a Ste before decisons are made. Theresamost an
endless number of aspects of the total work that is done and much of it might be subject to a
conclusion that you ought to stop doing something and do something ese.

And then the third level isaleve that sort of takes some of those types of changes, but
comes up to a higher palicy level were there may be politica issues asto what isthe public
redlly asking for? How clean is clean in Super Fund parlance? In some of those aspects, it may
be that Jessie a her leve can sort of say, “Hey, we're going to stop doing this. Were going to
dart doing this” and she can make the policy cal. Maybe some of those would raise policy
issues that are beyond the ability of anyone other than Congress to modify.

But it's worth sort of having those three categoriesin mind and then asking onesdlf what
isredly going to be different. | think if it were possible to sdlect out alot of maybe anecdota
experience, but specific instances where some phase of the tota process would be changed ina
way that would save time, save money and move the project forward and articulate those, that
would redly be helpful. It would be hdpful to usto just get more of a sense of what you're
going to redly do.

| kind of doubt that it's possible for DOE to manage its way to a $50 million savings out
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of total cogts just by more effective control over what the contractors are doing. It seemsto me
that probably if one were to say how are we going to get to that $50 million savings, that a
ggnificant portion of it would fundamenta and substantia changesin the remedid action itsdlf.
Maybe not. And asgnificant part of it might be changes in sort of the way we get there aswell

aswhereit iswe get or how efficiently we manage the contracts.

| think that -- areference was made earlier about insde the Beltway and outside the
Bdtway. It's absolutely remarkable how different a subject seems when you are insde the
Bedtway and talking about it from when you're outsde. | can recal when | wasat EPA and |
would get lots of briefings on lots of subjects from headquarters, because that's where | was.
But then | would go out to the regiond offices and get a briefing from them and it just redly -- it
was SO much more hands-on and specifics related and meaningful.

| would encourage that as we go forward ared effort be made to not take away
anything that's here. Because dl that's here is good; but, amplify it with a heavy layer of
practicality of what actudly would be done differently.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: And I think that we can certainly go into that in whatever level
of detall you want. Just to give you a couple of examples of clearly what were talking about,
again people tend to think that any of these kinds of suggestions are efforts by EM to take
shortcuts and not to do things properly or correctly. So, you have to be careful in terms of how
you explain these things.

But for example, | mentioned the sodium bearing liquid waste & Idaho. The basdine
effort there was to build a vitrification plant and put dl that materid into glasslogs. Wein effect
sad why are you doing it? Under the worgt conditions this materid is not high level waste? It's
transuranic waste and transuranic waste, to dispose of it, dl you haveto doisput it in asolid
form. You don't need to vitrify it and you don't need to spend that kind of money doing it.

In effect, they are exploring right now two or three potentia aternative technologies, if
you will, which will take that materiad and treat it in asmple way that certainly don't require the
condruction of amulti-billion dollar vitrification plant to do thet. That in itsalf knocked off
severd hillion dollars of the basdine & 1daho.
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The samething istrue a Hanford. DOE has been accused of "reclassifying” the wadte.
In effect, what DOE is doing is not reclassfying waste, but classfying it properly. There are
tanks at Hanford that contain waste that are called high level wastes that in effect are nothing
more than transuranic waste. Why do you have to treat that as high level waste? Why can't
you use a chegper technology to treat it and digpose of it? It'sthat kind of thing throughout the
complex that you can find. In effect, we're even dedling with an issue today of people wanting
to send what isbasicdly low level waste to WIPP, because WIPP is open and it's convenient
and you can ship it down there. But why should we take this valuable resource which is limited
in gpace and fill it up with suff that's not redlly transuranic waste.

MR. QUARLES: Those are great answers and doubtless, there's just awhole barrel

full more

MR. CUNNINGHAM: Sure.

MR. QUARLES: But | think when you go to try to accomplish the culture change of
getting the people in the organization to function differently, being armed with those specific
examples of how the end result should be changed provides an incentive and alot of darity in
terms of how they then modify their behavior to get to that result.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: At any rate, when you look a things redigticadly like thisand
say look, let'streat this materia properly and let's dispose of it properly, then that in itsdlf cuts
down the time period we're talking about in terms of cleanup and dlosing.

MR. WINSTON: | have another question and | first wanted to say it's too bad John
won't be here tomorrow, because | redly like the way you've sorted out and organized redly
sort of some of our thought processes for deciding how we want to contribute to DOE. So,

well missyou. Well see how we do without you.

One of the reasons that -- and having worked on DOE sites since actudly the mid '80s

-- one of the reasons that some of these decisions that were made and that need to be revisited,
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or it's okay to revigt them, isthat there was atime frame where it didn't seem like there was any
progress happening at dl and so there was a premium put on just forward movement. If you
had a path forward, you just would go with it. Sometimes some of these decisons, whether you
would say it's overkill or whatever, the fact that there was actudly a path to move on, there was
ared incentive to get past that inertia. So, | don't think it's bad to revist it.

One of the other things | would say, and one of the things that concerns me about the
project teams, isthe timing of them for the closure Sites. If you're a Site like Rocky or Fernad
or Mound or West Vdley, the results of these teams are going to be coming out in early 2004,
those Sites are supposed to be finished in 2006. So one of the thingsthat -- I'm not saying I'm
overly concerned about that, because in generd those sites have been held up as modd's of sort
of the way in which the Department would like to think about getting out of the business and
cosng out sites and that kind of thing — but, those of us that have been involved with closure
gtes have been sort of just saying can't we just finish our work. The last thing we need is
another inititive coming in a 15-year cleantup at year 13 to reinvent the whed. | guess| would
just ask, has there been some discussion about how some of these outputs would apply to sites
that are just actualy hopefully getting near the finish line?

And before you answer that, | was going to say one of the areas - certainly managing
wadte to reduce risk that are other than spent nuclear fud and high level waste - obvioudy there
are somered chdlengesthere. Because the shipment of waste and who is going to handle
waste and those kinds of issues are very -- those are unsolved & this point. There are a number
of closure Sites need to il see some decisionsin that regard. So, | would say at least in that
arena, on that team there probably isared benefit to the closure sites. But I'm just going to ask
for your comments on how this may apply to those Stes that are hopefully getting near the finish

line

MR. CUNNINGHAM: | think there are two things related to your question. Oneis,
Jesse has madeit very clear to the project leadersthat if they come up with new solutions or
new idees that make sense, they will be implemented immediately. She's not going to wait for
the completion of the project team's work and aforma report submitted. In fact, she has

dready implemented some of them on some of the teams.
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The second thing, isthet at the same time that the project teams are working doesn't
mean that people are not actively trying to solve ongoing issues. For example, the so-cdled
orphan waste that has no home to send it to is being very actively pursued right now, particularly
with regard to Rocky Flats. Because that's where the critical issues are taking place.

But what's being done there is being coordinated with the project teams who are in fact
looking for permanent or complex lag solutions, if youwill. For example, one of the biggest
orphan wastes right now are those materials which are ten to a hundred nanocurie plutonium,
which could be categorized as mixed low level waste. Wdll, what is the solution to that? Oneis
to get it out of the mixed category by treatment, in which case you could ship it to Nevada.

The other gpproach then would be to try to figure out some way that you can have amixed low
level facility which would accept it. Those are both being very actively worked right now.

MR. WINSTON: There should be pardld activities that hopefully compliment each
other, not necessarily derail at the 11th hour.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: Yes. And I'm not saying that none of those will happen. I'm
saying the intent is to have that closaly coordinated.

MR. NOLTER: | think there's another aspect, as Woody said, as emerging issues
come up, as the project is working, those items will be implemented without having to wait for
the end of the project. But the end point of the project isto come up with not just another new
initiative that will look good. 1t has to be packaged in the context of value added to the
basdine. For the project to have any effect on any of the sites, whether they are the small sites
that are closing in 2006 or 2005 or even some of the interim Stes that are out alittle bit further,
the project has to produce something that will show that if thisis done, if thisaction istaken, it
will reduce scope, schedule, cost. It effects that, so that closure can be achieved early. Just
because it isamore elegant gpproach, if it doesn't trandate to scope, schedule, cogt, it wouldn't
be implemented, because that's one of the metrics of the project.

MR. WINSTON: So therewill be afilter redly?
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MR. NOLTER: Yes. The other item, outsde thisis another area, but it is outsde the
context of the project. There was recognition of what you said, that is, why should we wait
around until this project finishes up when there are things that are very obviousto us right now.
Those have been categorized as, for lack of a better word, targets of opportunity. Meaning, if
there isa Request for Proposd that is being generated, is it going to start next October? We are
rolling back lessons learned from the Mound approach, lessons learned at Rocky Fats, from
the contract point of view, from the performance-based incentives point of view that have been
learned. Those items aren't neatly wrapped up in aproject. They clearly are anecdotd items
that we know need to be done and those are going to be addressed at each of the
opportunities. Roger Butler, who was on the agenda, but who is not here today, is the
individuad who managesthose. They are bits and pieces of everything weve known as an
improvement, whether it'sin metrics, or contracting, or performance incentives. It'sto try to get
apardld approach.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: That reminds meto point out for those of you who are
watching the program closely that Roger Butler was not here today. In fact, the last part of the
conversation was redly the one that Roger wasto moderate, but | think clearly Woody and
Joe took us through, that's the Corporate Accelerated Risk Reduction Strategy.

[PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD]

We are now at that point where we have dlotted time for a public comment period. |
believe the microphone is st to receive anyone and everyone who would like to make any
statement or ask a question of the group.

Yes. If you would step to the microphone, state your name and affiliation and then your

guestion or comment.

MR. MICK GRIBEN: My nameis Mick Griben, consultant, private practice. I've
been consulting to the Department for about ten years. | guess one question | have on thisrisk
reduction approach now is how are we actually going to measure the risk reduction? | see the
metrics, the number of cansthat are put together. That's ared smplistic approach. It'sone
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thing to ded with materidsthat are contained. Isthat the biggest risk? Or, isit the uncontained
materid that's being contaminated in the soil and groundwater that's redlly the greater risk to the
environment aswdl asto the public? How are you going to quantify that? If you're going to
say amply taking this many barrels of materid from Rocky Hats and shipping it to Savannah
River, have you reduced the risk a Rocky FHats and just increased it at Savannah River? |
don't know.

Another issue on the contracting side, | think alot of the issues with the M& Osand
M&lsisthat there are alot of socioeconomic aspects of those contracts. | dare say that's
probably where the cost increase comes dong. It's smply trying to bring on grandfathered
existing workers at the Ste into the new contract, picking up their benefits, developing the
economic vitaity of the community around. Until a contract for clean up issmply acleartup
contract and not a socioeconomic vehicle for the region or the locdlity, you're going to see
escdating codts.

| did get a message from Paul when he indicated we had seen the high water mark for
DOE dlean up. | guess my question iswhat is that number that he'slooking a? Isit the $250
billion, $150 billion number?

| certainly do agree with Mr. Quarles, that the real way you're going to see the kind of
cost savings that we're talking about is with no action. We're not going to seeit in contract
reform; we won't see it with innovative technologies. 1t's smply looking at the remedid action
itsalf and making a palitica decison that thiswill be anationa sacrifice zone or some other
equaly paliticaly incorrect gpproach. But, that iswhat it will take, | believe, to actualy see the
magnitude of cost savings that are being advocated today. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: I'll just try to summarize that. One of your comments was
quite clearly a question, how does one measure risks in waste reduction. | think that is one
clear question. What is the actua or maximum cost of the program as estimated now by the
DOE, given changes that have occurred? And then that last topic (actudly ininverse order)
was, isthis a Site closure program or does it have other socioeconomic objectives? And, if it
does have those objectives, it will clearly cost more money. Are those the three statements or

Executive Court Reporting
(301) 565-0064



©W O ~N o o1 BB o w P

i
12
13
14
15
16
7
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
21
28
29
30
3l
32

questions that you mentioned?

MR. GRIBEN: Yes.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: Doesanybody have a comment or a suggestion? Otherwise,
well obvioudy note these and bring them forward. Obvioudy, | will pass these dong and make
sure Jesse hasthisas well, plus we have atranscript.

Any other questions or comments? State your name and affiliation, if you would.

MR. JM BRIDGMAN: Hi, my nameisJm Bridgman, I'm with the Alliance for
Nuclear Accountability. | was going to reserve my comments until tomorrow. We received

pretty late notice that this meeting was happening.

But since at least one of the membersis going to not be here tomorrow, I've gone ahead
and sketched out afew things. Fird, | just want you dl to know what the Alliance for Nuclear
Accountability is. Weve been around for 15 years, we're a collection of over 30 watchdog
groups around the weapons complex. Some of our members are mgjor grassroots
organizations like Physicians for Socid Responsbility, Women's Actions for New Directions.
We have some think-tanks, like Indtitute for Energy Environmenta Research up in Tacoma
Park. But, most of our groups are around the wegpons complex and have been deeply
involved in the wegpons waste clean up and hedth sde of these sites for many, many years.
Many are lawyers, many are other experts technicaly trained.

My own expertise is not in clean-up, I've focused more on the weapons side, but | have
been fortunate to take a number of tours of Oak Ridge, Rocky Hats, Hanford and the
Savannah River ste.

The first comment | want to make is on the process, which isbasicdly to say that weve
heard alot about keeping the process open. | was encouraged by what we've heard today, but
| want you al to know that we have consstently felt locked out. \We were not invited to
participate in the Top-to-Bottom Review. We had to seek meetings to get access to and have
input into that process. In fact, we've submitted a FOIA request for some of the discussions
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that took place under the Top-to-Bottom Review. We submitted it in August of last year, we
recelved a partid responsein May of thisyear, nine months later, and were gill waiting on the
rest of the response.

In the development of these Performance Management Plans and letters of intent, many
of these Sites received drafts of these PMPs with only aweek or lessto comment. They
received them on a Friday and were told they had to submit comments on the following
Monday. Ther€salot of substantia process concerns that still need to be worked out.

Then in terms of substantive issues, the issue of safety was raised and the issue of dso
wanting some anecdotd evidence. So, I'll just say when we toured Rocky Hats, we had the
occasion to meet with the union, the EPA, the state regulating office and the contractor and the
DOE officids. It was avery interesting meeting and it came about that they talked about the
financid incentives that the contractors would get in order to finish the contract on time.

We were there a avery interesting time, because they had just had a criticdity
infraction. Not a criticality incident, but an infraction where they had over-packed adrum. |
asked the question to the union whether they felt at some times whether speed took a higher
priority than safety? And, he said frankly, yes, we fed that that isthe case, that we're pressed
to do that.

Another anecdotd exampleis that the Department of Energy wanted to use DT-22
containers to transport plutonium from Rocky Hats down to the Lawrence Livermore Site.
These were containers that did not pass the crush test required to transport this materia and it
took athreat of alawsuit to actualy get them to back off the Department of Energy's effort to
seek an exemption to trangport that plutonium in those unregulated containers.

There are ahost of other concerns. Just today we're releasing a letter about the NRC's
proposa to change the rules to dlow disposa of uranium, thorium and other materidsin
unlicensed landfills, which would be well above the Super Fund level and would make these
landfills ingtantly Super Fund gtes. | have letters here today - | was preparing to bring packets
and I'll have packets for the rest of you tomorrow - with alot of thisinformation, which ison
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our webgte at ananuclear.org.

In that, we have for example atable with the various PMPs that have been drafted and
the critiques that our different sites have offered to those PMPs. | actudly went through those
and summarized those comments and put them into talking pointsin asummary, looking at
themes such as lack of public participation, reneging on cleanup agreements, changing the
clean-up standards, leaving contamination in the ground and water, management inefficiency,
inflating cost savings and then leaving the long-term clean-up commitment in doubt.

Therearealot of issues out there. In touring the various Sites, it just raised more and
moreissues. | think Hanford was the one that | toured most recently and we witnessed some of
the clean-up right along the Columbia River there and noticed for example that they were only
cleaning up to an indudtrid stlandard when it was quite clear that the community, in terms of the
house building and so forth, is pushing to use that site, would be pushing in the future to use that
areafor resdential and recregtiond activities.

There are alot of issues here around future use, the level of cleantup and | invite you to
look &t the packet when you receive it tomorrow and think about it and fedl free to contact me
or contact any of the people in our network. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: Isit Rick?

MR. BRIDGMAN: Jm.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: Jm. What was your last name again, please?

MR. BRIDGMAN: Bridgmen.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: Thanksfor your comments and we will look at tomorrow.
Arethere any other statements or questions?

(No response.)
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CHAIRMAN AJELLO: The crowd hasthinned. Are there any other thoughts for the
evening aswe closein? Weve dmost returned to our calendar for the day. The end of the
meeting was around 5:00, so | think we're just about there.

I'm sorry you're not going to be here tomorrow, John, but well carry on. Spesking of
tomorrow, just to give you apreview of the agenda as we adjourn here, we're going to kick off
at 9:00 tomorrow. WEII quickly go right to around table discusson. Whereas | think today's
format was mostly presentations and a few questions here and there. Tomorrow well anticipate
more of a didogue between ourselves and the presenters, and we have at least eight or nine
presenters tomorrow, around various of the projects that were discussed today and summarized
today.

WEII have an opportunity to ask questions. Well have aworking sesson around how
we intend to carry out our mission, maybe define the mission further, and prioritizing issues. |
heard that time and time again. Thisisabig chdlenge for usasaBoard. How do we prioritize
al the thingsthat weve heard? | think that's maybe our biggest challenge to date or &t least to
dart with.

Well hear from the Alternative Technologies to Incineration Group or ATIC Group.
Richard Begley will be here tomorrow to do that, to present hisletter report. Then well talk
about next steps, based on everything weve heard at that point. At the conclusion, there will be
another opportunity for a public comment period a approximately 3:00 tomorrow and then we
expect to adjourn at that point.

MS. SALISBURY: Mr. Chairman, do you anticipate that we will have sort of decided
what were going to be doing or do you see that it's going to take another meeting? | would
redly like to have John's input on what it isthis Board is going to be doing. Do you have a
sense of that from having --

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: | might have alittle bit of a head gtart in someways. I'm not
as experienced as either Tom or John on the other hand. But based on everything | know so
far, my senseisthat well need to talk about and sketch out some of the priorities tomorrow and

then probably circulate and get some more input on the topic and probably want some time to
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reflect on dl that we've heard. We've heard an awful lot and we've only started the process and
well hear alot more tomorrow. My senseiswell need time to reflect and maybe draft a
‘drawvman’ list and so forth. That would be my initid thought.

MR. WINSTON: My perspective, having worked with the Department for a number
of years, is that we won't have a dearth of things to work on. The problem will bealot of
meetings and there may be some that they're just trying to punt to us that we need to decide
whether that's redly our role or not.

MS. SALISBURY: And it may just be just trying to focus, trying to narrow it so it can
be manageable.

MR. WINSTON: And I think in the meeting tomorrow we probably can assess which
of the areas redlly are sort of the ones we're most energized over. | think we need to do some
soul searching about whether we as a Board have the make up to be able to tackle ‘that
particular’ issue. And we need to look pragmaticaly at the resources that we have and how we
can redly produce aqudlity product in atimely way. That's probably going to narrow us down
and my guess that would probably be a process after the meeting with conference calls or that
kind of thing, or eemail exchanges, but we would have aframe work.

CHAIRMAN AJELLO: Right. | think the Board has met so infrequently in the past
that if we're to redly accomplish anything, we need to have another way to circulate information
and get comment amongst the Board and so forth. And | think that that's got to be the way
forward. Were going to take away so much information, well need to go away and prioritize
and the like.

We do have a session tomorrow for an hour and it may seen dim based on what weve
heard so far, but just for that purpose, to start talking about that. | suspect that will just bea

gart. That'smy sense.

MR. WINSTON: | agree.
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CHAIRMAN AJELLO: Okay. Therebeing no further business, | think we're
adjourned.

(Whereupon, at 5:15 p.m. the meeting was adjourned, to reconvene Thursday,
November 21, 2002 at 9:00 am.)
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THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 21, 2002, (9:19 A.M.)

MR. AJELLO: Good morning.

| would like to welcome you dl back to the continuation of the EMAB meeting, the
Advisory Board meeting.  This morning the Board will continue recelving presentations and
briefings in order to continue with orientation from yesterday’ s session. And we are about to
serve process, according to our agenda, including about seven or eight briefings arising from the
Top-to-Bottom Review.

Okay. We will begin this morning with Joe Nolter, who will subgtitute for Charlie Dan
on the contracting project. And we will just turn it over to Joe. | will remind everybody to use

the microphone because the sessions are being recorded.

Joe.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: Excuse me, Jm, before we start, | just want to mention that as
we said yesterday, we want you to know something about the project managers, who they are
and their backgrounds. So, as we go through thiswe will each of them to give alittle
background information on themselves.

MR. AJELLO: That isgreat. | would just like to remind everybody that one of Board
members, John Quarles, who wasin attendance yesterday was unable to make the meeting
today, s, | guess the record should show that al the Board members are here except for John
Quarles.

MR. JOE NOLTER: If we are ready, | will Sart.

Charlie Dan isthe assigned project manager for the project, “ Getting More
Performance From Performance Based Contracting.” And Charlie Dan is not here today, so |
will present what | think is from my perspective the key dements of his project. We have the
Critical Decison Zero package from which many of these items were extracted.

Even before we gtart talking about specifics of Charlie Dan's project (on page one of
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your handout), one of the items the Top-to- Bottom Review illuminated and addressed a bit was
the environment that the Office of Environmenta Management operates in from a business point
of view. And thereinitidly isatendency to think that, well, thisis a Government program.
Government dedls in large amounts of money. We have to be the biggest, the biggest source of
work on the block. And, and to some extent we found out that we don’t think that is true.

And so this overwhel ming rush to compete with Office of Environmenta Projects or
Contracts, that may not be the case in redlity. And we opened up our perspective a bit and
took some information from the Engineering News Record, one of the issues that was published
in May of 2001, and looked at the kind of work in the continental United States where the
contractors that do alot of the work that EM has, you know, whereis EM competing. And
just looking at the figure thet is on page one, if welook at the amount of money; well, firgt of dl,
the different billing areas come down the Y access[of the graph] and the one that sort fit in with
the work that the Department of Energy is doing, EM, was hazardous waste. It is not
necessarily aone for one match. But, thisisthe area where the contractors compete in that type

of work.

If we look at the absolute amount of money, and aso maybe more importantly the
trend, we can see the marketplace where EM competes. EM is not necessarily the biggest, far
from it, nor from atrend point of view isthe work increasing. So, that changes the perspective
alittle bit about EM has to compete to get the “best in class” Maybe just accepting the
concept that we have to compete is a sgnificant change in the mind sat.

There were some generd issues that needed to be addressed. Onewas, first of al,
recognizing and accepting that maybe the Office of Environmenta Management competes for

work. We just don’'t dominate the market, marketplace,

The second oneis sort of interesting. The Top-to-Bottom Review folks went around
and talked to different people, offices in the Headquarters organization, and that scenario sort of
went likethis. “What do you do here, focus on, what is the product and who is the customer?’

And we would get the response, “Wdll, we close the smdll stes. We are focused on small sites
dosure” Or “We are the Rocky Flats closure office. We are closing Rocky Hats.” Say,
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“Okay, good. Who isthe cussomer?” “The customer is, well, gee, the stakeholders, the state
government, those individuas who are concerned about cleaning up Rocky Hats or cleaning the

amdl stes or whatever the office was involved with.”

Okay. So, now the conversation goes alittle bit further and says, “When was the last
time you cleaned up? What did you do for the closure of Building 707 at Rocky Hats?” And
the answer is, “Well, | don’'t do that. We don't do that here.” You say, “Okay, let's go back
to the first question. What isit you do here?” And we would drive, after along conversation,
you basicaly come up with the answer, with the issue that says, “We make the contracts that
gets the contractor to clean it up. So, we set the standards and in the fidd, if | am a mechanica
engineer, or I’'m an environmenta engineer, gee, | know the technicd details of how this occurs,
50 | can observe what is going on and make some judgment about whether the right thing
happening. But, when | come to Headquarters, not only am | that technica expert, but one of
my main functionsis to take that technica expertise and trandate it into a contract, so that we
get that performance and we get that specific achievement. It has got to be trandatable into a

contract.”

We found that core competency, that understanding about how do you take an idea and
trandate it into a contract was such that one of the recommendations was that we redly have to
make performance based contracting a core competency. We are not just super engineers at
the Headquarters organi zation, but our job is to trandate that super engineering into a contract,
S0 a contractor performs to the standards that we want him to perform to.

When looking at that process, another paradigm shift was for the contracting process,
the prime customer is the contractor. So, the Government really has a product thet is delivered
to the contractor. And thereis a quaity assurance process that redlly ought to be there.

Thethird or the fourth area, and thisis something that maybe we would ask the Board
for your perspective and any assistance you can help us with, there was some studies done
within the Department of Energy that raised the issue that hitorically the contractor’ s fees that
are associated with Office of Environmental Management Projects, they have been inadequate
to attract the “best in class’ that exigtsin that area of contractors. When you look, when the
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competing work areas of trangportation, power generation, manufacturing, telecommunications
which are skyrocketing from an increase work-scope point of view, maybe we aren’t
competitive. Maybe the fees that the Office of Environmental Management offers are not
competitive. And so your perspective, your assistance in trying to get to that answer, the
answer to that question, are we competitive? And if not, how do we become competitive,

would be greetly appreciated.

| think Woody Cunningham had some comments you may want to make in that area.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: Wédll, basicaly, we talked some about this yesterday and part
of itisnot, not just the company, itself, because we do have some of the largest companies like
Bechtel and others that are redlly worldwide companies, heavily involved in alot of different
industries. But, the question we are asking is what doesiit take for you, Mr. CEO, to send your
best people to Hanford, or send your best people to Savannah River, or whatever. And once
they are there to offer up red innovative ideas, suggestions, and in effect, if you will, what isin it
for the company to come forward, not only with their best people, but to come forward with
their best ideasin away which will be profitable both for the company, and for the DOE.

MR. NOLTER: Okay. Thank you.

DR. LOEHR: Jugt apoint and darification. So the emphasistha we are having this
morning is on the contracting Sde of performance contracting. \When you get the best in class, it
sounds like you might be also asking how to improve the performance gods. That isto say,
gee, am | doing theright thing to get to wherever | want to go. Isthat part of the question or is
it rictly on the contracting Sde?

MR. CUNNINGHAM: Wéll, part of it is on the contracting Sde, in the sense that this
in many areas is where we have faled. For example, we mentioned briefly yesterday that we
had gone out for a new request for proposa for the Mound Laboratory and that will be decided
sometimein December. But, one of the first things that Joe found when he started looking into
that is, you know, how can we ask the contractor, who performed the work, when there is not
awd-defined scope of work? And we find that in many contracts throughout the whole DOE
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complex. You do not have awell-defined scope of work. So, you know, what are you holding
the contractor responsible for? And does the contractor really know what is expected of him?

DR. LOEHR: Good, that iskind of where | was wondering about. When you ask also
for best in dass, it infers that you are willing and hoping that they will come forth with other
ideas of how to get to the god, which may or may not be in the scope of work, even if you got
agood scope of work.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: Wéll, that istrue in the sense that both Bob Card, the
Undersecretary, and Jessie, the Assistant Secretary have said to the contractors, “We know
you have smart people, but we are not getting the best idesas, the best suggestions, the best
innovations coming forward from you. We are not, we are not taking advantage of your
capabilities and your kill.” That iswhat we are talking about here.

DR. LOEHR: Okay. Thank you.

MR. NOLTER: We talked yesterday about the contracting process and gee, where
are we trying to improve this? At the front end? At the back end? Isit adminigtration? And
we left it off yesterday with, well, when you gart with atime line of thinking about putting out a
contract how will EM acquire something? Y ou start looking &t the time line from the beginning
to the end, there are issues that come up across the board. One was using the integrated safety
management system approach to planning, even before the request for proposd is distributed.

| will go back to the origind comment | made about making performance based
contracting a core competency. Just from the big picture, the understanding that if you have an
iSsue or arequirement or an idea on how a contract should be performed, if you are at the table
when the request for proposd is being written, that is you have missed the train. Now you can
aways come back and say, well, we will issue a change to the contract and that is how we
would get it done. But, | think we dl know theills of changesto contracts. And o, just the
understanding that if those issues are not presented at the table when arequest for proposd is
being drafted, that you have missed the mgor opportunity.
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That isamgor mind set change. Because the cost reimbursement contracts with
subjective performance metrics, is amechanism that redlly curesalot of illsthat occur at the
very beginning phase. That says, well, it is not in the satement of work, it isnot acrigp
requirement. That is okay, we will sort of work and we will make it up when we develop the
award fee, and it will be cost rembursement, so it will al work out, we don’t redly haveto be
crisp with the statement of work. And as, you know, it just gets off to abad start - usng afixed
price mentaity when writing the statement of work.

Wewill talk alittle bit about the Mound contract later. But, the gpproach was, yes, this
isacost reimbursement contract, but it is performance based, and the concept was to write the
gatement of work asif it were afixed price contract. And only when we were confronted with
issues that we couldn’t describe, like you would want to describe in afixed price contract, we
then took that out and put it in the bin, caled “Risk.” We want to be able to clean up this
building and right now we know the contamination isasfollows: we have this contamination,
this contamination and this contamination and that isal we know. And so it was described from
square footage and floor and past history, and thisis the end state we want. We won't describe
the process, contractor, you describe that. But, thisiswhat we know and thisis what we want.

And if there was some uncertainty, we then said, well, we will take that and put that in the risk
section and we will address risk separately.

Identifying The Known Risks And Uncertainties. There was generd sense that we will
write acontract. We know thereisalot of uncertainty here, but we will write the contract and
itisjust so hard when you start addressing uncertainty. We won't addressit. And we will issue
it asif itisanice crisp contract. And you will accept it and give us a bid, and then aswe
discover uncertainties in execution, we will treet that as changes. You will say | found this, and
we will say, you certainly did and so we will negotiate a change. And then we just lay the

groundwork for changes and make changes to contracts.

The approach that was, that we are suggesting should be taken isiif thereisan
uncertainty, you don’'t know what the contamination is or you don't know the extent, then you
address that up-front and you ask the contractor for an gpproach to manage that uncertainty.
Should the contractor assume dl therisks? Should the Government assumes al the risks?
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Should there be some risk sharing approach? Gee, as part of your proposal, contractor, we
would like to know how you propose thet we treat this uncertainty?

Commercid Contracting Format For Non Contaminated Clean-Up Work. Referenced
in the Top-to-Bottom Review is an effort that was done a Rocky Hats for buildings that are not
contaminated. Gee, we really can open up the gperture contractors who can do that work by
dlowing nontraditiona Department of Energy contractors, non-nuclear certified contractors to
come in and do that work. There were some lessons learned in that process, some of them
rather substantial. But, overdl, it was a success and we got the job done cheaper and | think

quicker.

Identify Government Oversight Methods. Government oversight of contractors who are
doing Department of Energy work, we found in the Top-to-Bottom Review the full spectrum of
oversght. Wefound that it went from one end of the spectrum, which was no oversight at dl.
There was some genuine uncertainty on the part of the Government employees whether or not
they had the right to go down and watch a contractor do work when it was a highly incentivized
contract. Fixed price contract. Highly incentivized, the contractors incentivized to get it done
early. The contractor says, hey, your oversght isimpinging my ability to get my performance
god ontime. And you are holding me up, and o, in some areas we were intimidated and
backed off. In other areas, the oversight was and, it is a one sided view, but the contractor
would say thisis oppressive, | can't get anything done. And so, our sense was that ought to be

defined, just how does the Government provide oversight?

And this overdl process of issuing the request for proposa, the selection process,
adminigration of the contract, that ought to be put under some commercial process and proven
methods; you know, the Sx-sgma process. Whatever it is, but there ought to be some
feedback and some corporate history of what we have learned from contract to contract as we
go on as opposed to hitting the reset button each time and getting a new group, who get tagged
to become part of this source selection board. Y ou know, that, “Oh no, | got this. Well, you
had it last time, S0, you don't have to be on it for the next two times” | mean, we just bred
hitting the reset button each time and reinventing the whed.
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Once we get into the salecting process, developing performance, developing
performance standards for the source selection board staffing, What are the technica
competencies that are needed on a selection board? Are there any? Do we have any
sandards? What are EM’ s standards? And making sure that it is a performance that the
proposals are performance based and not just processed oriented --; | will tel you how | am
going to do earned vdue. | will tell you how | am going to do variousthings. Theissueisweadl
know how earned vaue should be done, tell me what earned vaue you are going to achieve on
what dates?

Yes?
MR. MORAN: Isthe source evauation board a Headquarters function?

MR. NOLTER: Itis. | can make some observations about that. | think we have some
other people in here who might know exactly the gandards. The ones| am familiar with, there
is arepresentation from both Headquarters and the field because they both get together with
standards and gpproach, and the field has the technica knowledge and savvy that pulled it
together so we can put together, | think, the right board. But, it isajoint effort.

Does anybody have any information that conflicts with that? (Pause)

Okay. When we get down to the other end, which is contract administration, and if
Paul Golan ishere, | just wanted to raise up and say, gee, it seems when you get to that box, dl
you redly need to do is administrate the contract as identified in the contract. And provide
oversight as you described in the contract. But, thereis an areathat Paul Golan has been doing
quite abit of work. 1 think he was -- he has been doing alot of work in that areaand | think he

would like to share his observations with you either today or some other time.

That is sort of the groundwork, the background that Charlie Dan had when he started
his project and what | haveis his high leve function, functiona breakdown that he submitted for
his Criticad Decison Zero on just what heisgoing to do. If Charlie were here, | am sure he
could now tdll you what he has been doing in each of those aress.
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Oneis, he wanted to review the contracting processitsalf. He was going out to review
contractsin progress. In other words, here isacontract, it is at a Ste, the contract says we
should be doing certain things from the Government’s side, ng the contractor, are we
doing that?

His second area was the EM Business Modd and that is driving toward, gee, are we
reglly competitive in the environment that we are working in? Maybe that is a phantom we are
pursuing because we think we are not and that is some sort of rationaization on why we are not

getting the performance we should. Maybe we will find we are competitive.

MR. AJELLO: Joe, aquestion about this being a competitive metter.

MR. NOLTER: Yes.

MR. AJELLO: Y ou outlined in the beginning that you felt you were competing with the
Hazardous Waste Sector.

MR. NOLTER: That wasthe areawe werein, yes.

MR. AJELLO: Right, right. Asdefrom the generd Satigtics about the volumes of
contracting services in Hazardous Waste, is there any indication about the fee structures and
how this program sort of comes out as a comparable in terms of the way it adminigters these
contracts, sets the performance fees and so forth?

MR. NOLTER: That question has been raised. We don’t know the answer. And we,
| don't know that we are even off the ground yet in trying to get the answer. When we have
had discussions with certain contractors, you get some feedback, that, well, we are not
competitive, but, you know, that is posturing. Y ou are dways concerned about, is someone
just trying to posture and say, “Wall, of course, | will take more fee if you will giveittome” To
getting an objective assessment in that area, we are concerned about it and would ask that
maybe your perspective on it, even if it is not the answer, how to go about getting that answver
would be appreciated.
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MR. AJELLO: Yes, perhapswe can help on that.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: There are some things that we do know. We do know
responding to arequest for proposal is avery expensive process. If you aretaking alarge
DOE program, it will cost amillion or maybe severa million dollarsfor thet proposd. Evenon
smaller contracts, you know, if you are trying to attract smal businesses, most smal businesses
can’'t do too many $100,000.00 responses to request for proposals. So, we do know that just
responding to the process we put in placeis very expendve. You can't afford to lose too many

of those,

MR. NOLTER: One of the objectives of this feedback process was, as Woody said,
the sengtivity to how much money it cogts for asmall business to put together a credible,
respectable proposa and aso how much money it costs for alarge company to put together a
credible, respectable proposal, competitive proposal. We found that there really was a
decoupling. The fact that a company can spend amillion dollars ona proposd, smal business
can spend more than you redly think they could. And when we get into the process and say
well, we are going to make the award on the first of December. And now, well, we can’t do
that, we are going to extend that, we are going to make it the first of February. | mean, | have
bid on those red teams where the person in charge of that just cringes and said, “Ah, | have got
to keep the team together for another month.” And you know when you have those teams, you
are pulling some high priced people because you redly want to get agood proposa. You have
got to keep on the payroll for another month or otherwise they are gone and now you can't

respond.

The sengtivity that, a change to the process, adelay of the award time, what does that
do to competitors, we found that there was - very rardy did we find understanding of what that
did to the contractors. And then someone says later on, “Y ou wonder why we don’t get alot
of smal businesses to compete for our contracts,” well, you run them into the ground in the
proposa process. Okay. So, that is one of the areas that Charlie Danislooking at.

The other areaisfees. Arethe feesin line with the work, with the rest of the work
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environment, the marketplace where EM exists? Contractor training, going back into just what
is the best way to get performance based contracting as a core competency for the Office of
Environmentad Management?

And thelast areais EM Sdection Boards. What is the standard? What should the
competencies be? What should the prerequisites be before the Selection Board gets put
together? Trying to respond to dl of those areas that were identified in the Top-to-Bottom
Review.

MR. AJELLO: Question about fees.

MR. NOLTER: Yes.

MR. AJELLO: We may not be able to have a completely open conversation about
this, because | redize that the Government has an interest in keeping some of this confidentid,
certainly the contractors require it to be confidentid.

MR. NOLTER: Yes.

MR. AJELLO: But, in generd, isthere typicaly a performance fee as a function of
accelerated time completion in these contracts? In other words, if the program’s objectiveisto
close the site sooner or to demolish afacility sooner, or to remove waste sooner, isthere a
performance fee hanging in the baance rdative to that kind of god traditiondly in these
contracts?

MR. NOLTER: Theanswerisyes. Andwe can, for contracts that have aready been
issued and proposals, we can - and maybe a future date, get some of those curves out and
show you exactly the mechanics of how wasit incentivized. [Show you] how was faster closure
incentivized. Were there any, “Well, we could do that, both for the actuad work scope, getting it
done, and acceleration in costs.” Getting it done cheaper is dso incentivized.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: But, we should also add that not al the contracts we looked at
achievetha. In other words, we found in some cases the wrong things were incentivized. As
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we taked alittle bit about yesterday, we aso found that if you look very carefully at the cost
and the schedule in many cases, the incentives were not designed to do what we said we
wanted to do. And in fact, anumber of contracts are being modified now because of that.

MR. NOLTER: | won't read this entire chart, but, this was some of the --; we are not
waliting for Charlie Dan’ s project to finish before we start improving our contracting approach.
| mentioned the other day there are targets of opportunity that are coming up. These are some
of the issues that we think were addressed in the Mound request for proposal that was put out.
The award should be made sometime in December, | think iswhat the scheduled date is.

But, the Top-to-Bottom Review area has fully defined performance gods. Weredly
tagged that and tried to tag that into writing the Statement of Work as a fixed price contract,
forcing oursdves to go through a WBS format and driving it down to where we were as crisp as
we could. Allowing the contractor to bring in their problem solving abilities, the concept was
identify the end, identify theinitid conditions, what will you find when you go out to the Ste and
identify the end state and how you get from A to B is up to the contractor. There are some
safety standards and some other standards aong the way, but, the gpproach is up to the

contractor.

|dentifying Government Oversight. The intent there was actudly develop a Government
oversght plan, where the Government says thisis exactly how we will provide oversght. That
getslad out and that is the first deliverable of the contract. It isfrom the Government to the
contractor.

Uncertainty in the work scope is acknowledged by the Department of Energy. There
were areas that, of contamination, that were uncertain. Those were identified and the
contractors were asked to, within their proposal, submit their gpproach for managing that
uncertainty.

Congder the contractor as the primary customer. There was the traditiond pre-
proposa conference, which lasts a hdf-day, where you go through the dides and here iswhat
the schemeis. It lasted aweek. Rather than, you know, stretch a haf-day into aweek, it was,
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we went through the classic sit down, here are the curves, here are the incentives. The rest of
the week was spent with the client, the Department of Energy, taking the potential customer, the
contractor, through every building at every remediation Site, a every utility that had to be
removed. So there was a clear understanding by the contractor of exactly what the
Government wanted. And that iswhat took aweek, al of thetours. And thereis more detall,
but if you want more detail on the specific contract, we can do that.

| think that wraps up where we are headed in getting more performance from
performance based contracting.

MR. AJELLO: What was the reaction of the contracting community to this particular
procurement effort given that you, as you said, you departed some from the past practicesin

order to evolve anew modd using Mound as an example? What has been the reaction?

MR. NOLTER: We haven't canvassed that. | have been contacted by two contractors
who competed on it, and they said it was the best proposal they had seen because it clearly laid
out exactly what the Government wanted, when it was crigp and where the Government didn't
know what it wanted, we don't know what the contamination level is here, that was identified.
Anditistreated, it was afence built as part of the risk approach. Thisisarisk that the
contractor will probably take, how do you propose we handle it?

DR. LOEHR: Let me have a sense of what happens during change. | am used to the
Superfund process where if you have to have a change, it is excruciating because not only do
you have to get the regulatory authority gpprova, but frequently you have to get it out for the
public's review and every twesk hasto be aredly excruciating change. What do you have to
go through some place dong the line where there is an obvious need for change? How fast can

change take place?

Y ou find more rock or you find a problem, whatever it is that was just not observed
before or take it on a pogitive side, somebody says, you know, there is a better way to do that,
but | need to change something in the cortract? How fast and what are the steps that cause
change in those situations? Can you give me just a perspective? | don't need it detailed.
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MR. NOLTER: | persondly have seen a different Sites, places, where those changes
take weeks, baseline change proposd, we want to do it this way, we want to change the
technique, ship it adifferent way. It takes weeks and it becomestotally demordizing.

DR. LOEHR: Right.

MR. NOLTER: | have seen others where the, where the standard for, the corporate
standard has been s, is that this change will be, we will have an answer within two days or
three days. And you just force the system to respond. That response to changes was one of
the items, when you get into the detalls of the Mound contract with Government services and
items, thisis what the Government will provide to the contractor. One of those areas was
answersto your questions. The contractual -- The contractual commitment was answers will be
provided within seven days, seven caendar days. So, that isalimit, that isacontractud limit
and you would, so that was recognized as one of the issues that needed to be improved.

MS. SALISBURY': | have got aquestion. | am just curious if you could describe what
it was like for DOE up-front to make dl these changes because it required alot of work to go
into developing this RFP and make sure that the scope of work was gppropriate, etc., etc.
What sort of the reaction of DOE employees were to these changes?

MR. NOLTER: | have been advised by my counsel not to answer that question on the
grounds that it may incriminate me. | think, it was painful. It wasvery painful. Becauseit wasa
change. It was extremey painful in the statement of work area. What do we know about this
building? Wel, we know it is contaminated. What are the contamination levels? Well, we have
to dig out the survey documents. Well, let’s dig out the survey documents. What are the kinds
of contamination? Well, it isthe --, the contractor can do that. The answer is no, we ought to
put that in the proposal. We ought to tell them exactly what we know. And it was, | say it was
painful because that was achange. Thereisatendency that in a cost reimbursement contract,
we will give you the notion of what we want done. Aslong asit isan dlocable and dlowable
cost, we will remburseit, and we will work on fee. And that has been the momentum that has
been building dl of the years and when you change that, it was difficult, because the system was
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not set up to support it. 1t wasared chdlenge.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: | think you continualy run into the issue of being told, “Wéll,
look. We are doing what we are required to do by the federa acquisition regulations. And you
are asking us to do things that are not required. And why should we do that?’ So, you run
into, | think, it isjust like any change. Any time you run into achange, there is resstance to the
change.

MS. SALISBURY: You started alessons learned sort of process, so that, the next
time you go through thisyou will -- | mean, areyou -- isthere away to capture some of the
good things that came out of this and sort of the negative things that came out of this? That you
are doing that, | mean isthere-- In aforma way, | guess.

MR. NOLTER: Theanswer isyes, and | don’'t know the details. The chairman of the
Sdection Committee, Frank Sheppard isthe individual who isdoing that. But, so the answer is
yes. The details | would have to get Frank involved to tell you what they were.

MS. SALISBURY: Mr. Chairman, | think | would be interested in just knowing what
they are, just for the purposes of whatever we choose to do, it might just be helpful in thisone
examplein trying to redly change how DOE does businessto get --

MR. AJELLO: | think thiswhole area of contract practices, we may be wrapping up
the sesson now.

MR. NOLTER: Yes.

MR. AJELLO: Is isaparamount awards the program. | can’'t imagine, dthough we
haven't discussed it yet, we will discuss it about, oh, 12 o' clock or so, | guess after we hear
from the others. Thiswon't be in the significant areas of interest that we will have in the follow-
up aees. S0, | think we will certainly get the information. And | can imagine thiswill be one of
the focus areas that we follow up on &fter the mesting.
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Woody, who would you like to see next coming on the program? We are going to have
to change the order alittle bit as aresult of Paul not being here.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: Why not, Christine. Areyou prepared?

MS. GELLES: Yes.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: Okay. Chrigtine, would you tell the group alittle bit about your
background?

MS. GELLES: Yes, do | need the microphone? (Pause.) Can | just hold it? (Pause.)
Yes, | will just hold it.

[PRESENTATION BY MS. CHRISTINE GELLES]

MS. GELLES. My nameis Chrigine Gdles. | am officidly with the Office of Site
Closure with EM, EM-30. | guess my position of record iswith the Rocky Fats closure
project here at Headquarters. | started my assgnment as the project manager for the corporate
project on Spent Nuclear Fuel Disposition in August of thisyear. | have been with the
Department for alittle over nine years. Thefirst Sx years were spent in the Office of Chief
Financid Officer. | wasthe budget andys for the Department’ s Environmenta Programs.
Certanly it involved EM doing the entirety of that tenure, but | dso worked on the Civilian
Radioactive Waste Management budgets and the Environment Safety and Hedlth budget. So, |
fed like | have apretty good handle on, at least a some leve, the content of the programs that
aredirectly involved in Spent Fuel Dispostion.

| amusng didesthat | have used for a couple of other purposes, so, the content, it may
be alittle bit serile, and | certainly encourage you to ask questionsif you want me to elaborate
on any of the details.

Thisdidewasinitidly constructed to address the American Nuclear Society downin
Charleston, South Carolinain September just to explain redly why we have a corporate project
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on Spent Fud Dispostion. The bottom lineis our challenge as a department is pretty complex.
And thereisalot of money a play here. We have got about 12 hillion dollars over the next 35
years that the Department is going to spend. And that includes the direct management costs of
gpent fue here in interim storage configurations as well as prorated share of the codsts of the
repository alocated to just that portion, the projected inventory of DOE spent fuel that will go
there. 'Y ou can see from the parentheses, the lion share of that is EM’ s current mortgage; or, is
aportion of EM’s current mortgage. For that reason, we are probably most incentivized to

influence some changes in the way that we are doing business.

These activities ultimately will result in disposition of DOE spent fuel across four
program offices, a least Sx mgor Stes, various other facilities and a diverse collection of
contracts that are structured in different ways. Some incentivize performance and progress,
some do not. In some cases the values driving the performance of the programs are not exactly
consgtent. We are finding that it isthat issue, the differences between the priorities of programs
and contractors and specific field offices that makes this chalenge as difficult asit seemingly can

possibly be.

Thereisalot of interdependency, though, both internd and externa. We have inter-gite
and inter-program dependencies. We have internationa dependenciesthat redly refer to the
Foreign Research Reactor Program, which isanon proliferation driven program that right now
EM manages. In fact, they are going off and trying to recover enriched uranium that we had
sent to Foreign Research Reactors for research purposes.

It dso has an impact on the commercid utilities. Certainly anything that we would do
that impact the timing or the through put of the repository opening and operating would certainly
impact the commercid utilities and their need to continue to store materid longer than previoudy
or currently anticipated.

We have very complex political, regulatory, and satutory drivers. The Nuclear Waste
Policy Act clearly defines the way RW, the Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management,
plans and proceeds with their plans for the repository. We have regulatory enforcegble
agreements at the mgjor stes that drive the way EM manages and prioritizes spent fuel
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management and shipping activities.

And now we have got shifting politica influences on the program that we are ill, |
think, working to figure out whet the impact will be on our collective programs.

It isadynamic program, and thisiswhat | have learned over the last four months, snce
my assgnment, is things are changing and they are congtantly changing. And since they are not
al under the direct control of EM, it makesit very difficult for usto be responsive to some of
these changes. At the same time we are trying to drive change and again, Snceit isnot dl in our
control, we need to redly develop forma tools to bring the two programs together, and to
anticipate the potentia impacts will have on one another. And I am spesking kind of some high
level here, o if you need me to bring this down to more concrete examples, please let me
know.

There has been awholelot of review about this. The easy thing in terms of my
assgnment here, is | think every aspect of this program has been andyzed at least three times.
Every possible option or issue that we are taking up, has been evaluated and | think even
recommended to some extent and in some cases, dismissed. So, what we are undertaking as a
corporate team, is not really new business. We are not coming up with any groundbresking
technology breskthroughs. We are not coming up with any redly unheard of management
gpproaches. Itisredly an exercise in discipline project management and integration.  With that
sad, it doesn't seemto be very easy. | mean, it isavery complex undertaking.

MR. AJELLO: A quick question about the first point on the dide.

MS. GELLES: Sure.

MR. AJELLO: How, can you explain this concept of mortgage? Doesthat imply that
thisisthefixed cost of the program and that will be paid in any event, no maiter how this

program goes?

MS. GELLES: Certainly aportion of it. | mean, thereisacod. It takes sgnificant
dollars smply to interim store the DOE spent fud that we have in inventory. Thereisnot a

Executive Court Reporting
(301) 565-0064



©W O ~N o o1 BB o w P

i
12
13
14
15
16
7
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
21
28
29
30
3l
32

108

ggnificant amount that is continudly to be generated. It isactudly, probably on the order of
about 20 metric tons total, heavy metal that we project would get generated from the Domestic
Research Reactors or be recovered through the Foreign Research Reactors Program before it
iS--, that program completes. | guessit isauthorized through 2009 at this point. So, basicaly

the inventory exists and we just have to manage it, Soreit.

See we have storage and wet basins in Savannah River, both dry and wet storage a
Idaho, and we are in the process of moving from wet storage at Hanford. As| think most of
you are probably aware, removing the end reactor fuel from the K-Basins and putting thet in
stable, safe, dry storage.

MR. AJELLO: So, thisis not an areawhere waste reduction can occur? Or, isit an

area of where waste reduction can occur?

MS. GELLES: Not directly. | mean, again, the inventory exists and we have to
manage it. The question of how cost effectively we store it, or how cost effectively we ship it
and ultimately place in the mountain are factors where we can accd erate schedule and maybe
reduce overdl cost.

Someof --, there are a couple key trestment decisions that have to be made that would have a
waste stream coming out of it that are produced, that there might be some waste reduction
opportunities. For ingtance, sodium bearing fud is planned for ether eectricd meta treatment
or some chemica treatment that could potentialy create a high level waste stream. If we were
to process materids through the canyons at Savannah River, effectively you are cregting --, you
are diminaing the spent fuel and creating high level waste. So, | mean, we have some
programmatic decisons we have to make. Isit better to disposition these materids asfud or as
high level waste? And that islargely why Jod Case's project, the high level waste corporate
team and my team need to carefully, very carefully integrate and make sure we are working to

the same values and priorities.

MR. AJELLO: Thanks.

MS. GELLES: These are actualy words from the CP-T package, the mission need
statement that was ultimately approved by Jessein mid October. The EM program right now is
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acollection of individua Ste srategies.  Effectively they have, the Sites have been dlowed to
determine their own priorities. We have, | think | explained or referenced different strategies for
the sorage of materid. We have different Srategies for the treetment of materia. And while
thereisavery comprehensive network of NEPA documentation that has been done, that redlly
tiesit dl together, by and large the Sites have defined their own priorities and spent fuel was not
necessarily the top priority at dl three of the Stes. Not necessarily that it should be.

Aswe develop the accelerated clean up plans, the sites obvioudy took on the challenge
of figuring out away to complete their misson sooner and in a cheaper cost and to accelerate
risk reduction. And as they were doing that, in somewhat, | don’t want to, thisis not intended
to sound as negative as it may come out, they did it in isolation effectively and sort of with
uncongrained assumptions. And what we are finding is that the ensuing programs result in some
differences and they are not necessarily compatible with one another and they are certainly not
compatible with the current basdine planning that RW isrdying on in their conceptud design for
the surface facilities that are planned throughput at the repository. So, what we are faced with is
that things have actudly come alittle bit more denigrated than they were before. And we are
struggling to find the ways and the opportunities to bridge the gaps, dign the programs, and at
the same time figure out mechanisms to further accelerate the EM programs.

There is good news in that there does not appear to be any urgent environmentd risks
that have not been addressed, identified and addressed. Thisisredly, again, atask of
identifying the programmatic risks and the opportunities for further acceleration.

What ultimately is needed, and thus the title of my project changed from Managing
Spent Fuel to Reduce Risks, to being Integrated Risk Driven Disposition of Spent Fuel. We
need an integrated corporate strategy for spent fud disposition that considers, that defines
clearly collective vauesto drive our activities, that are based in DOE vaue, you know, EM’s
values may not be compatible with RW's. RW’sinterest may not be compatible with EM’s
accelerated clean-ups. We are trying to come up with a precious few values that are common

and can collectively drive our programs.

We are basicdly going about to refine or redefine EM’s mission in spent fud. We are
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looking to develop a couple of key toolsthat will help us, but it gets back to some of the stuff
that Joe was saying. It isabout scope definition. It isabout defining the scope dlearly. What is
EM’srespongbility for spent fud management? It is possible that some of the thingswe are
doing related to spent fud are not redly consstent with our refined focus of acceerating clean
up and accelerating risk reduction. And to the intent that there are those things identified, we
are going to recommend maybe a redignment of management respongbilities within the
Department. Perhaps, those respongbilities are better suited with another program, be it RW
or Nuclear Energy.

We are going to dign our vaues. We are going to develop the discipline tools
necessary to integrate. We are going to identify using those tools, additiona opportunities for
acceeration or programmatic risk reduction. And ultimately we are going to offer astrategic
plan for redigning al of DOE wide, dl of our management respongibilities.

Our mgor ddiverables, the key programmatic tools, project management tools, are an
integrated map of al of the spent fue activities and integrated project schedules, that thet is
actudly in scheduled space takes the Savannah River spent fud activities, the Idaho spent fue
activities, integrates them, defines the logic ties between them. Those a Richland, those spent
fue generdion activitiesin Nuclear Energy, Nava Reectors and [Office of] Science and
ultimately the repository congiruction operations.

We have spent the last month looking in detail at RW’ s conceptua design for the
surface facilities and the project throughput and analyzing that as a condtraint againg the current
shipping rates that the EM’ s Sites are anticipating and hoping to execute in support of their
accelerated cleanrup plans. And we are finding avery mgor disconnect. They just don't
match a al. So, identifying the opportunities to address that are key.

Integrated bases of estimate, which is going to draw on both the activities and the work
breakdown structure, will be used sort of as the basis for our cost benefit andysis. | think it will
be avery valuable tool for both Jessie, Margaret Chu, who heads the RW program, and
ultimately the Undersecretary to make some tough decisons. Would an increase in capita costs
a the surface facility in RW’ s budget be worth it in terms of the savings that we would havein
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reduced storage on the EM Site because we are shipping the materials sooner, for example.

We will ultimady have an integrated programmatic risk andyss. A very dearly defined
decison andlysis or decison making methodology is going to be akey part of my CD-1
package that will be submitted in the next month. And then again we will have some options for
possible redignment of responghilities.

| believe my project will be done when a corporate strategy is delivered and accepted
by DOE management. | am committed to then sort of staying around long enough to ensure that
any necessary basdline changes or contractua adjustments are implemented in order to aign
with the corporate strategy that is approved. A project schedule, a project toal will be
developed and then used. And | hope these tools will be ingtitutionalized in some degree to
guide and sort of ensure dignment in future years. And a strategic plan is submitted to the
Secretary.

| ask that you view this dide with alittle bit of caution. These aretruly alist of andyticd
sub-projects. Thisisthe way that we structured our project team, which incidentdly, istruly
integrated. | have an assstant project manager who is an RW employee. And we have
representatives from each of the mgjor EM stes, Nuclear Energy, Yucca Mountain, a the
actud, in Nevada. The head of the Nationd Spent Fuel Program, which is currently funded by
EM and then severd gaff from the EM-21 office. It isPetti’s [Bubar’ g organization. Thereis
about 12 of us. And that isintended to give, to make sure that every party who has astake in
spent fud digposition has ahand in the development of this corporate Strategy.

Their activities for the duration of the project are organized into sub projects. Thisis
not an exhaudtive list, but, these areissues. They are potentia areas of evauation, they are not
decisons. So, some of them may seem problematic to maybe some of the people in the room.

S0, these are not decisions.

Judt to highlight a couple. We are evaduating why we plan to canister fuel and what that,
whether it istruly driven because we haveto do it or if it is an over conservetive approach, if it
is technicaly needed for trangportation purposes. In some casesit is and some cases it may not
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be. What we are finding, though, if the fudl is recalved there a the Mound, obvioudy that
would have an impact on the throughput, at the rate of which RW can processthe fue. So, we
aretrying to evauate by fue type, whether cansters are truly needed or not.

Dry Storage Project At Idaho. Thereisamagor capita investment planned up there as
well asthe capitd investment needed at each of the mgor EM dtes. We arelooking at
ultimately what scopeis required and the timing of those construction projects. As| mentioned,
there are a couple of technicd issues rdated to the treetment of duminum-based fud, why we
need to treat it, what trestment form is needed, if in fact trestment is necessary for placement.

| won't belabor dl of these, if you have any specific questions about them. But, it isjust
basicdly intended to give you a sngpshot of type of analysisthat we are looking &.

MR. WINSTON: The last one you mentioned, the last one down hereis NEPA.
Wheat are the NEPA issuesthat —

MS. GELLES: Wédll, thereareacouple. And | am sorry, | forgot to mention that Eric
Cohenison my team aswedl. Heisfrom the NEPA officein ES&H. The PMPsthat were
developed by the Stes identify assumptions that would require some potentid amendmentsto
Records of Decision, if ultimately those decisions were decided. So, we have got some near
term digning or revisiting our NEPA documentation to implement the accelerated clean up
plans. But, | caution that because it is possible that we may revisit some of those, some of those
decisions or some of those recommendations that are in the PMPs.

Transportation - the rate at which we trangport, ultimately the form of which we
trangport. Broadly, the transportation infrastructure was evauated by RW in their EIS for
Y ucca Mountain and they have got a plan record of decision that will determine the corridor.
And then they have afollow-on EIS to determine some of the specificity of their transport
routes. But, if we determine, if we were to decide not to ship fuel between EM sites, that, for
ingdance, might trigger some additiond andyss.

MR. WINSTON: But, for the most part, you are trying to assure that you have NEPA

coverage for whatever decisions you are making aong the way?
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MS. GELLES. And | am very confident that the range of andlysis that has been
completed to date covers nearly every possible option we are evauating. And | am certain we
have the coverage to conduct thisanalysis. And aswe refine or develop our corporate strategy
and ultimately propose it for formal implementation and approval, you know, we would, if there
was the need for additiona documentation or amended we would obvioudy complete that prior
to adecison being made.

MR. WINSTON: Just following up or maybe moving into adightly different direction, |
do agree with your assessment that, | mean, thisisawell studied area. Thereislots of
information available and it is integration of that. Off the top of my head, it would appear to me
that you have less sort external needs at this point. Y ou kind of need to go about your work of
getting it together. And one of the things this Board is looking at is how can it be helpful.

Is there anything that you have identified where you are redly struggling in terms of
looking a your project? My senseisjust from hearing your presentation and what | know
about, you know, the subject matter, it redlly is sort of amethodica gpproach going through
pulling the pieces and parts together, putting it under an umbrelathat, you know, takesinto
account dl of theinformation and that at leest a this juncture, you haven't identified mgor
needs, externa needs?

MS. GELLES: | don't believe there are. Now, that is not to say that there won't be
any. | think it is possible, we are probably about two months from redlly knowing where we
need some help. | think right now we, it redly is a case of methodically working through and
trying to understand what is driving the current plans and where a deviation from those plansto
make them more consistent - or to be more aligned with EM’ s priorities, where changes are
needed, before | would know if we need some, you know, key technica help from you, guys.
And that is no disrespect intended. 1t just redly isacase of defining the core values and dligning
ourselves and making sure we can sufficiently anticipate what the impacts would be either in
schedule or cost to the other programs. Okay. Thank you.

MS. SALISBURY: Chrigting, | have got a quegtion for you.
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MS. GELLES: Sure.

MS. SALISBURY: | am sure what you are doing to succeed is S0 critica that the
integration piece work. And you described that there are four other programs - | think you said
four other programs that are part of what you are doing. And yet, this project isso EM driven.

| understand from what you have said that you have got team members from other parts of the
DOE complex and organization. | guess| just want you to assure us that there is going to be
integration, because | can just see EM adopting al of this and even the Secretary adopting this,
but they are not redly getting buy-in from RW or from the other parts of the structure. And
becauseit is, thisis probably percelved as avery EM driven type of project.

MS. GELLES: Itisandthat is, it is probably the biggest chalengethat | haveis
creating energy in the other organizations and sort of making them trust me such that ultimately
we have corporate valuesin mind. And | believe very much that Jessie understands thisand is
supportive of this gpproach. That iswhy the project management tools are so key. We need to
objectively evauate the issues that we are looking a and the proposed changes, the e ements of
the corporate Strategy that we are developing. Objectively, in agreed upon vaues and
measures for risk reduction, for whether it is technical, whether it is reduced work or exposure,
whether it isincreased project confidence, whether it is reduced programmetic risks, you know,
we need to ensure that RW agrees with those values that are identified and the decison logic
that is going to be used to propose recommendations. They need to be brought into the metrics
that underlie our cost bendfit andyssaswdl. Anditis it redly issort of the key, the key
eement, if wetake, if we recommend a dtrategy that saves EM, but ultimately cost the
Department. | believe | will have failed as the project manager for this project. So, you know,
we are proceeding very carefully to ensure - and may certainly beright now - it isthe EM focus
that isdriving dl of this. But, ultimately it isthe good of the Department thet is our end
objective.

MS. SALISBURY: Yeah, and let me just point out another reason why it isredlly
criticd, isthat it isgood for the public.  The public doesn’t see you as two separate or four
separate entities. They see you as one department. And they see dl, you know, everybody is
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government whether it is State government or the federd government and it just drives
everybody nuts. And I, you know, | know thisis not rocket science and you, guys, are avare
of this, but, when you look uncoordinated or, it just, you just, government just looks stupid and
there is no reason for that.

MS. GELLES: Which again comes back to why thisis an exercise in project
management. Itisredly about building the tools that will bring the formdity and the Sructure to
that, such that maybe we can help address that perception.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: | would just add that, Bob Card recognizeswhét you say. It
isfor thefirg time, | think the Department is beginning to understand that the spent fud is not
EM materid. Thisis DOE materid. And which isone of the reasonsthat | think Chrigineis
beginning to make some red progress aong these lines.

If we could just revert to the schedule, Jm. Petti Bubar is here now, and Pati is
Jessi€' s Deputy for Integration and Disposition.

Petti, we have been asking people to tell alittle bit about their background before they
start talking.

MS. BUBAR: Okay.
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[PRESENTATION BY MS. PATTI BUBAR]

MS. BUBAR: | hopeyou don’'t mind, | wanted to Sit here because | am not going to
givedides. S0, dl these dides that you had in your briefing booklet, you can bresthe asign of
relief. Y ou are not going to have to listen to me for 45 minutes going through 45 dides. But, |
wanted to give those to you as reference and then tak alittle bit about what my office does.

But, as Woody said, my office is the Office of Integration and Disposition. It has been
an office for maybe four or five years. | think when Carolyn reorganized, Carolyn Huntoon
reorganized, she created it. And | am going to talk alittle bit about its function. | personaly
have been at the Department for about 11 or 12 years and basicaly doing integration in one
form or another, elther by, you know, working in one particular waste type area or another.
But, generally working with the sites. Prior to that | spent about 13 years at the Environmenta
Protection Agency. My background or my degreeisin Environmental Engineering, so, | have
aways worked for the Government in honor of protecting the environment in one form or

another, or at one side of the table or another.

And what | wanted to talk about alittle bit today is what we do in the area of
integration. But, part of the reason | wanted to have this kind of discussion with you or at least
put these points out on thetable, is| fed likel need help. | think you guys can persondly help.
Particularly in the area of integration, because there are so many changes going on. But, so as
Chrigine was referencing, there are just lots of different entities doing lots of different andyss
and discusson and a times it does get persondly overwheming. And so any advice you can
give would certainly be helpful.

| guessin many respects the name of our organization, Integration and Digposition
somewhat saysit dl asfar aswhat we are responsible for. Welook at dispostion of dl
materids. Bagcdly making sure that al the waste and materids Stting a these Steshas afind
resting place. And, particularly can get safely transported to that fina resting place.

S0, we look across the sites and ensure that the disposition issues are being identified
and addressed. Also, what that kind of immediately gets yoursdlf into isNEPA. Our officeis
kind of responsible for ensuring that the appropriate programmatic NEPA documents either
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exist or are getting amended or supplemented or records of decision are getting amended to
ensure that any changes that we make are being adequately addressed. Because, | think aswe
were talking with Chrigting' s project, we have studied and studied and analyzed dmogt al these
materials and waste types ad nauseam.  So, we generally don't need awhole lot of new
andysis. But, we do change our mind and we have to ensure that we are, you know, correctly
doing that through the NEPA process.

Do we do thisdone? Well, clearly not. | actudly spend about 90 percent of my day
doing outreach, our outreach interface with other organizations other agencies. So, | fed likel
am part of ateam, but that team basicaly has membership from lots of different entitiesinside
and outsde of the building.

So, | interact alot of with our Sster agencies, outside expert groups, groups that
provide advice and andysis to the Environmental Management Program.  So, |, our office,
well, Roger Buitler, who is our corporate financid officer, generaly isthe point of contact for
many of the forma groups that we work with, which are stakeholder groups. But, generdly it is
our office that he would turn to, to actualy do the programmetic discussions.

So, we spend alot of time interfacing with state groups, National Governors
Association, National Association of Attorney Generds, State and Triba Governments
Working Group. And actualy | think some of you are on some of those bodies. And we dso
ded alot with those state groups in the area of disposition and transportation. So, interface
with externd regulatory agencies is something that my office is the voca point for.

| am aso the primary liaison for the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and the
Environmental Protection Agency. So, any policy issues associated with directions thet they are
going in or directions we would like them to go in, get coordinated through my office. And
believe me, | spend an awful lot of time, particularly with NRC these days, but certainly with the
Environmenta Protection Agency aso.

So, some of the areas that we are working with the other agencies on, we are working
with NRC on decontamination and decommissioning standards, certification of packages for
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shipping nuclear materids. We are actudly hoping that the NRC will become our certifier. We
don’t want to be in the business of certifying packages anymore. We want NRC to do that for
us. We spent alot of time pulling back, for safety and security reasons, seded sources that are
gtting out at NRC licensees, that generdly ended up there because of DOE programsin the
past. But, right now after September 11, somewhat represent a security threat, so we work
with the NRC very closdly to put those sedled sources into safe storage, but they are at NRC
licensees S0 it requires a greet liaison with them.

We are working with the NRC on standards for scrap metal release. The NRC has
decided that they are going to do some rulemaking in thisarea. We programmeticaly have a
need to get apolicy decison made on whether we will or will not recycle contaminated
materids, so we obvioudy want to work very closaly with them.

And with the EPA, we consult regularly on new standards and processes that they are
considering or we would like them to consider. Marianne Hrinko, over in the OSFR Office
redlly has some grest initiatives under way that | think, you know, we want continue to work
closely with her. And dso help her understand as she is moving in certain directions, how that
will or will not help our sites. But, also spending alot of time just at the Site specific leve or
learning from the interactions at the Site specific level, how we are or are not building our
relationships with the EPA, you know, & the regiond leve, trying to raise those issues up to
Headquarters where we fed like we redlly have some things that are definitely broken.

As| mentioned, | am the forma liaison for many of our advice and analysis groups. In
fact, | gpologize for being late thismorning. Jessie and | were meeting withthe Nationd
Academy of Sciences. We are nailing down the scope that we want them to help us with for
thisfiscd year. So, in-between Nationd Academy of Sciences, an organization of universities
that help uswith risk advice called CRESP, | am the formd liaison for them.  And those groups
actudly, it isanew scope that has been put on my place in the past couple of months. 1tisso
energizing to have to step back and think about areas where we have to ether re-orient
oursalves or think differently and do some out of the box thinking. And it has just been so
energizing to have to force mysdf to think about where do we have vulnerabilities that we need
good advice on. Good technica advice, good relationship advice. And 0, between CRESP,
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the National Academy of Sciences, which both of those, | think have very good reputations, it
has been a great chdlenge to identify some substantive work for them to help us with, so that as
we are moving forward on making some of these policy decisonsthat Chrisine wastaking
about, that we can ensure that we are well grounded in science. But aso understanding thet in
the area of risk, the communication and education absolutely becomes critica. So, CRESP can
help us out in that area, too.

| mentioned we are dealing with some of the ate groups. We dso have another group
where we dedl with the regulators, called the Interstate Technology Regulatory Council, ITRC,
which basicdly has sate agencieson it. And we have been working with them to look at
breaking down barriers, reducing costs associated with technologies, mostly groundwater clean-
up technologies. But, again, using that group and thisis somewhat of are-orientation, but using
that group to help us understand when can technologies help us and when do we basicdly have
to say, we have invested enough money, we are not getting anywhere, we need an exit Srategy.

It istimeto move on. So, we hope that the ITRC can help us not only in those technologica

guestions and aress, but, also, again, getting to thisissue of rdationships. Where we have
particular issues where we just can't get there from here because we are ether in lawsuits or we
are basically not seeing eye to eye. 'Y ou know, role of the regulator versus DOE.

So, the folks who are, who we interact with on the ITRC, generdly are the same people
who would be gtting at the table with our Sites, negotiating circular records of decisons. So,
we are trying to kind of use them to do their job on adally basis a the Sites, but then dso
through these nationa groups, provide us some input on how we might be able to do better both
a the dtelevel and dso at the nationd level.

In the briefing package that | gave you, that was something that | presented to the Sates
a couple of weeks ago, or the National Governor’s Association a couple of weeks ago. If you
flip through that at your leisure, you can see that thisis just Some examplesin the area of nuclear
materials and waste. What are some of the decisons and issues that we are grappling with to
ensure, again, that from a corporate pergpective, but certainly keeping at the site specific leve,
that we absolutely do have ways for our nuclear materials and waste to be dispositioned. But
then aso kind of keeping our eye on the ball with the project teams. Matt McCormick’s team.
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Chrigting steam. Jodl Case'steam. Who are basically, aswdll as Reinhard’s, who are looking
at the nuclear materids and waste and possibly rethinking how we might be able to do things
better and more efficiently, making sure that, you know, we keep our eye on the ball that we
have a problem to implement, but we are also have this group of people who are possibly
rethinking how we might be able to do it better and in a more integrated fashion.

S0, | have been spending alot of time interfacing. | persondly have been spending alot
of timeinterfacing with Matt McCormick’ s team in the area of nuclear materids. My staff has
been spending more time with Jod and Christine' s teams to make sure thet, you know, basicaly
we build on the expertise that we have within the organization. But aso, understand that these
folks are charged with basicdly doing some different thinking and kind of keeping that
coordination point is going to be important.

And part of, | think where| play arole but aso | think we are trying to figure out how
to make sure | play an efficient role, is| have been the interface point with some of the other
organizations within the DOE. So, with NNSA, with RW, on day to day program issues. | am
somewheat of the forma liaison with those organizations. That doesn't prevent Joel and
Chrigtine and Mait from basicaly having to do what they have to do with the senior
management there dso to basicaly make sure that we are moving forward with those
organizations, understanding where we want to go. So, it iskind of kegping that integration
there where we don't confuse ourselves and we don’t confuse the other organizations as to
what we are doing today but, what we want to think about in terms of going placesin the future.

| think that is pretty much what | wanted to put out on the table. Oh, also just onething
and we talked allittle bit about. At the National Academy of Sciences, | am aso charged with
kind of keeping an eye on the assets that the Department hasinvested in. And most of those
assets are disposable facilities, Richland and Nevada Test Site are the two that we have
identified as being regiond disposd facilities, but, aso treatment. We have made a mgor
investment at Idaho in the Advanced Treatment Facility, and obvioudy a mgor investment at
WIPP. So, my officeisrespongble for ensuring that corporately we are using those assets as
wisaly asis necessary. Making sure that we have clarity out to the stesin the form of guidance
or policy on how and when to use these assets, making sure that we have integrated basdines
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on the use of these assets; who is going to ship where and when and does it make sense. And
sometimes the inter Site shipment issues raise alot of, sometime small P, sometime big P,
political issues. So my officeis generdly engaged in working with the states to ensure that we
have a good story when we want to ship something from one site to the next and the Sate
doesn’'t want it to come. Make sure that we have a good story on why, from our perspective,
we want to send it there as well as why we think from a NEPA safety security perspective, we
fed that it isagood thing to go there. So, that ends up taking alot of time, particularly these
days on some shipments we are trying to make happen.

So, that isit for remarks. | would love some diadogue or feedback. Tom, why don’'t
yOu give some perspective on what you think | do or don’t do or what you are confused on?

MR. WINSTON: Weél, thisisthe third meeting that Petti and | have attended and | am
not sure how she getsit dl done consdering she does spend alot of time a meetingsand isa
spokesperson for the Department.

| guessand thisredly isn't aquestion, but just in terms of |etting the Board know, thet |
am involved in anumber of organizations that dedl very directly with Paiti. And wejust had a
meeting earlier in November, of the Nationa Governor’s Association Federd Facilities Task
Force. And we have identified a number of projects that we fed are critical and we want to be
involved in because we are involved in them aready. Patti talked about some of the difficulties
onthebig P, little P, political arena over waste shipments. And the representative of the
Governors clearly are front and center as the shipments are planned. So, in the one key areais
the non high-level waste, non spent nuclear fuel waste management arena, which islow-leve
waste, mixed low-level waste, transuranic waste. And we have had some bits and startsin
terms of some of those. Clearly, there are alot of things that are going smoothly. Buit, there has
been some bits and starts with some new campaigns that have been proposed and | think they,
we, need to have better predictability, better communication. So, | would anticipate that the
National Governors Association is going to be, you know, very involved in that particular team
and | would certainly be pleased to keep the Board apprized of those activities.

The other ones, and this may not be a group of the whole, but high-level waste is very

Executive Court Reporting
(301) 565-0064



©W O ~N o o1 BB o w P

i
12
13
14
15
16
7
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
21
28
29
30
3l
32

122

important to afew of the states that are on the task force, but not necessarily al of them.

A third areaisthe smdl stes and at this point we are il trying to find out and | am
hoping today to learn more about redlly whet the focus of thet initigtiveis. Itislesscear from
my mind than some of the other ones.

And then the findly one is the one we talked about some yesterday, which is the risk
base in sates and Dave Geiser’ s activities.

o, thisisakey area, | guess one of the things | would say isthat Jessie has committed
to avery ambitious schedule. She has shouted it from the rooftops. She shouted it on the Hill.
And | would say in the area of Paiti’s domain, there are some downside risks if we are not
successful in addressing these issues. And because waste shipments and inter Ste trandfers are
going to be needed and an integrated complex-wide gpproach is going to have to be articulated,
sold, agreed upon, and not just, when you sdl something you don't just talk, you dso listen and
0, thereisalot of listening that has to go both ways on that. So, it isavery tough area, and |
don't want to say it isthe Achilles hed of the ambitious accelerated clean-up gods. Thereisa
lot of work that needs to be done in contracting and other areas. B, it [integration and
dispostion] isan areathat | fed very strongly that needs more attention and a more, | guess, big

picture view point.

Many of these efforts have been worked at the site level. And | have been in some
where they have been worked, you know, in my gtate, it has sort of been worked on; at the
other gtates, or group of states and at a medium level without necessarily having aredly good
overdl objective and view point and that everything, al of those discussions are digned together
in away that would maximize success. | don't know if you think thisfair, but, there are some
red benefitsin that, and it is a very sendtive area politically because of the nature of what is
being proposed. So, it isan areathat | am certainly interested and willing to work on.

MS. BUBAR: Thank you. Yegh, Tom and | have known each other for 10 years now,
| think when we started on, with the Federd Facilities Compliance Act Task Force, and one of
the growing up experiences | had to dedling with those state folks, isthere is, you know, nothing
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more educationa than having to be accountable to the taxpayers. To basically stand up and
explain what the Department is doing to some people who generdly want to be supportive of
you. And | just learned so much through that experience and through experiences like this, that
sometimes when you just do your day to day job you think you are integrated, because you
don’'t have time to step back and look at it al. So, the forcing function of having to basicaly
explain the corporate strategy and make sure that you are honest and consistent with what the
gtesaredoing isjust an incredible learning experience.

And | have to agree with Tom, | think probably over the past six to eight months, we
have been most focused on making sure that we have site specific strategies for the performance
management plans. | think what we heard from the states, which Jessie accepted the message,
isthat, you know, maybe it istime to kind of step back and try to look at it corporately.

S0, one of the firgt things we agreed to with the states is one of the firgt pictures we
want to get out there and explain or not explain. Because, that sounds asif you going to defend
it. Bascaly we have some didogue on is the transgenic basdline. When you look out through
the next five to saven years, every Site that needs, that has some transuranic waste is somewhere
inthat basdine. | am not sure that we can clearly explain, or a least what we have put out to
date, has clearly explained how we got Sites prioritized on that basdine. What was the logic
behind it, can we absolutely support that basdline? In the meantime there is some changes that
are being thought of, how do they factor into the basdine? So, | think aswe do that corporate
picture on transuranics, we will learn alot and then we are going to go through some of the
projects as Tom mentioned, the specific ones that [we] have interest in. So, that will be agreet

experience.

MR. AJELLO: | have aquestion [directed to Mr. Wington]. | mean, asyou are clearly
the most experienced on this particular area on the Board, what isit that we can do to be
helpful? Isthere an areaof invedtigation in particular that comes to mind, given the status of
Petti’ s program? Just how can we take this further, if a al?

MR. WINSTON: | haven't thought alot about that. | think that maybe that is
something we can talk about this afternoon. | think that the challenge here is the blending of the
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scientific, the regulatory and the politica, in away that makes sense. And | think we have had a
hard time communicating the overal objective. And when | say “we’ because, you know, dl of
ustha areinvolved in this, it isnot just DOE that is explaining this We aredl explaning it to
our condtituencies and | am not sure that we have necessarily looked at in away in which we

can aticulate thisin away that makes sense.

And there are fiscd implicationsaswell. 1 mean, so trying to blend al of those and then
be able to send a coherent message to anyone that would listen, | think we have struggled with
that. And | don’'t know if that isan area, | mean, | think, | wouldn't expect this Board to be
doing some heavy lifting in terms of technica andyds or evduation. Many of these aress, they
have been studied and studied and studied. We have alot of information. But, how we can
blend dl of these competing or parald interest together in away that makes sense from a
corporate standpoint, there may be something that the Board can do to add some broad based
vaueto thedecisons. So, | don't know if that is hdpful and if you have any thoughts on that,
Patti?

MS. BUBAR: Yes, actudly | was thinking about something. Where my mind gets
completely bogged down is how do you do a better job? Because as we said, you know, it
iVt that there isalack of good information out there. But obvioudy through our actionsin the
past, through our, you know, regulatory commitments, through whatever, we have crested an
expectation. | mean, Jessie actualy sometimes cdlsit a pipe dream. We have actudly created
expectations a some of these Stes that we are going to do things that ether technicdly or
financidly we are never going to be ableto do. And, maybe they weren't even theright things
to commit to in the first place. But, if you kind of look at, okay, if you have as one of your
foundations that basicaly you wart to get to having arisk based end state and risk based
decisons, what is the best way to ensure that? What isthe best way to pull dl that information
together? What if you are redly taking about not coming up with any new and incredibly
innovative ways of doing things, they have al been thought about before, but we haven't been
successful at turning in that direction? So, you basicaly have to do agood job at getting your
technica information together asto why it is okay to move in this direction.

But, then dso how do you clearly work with, you know, the congtituents to help ensure
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that they don't think you are just trying to do less clean-up? That you are redly, you know,
trying to basicaly ensure thet the dollars that you have are used the most efficiently, and help
ensure the message that we don’t want to be in this business forever.  We do want to finish.
We do want to clean up and we are not on a path to get there right now.

Soitisredly how do you efficiently blend the pieces of information that you are getting
from the expert boards, that you have pulled together yourself through your NEPA documents
or whatever, as wel as understanding that dl of thisis going to end up being relationship based.

| mean, you are basicaly going to have to work with the people who influence opinions and
make decisons. How do you do al that? Other than just everybody rolling up their deeves
and, you know, kind of just doing congtant didlogue. But, sometimes it gets alittle
overwheming figuring out how you are going to get from hereto there. And as Tom said, you
know, do it in aquite an accelerated fashion.

MS. SALISBURY: Having been a Cabinet Secretary for a state for seven years, |
could just say that sort of the easy solution would be just to quit telling corporate lies | guess,
and bite the political bullet. And, start basicaly, bring dl the stakeholders and trying to st down
and resolve thisas agroup effort. | think politicaly that is very difficult for anybody to accept.
And | don't, | don’'t know how to get there, but at some point there is an end game and you are
going to have to fess up and say, “We cannot ever close thisin away that everybody thinks.”

Y ou are going to have to ded with it somehow. So, maybe just sarting to ded with it isthe
eager, Implest way.

| wanted to say onething, Petti, snce | am dedling, | have been dedling with states alot
and | am continuing to dedl with them since leaving Government. Any discipline you can bring
to the system would redly be helpful to anybody who works with DOE. And that means from
the very, you know, straightforward way of when you set a schedule up, try to adhere to the
schedule and don't change. And | think thereis just alack of discipline throughout the system.
Maybe that comes from problems with integration of everything that you are doing. That one
part of the organization is doing X and then you changeit to meet Y and it never makes sense.
And | guess agood example of that isthe inter-ste transfers that have to go on shipments of

transuranic waste. Well, it is understandable why that has to occur because of previous
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agreements. But, it does cause political problemsin states where the waste is now going as
opposed to going to WIPP for permanent deposit.

So, any discipline that could be brought to the system would be welcomed, | think.

MR. AJELLO: Any other questions for Patti, comments? Okay. Thanks.

MS. BUBAR: Thank you.

MR. AJELLO: Okay. Continuing aong the schedule, Dave Geiser, Dave, do you want
to come up to the table? (Pause)
Aswe are stting up, | said yesterday we would continue to announce and identify any of the
senior members of the EM program who came to the meeting. Behind me, Im Owendoff isthe
Deputy Assstant Secretary for Science and Technology.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: A number of questions came up yesterday regarding long-term
stewardship and risk based end states. Dave' sproject is, as| said yesterday, is very much
focused on the risk based end states. And also associated with that, Dave has been involved in
the padt, very much in the long-term stewardship, so he can probably answer those questions
for you aswell.

Dave, would you tdl them alittle bit about your background?

[PRESENTATION BY MR. DAVE GEISER]

MR. GEISER: Isthis[microphone] working, because | don’t have alight on here?
(Pause) | am Dave Geiser. | am achemicad engineer from Corndl and a nuclear trained Navd
officer with four years experience at sea and two at the Naval Resistance Command. And three
years with Science Applications Internationa Corporation working for the Department of
Energy. | joined DOE and EM in 1991, and have been working here ever since. | am currently
the Director of Office of Long-term Stewardship.  And in my sparetime, | do this corporate
project, which is the risk based end state project. And that iswhat | will be talking to you
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about today.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: That isthe wrong statement to make, Dave. Wetold them
that everybody is now working full time on the project.

MR. GEISER: Thereissuch aclose relationship between the risk based end state
project and what my office does, that they kind of go hand in hand. | don’t know on any given
day whichisactudly the project versuswhich isthe office. So, and before | sart, | would say
that thisis a very ambitious project and it is something that ooking back that we would have
wanted to be able to do in 1989 at the start of that EM program. Unfortunatdy, we redly
didn’t know what the sweep of problems were that we were addressing. And | think we had
this idea that maybe we would have clean closure. And due to the hard work of alot of people
over the last 12 years, EM has been able to define what the problem isthat we are trying to
address and made some progress towards it.

The next step now isto redly define what that find god looks like. So, we can
capitalize on the work that has been done over the last 10 or 12 years and then finish the
program with a clear god that everyone agreesto. We could not possibly have done this
project 12 years ago. We couldn’t have doneit even five years ago. Five years ago we had
the Basdline Environmenta Management Report that said, hey, it is somewhere between 100
and 800 hillion dollars, depending on whether you want green fidds or iron gates. And it is
redlly only now that this project has a chance of being successful.

| only have one dide, but it is going to take me five didesto build it. And please forgive
the qudity of the dides and focus on the qudlity of the substance. Becausethisis, unlike
Chrigtine and Reinhard and Charlie, | haven’t presented thisin any public forum to date or even
redly within the Department. So, let’s see if we can get that in.

The point iswe are currently on this path. The cleartup, that is problematic because we
don’t know exactly where we are going to end up when we are done. And s, in some cases
we are doing these loop de loops because we are making decisons that actudly cause usto

backtrack and remediate. Or, we are not cleaning up enough in some areas that we need to in
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order to get the closure that people would agree to.

S0, we have been on this path, that is not optimum. And that causes inefficency in the
way the cleantup is done and contributes to cost increases and schedule dips. And where we
areisthat dot in the middle of that dashed line right now. And we have these amorphous
various end gates that are contributing to continuing on this kind of wandering trail to afind end
datefor thedtes. So, that isthe fundamenta crux of the problem that we arefacing. And if we
can't nail down what this looks like, we can’t get there. | think Jessieis an engineer, Paul Golan
is an engineer, Bob Card isan engineer, | am an engineer, we al want to know where we want
to be a the end. If you can tdll us where you want usto be at the end, we can get there. But,
when the end kegps changing and moving and shifting, it isvery hard for an engineer to figure
out how to get there. So, that isthe problem, at least as | seeit.

Now, thisiswhere the project comesin and you may not be able to see this, but
Project 7 ison the far right hand side of that dide. Over hereit says*Tomorrow” in quotations,
because that is really not tomorrow necessarily, but ayear or two from now. And | borrowed
off of Cynthia Anderson’s project logo, the bull’ s-eye that she uses for the Nationa Focus
Project, because that is what we are aimed at, as well adefined end state as we can get to.
That iswhat the project’ sinitid god is. And likel sad, that isthe crux of the chdlenges.

Can you redly define what that risk based end state looks like? And by theway it is
risk based end state with performance requirements. So, when you get there you have a set of
performance reguirements that you have to meet and continue to meet until you have
unrestricted use.

We have three, well, four key partsto the project. There are three of them up there.
Thefirst oneisacorporate policy. In order to actudly do this successfully we need the
Secretary to say, thisis how the Department is going to proceed with the clean up. And that is
the corporate policy. Hopefully we have that in the Spring.

The second pieceisthe third item down, which is the Site based end state’ s visons.
Thisiswhat we are going to ask the Stesto go interact with their regulators and their
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stakeholders, and build these end state visons. Now, a number of sites have been working on
thisfor years. And some sites are closer than others. But, even aSite that we closed last year,
Weldon Springs sSitein Missouri. Boy, everyone had 100 percent agreement on what the
surface looked like. And that is, when that disposa cell was built, everyone said, “Man, that is
exactly what we expected to see and we are okay with that.” But, no one redlly addressed the
groundwater. So, now we are stuck, still trying to figure out what the end sate isfor
groundwater. And don’ t get me wrong because Weldon did alot of very, very good thingsto
bring that project in. The groundwater piece is not that difficult to push through and findize, but
if we had had that end state vison for groundwater at the same time we achieved it for the

surface, we would have been done two years ago.

The middle pieceisthetools. And Petti mentioned the Consortium for Risk Evaluation
and Stakeholder Participation or CRESP. We have Dr. Chuck Powers from CRESP on our
team and they are going to bring alot of the risk expertise that they have as wdll asthe
communication expertise that they have, to help us get to these risk based end states; help us
develop the basis for the corporate policy. And then aso help us with the last piece of the
project, which is the corporate Strategy.

S0, how do we get from this kind of scenario down to something that is more aimed at
the risk based end states? And redlly it isacompilation of al of these corporate sirategies that
many of the projects are pulling together so that you have more of a direct line between where
EM istoday in that risk based end state with the performance requirements that the
stakeholders, the regulators and the Department have al agreed to. If we can nail down the end
state, you can apply the corporate strategy and the tools, and we can derive then anew EM
basdine. That is more effective and more efficient than what we currently have. That would
occur after the project is completed.

S0, the project entails the corporate policy, the tools, the Site based end state visions
and a corporate strategy by September of 2003. And that is my presentation.

MR. WINSTON: Dave, where do you see, thereisalot of things that will affect --,
you can leave that on [didg].
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MR. GEISER: Okay. Well, | do havethisin hard copy in case anybody wantsto
sudy this more carefully.

MR. WINSTON: Maybetherewill be atest on it later.

Where do you see --, | guess before | even ask that question, there are alot of things
that, you know, go into an end state. And some of them are, you know, regulatory drivers
where the regulatory processis meant to answer the question, how clean isclean. In addition to
that there are tradeoffs because the more you leave in place, the more your long-term
sewardship burden is down the road. And then in addition to what | would consider your
traditional regulatory drivers, there are other things. One that comesto mind is tresty
obligations with triba governments, when there is seeded lands or those kinds of things. Where
do those, where do those externd factorsfit into your mode here?

MR. GEISER: W4dll, | think -- They fit in severa places, | guess. And before | say
that, | should add that Jm Woolford from EPA’s Federd Fecility Officeis on our team, in
addition to Mario lerardi from the Air Force's BRAC [Base Redignment and Closure]
Program. So, we do have some good, | think, representation from both the Department of
Defense and EPA. And if you have my CD-0 summary package, thereis a clear emphasison
working with stakeholders and nationd intergovernmenta groups, the state regulators and the
Tribes. So, we understand fully that that needs to be incorporated. How exactly we do that, is
Doug Frost’s job, who ison my team aso. Right, Doug?

MR. FROST: Right, boss.

MR. GEISER: But, | think it definitdy plays here first in saying how are we going, what
doesthislook like and can we get people to agree on what that looks like. So, put aside the
regulatory process for a second and just say, can we al agree on where we are trying to go at
the end? And if you can agree, and everyone is focused on the same god, the community,
regulator and the Department and the contractor, then | think the regulatory processes and
everything will work themsaves out. | mean, it is easy to say, but, | would say the larger
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problem iswe redly don’'t know whet thisisin enough detail. And so, we are going on a
compliance base strategy with individud cleantups, individua operable units, a individud Stes.
If we can nail this down, then everything should flow alot smoother.

Certainly thereisadso arole, and actudly alot of the tools are aimed at trying to get that
regulatory communication, risk, al those processes built better so we can get to this. And then
they play arole again, when you say, “Okay, if thisis the end state, what do we need to do to
the current end basdline to change it from something that looks like that to something that looks
likethat? So, they would play arole again at that point.

MR. WINSTON: And my comment isthat two things. One, how you articulate how
those factorsfitsin | think is going to be important as this project gets off the ground, because |
think there are some that would look at this as one of the issues we talked about yesterday,
redefining the scope of cleantup and that is where the savings would come from. So, | think
how you talk about thisis pretty critica. | am a strong advocate of that and if you take alook
at what happened at Fernad, you know, we redlly worked on what, sort of pragmetic end state
and then tried to superimpose the regulatory structure back on, hoping that it would fit, where it

didn’t fit, trying to use even waiver provisonsto make it fit.

So, | mean, there is something to be said for this, but how you go about it and how you
articulate when you are, you know, holding the rules with, you know, regulatory requirements at
bay while you talk about this, understanding how those will gill be looked and be in thefind
mix, not necessarily asabe dl and end al, and they shouldn’t be, but how you talk about that |
think will redly impact its success.

MR. GEISER: Absolutely, 100 percent agree. And again, | think for the regulators out
there that are reasonable, which most of them are, if they agree with where the Department of
Energy is going and the stakeholders agree with thet, the regulators will help the Department
figure out how to get there in afaster, more efficient manner. Because most regulators want the
Department to get the clean-up done, and to reach an end state in protecting the health and
environment. And that iswhat we are trying to do. And we have to agree on where we are
going and then | think the ret of the stuff will fal into place. A lot more easly than, if you guys

Executive Court Reporting
(301) 565-0064



©W O ~N o o1 BB o w P

i
12
13
14
15
16
7
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
21
28
29
30
3l
32

132

are wondering, well, is the Department going to be over here when we are done or isit going to
be something like that? When there isthat much uncertainty with where we are trying to go, of
course, you, guys, are going to stop us at every single point and do a check, you know.

MR. AJELLO: | have aquestion about sewardship, | guess, site by site. Istherg, isit
adream that there can be consistent practices across the sites or in many Sites or does each Ste
have to have in fact its own long-term stewardship plan?

MR. GEISER: There are certain classes of Steslike the uranium mill tailing sites, for
example, that basicaly you could have virtudly an identica plan. And low risk, unpopulated
areas, low concentrations of contaminates, over engineered design, and there you don’t have so
much of aproblem. But, | think what Grand Junction has been successful in doing isfinding a
geward who islocd, who is interested and who is capable. And if you can find those three
characterigtics in a eward, you can have a successful sewardship activity. That could bea
tribe. That could be a utility. It could be alocal government. 1t could be an individud land-
owner. We have dl those cases today.

The stewardship plan smply identifies, these are the activities that you haveto do to
ensure protectiveness of the remedy. And you need that plan because you have got to make
sure you know what you have to do to ensure the protectiveness of the remedy. Who does
that can be any variety of these players. But, we find local, interested, and capable are the three
characterigtics that we need. Then the Department provides oversight for that, of that steward.
Whether it isfederd land, private land or some other land that we have some liability associated
with.

MS. SALISBURY: | have aquestion for you. | gpologize, | was outside for a couple
of minutes. You may have dready answered this question. How many of the stesin your mind
have awd| defined end state --?

MR. GEISER: Thereisbroad variability in how well those end states are defined.

MS. SALISBURY': -- that would meet this, what you have down here as the new EM
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basdline amed at awdl defined end state?

MR. GEISER: | think the closest ones right now, are Weldon Springs, Fernald, Mound
and Rocky Hats. Rocky Hatsisin the middle of their, you know --, it getsto alevd of detall
question. Becauseif you, | think if you ask people who are associated with Rocky, they will
say it isextremdy well defined. We have anationd wildlife refuge on the outside and we have a
core industrid waste management area, whatever you want to cdl it, in the center. And we
know what our clean-up levels are, and we have pretty much agreement on that. Whet you
havethen is, and that is gredt, that they are there, and that they have congressona, you know,
they have an Act of Congress that tells them what they are going to do. That dways helpsto
some extent.

But, what Rocky and the State of Colorado and the stakeholders from the local
governments have been doing for the last two years, is exactly what we are proposing to do a a
bunch of other sites. Which isredly do this visoning exercise, what does this redlly look like
when we aredone. And it isnot over a Rocky. They are dlill fine tuning the details of what
that site looks like. So, at amacro leve, we know where we are trying to be at Rocky, at the
individud, at the individua reactor barrier and the groundweter or cap at a certain area, thereis
gtill some definition that needs to be put in place.

Fernddis--, again, if you look at it from amacro leve, it isacounty park. The county
isnot going to own the land, but it isapark like setting, roughly a thousand acres with alarge, |
don’t know, 60 or 70 acres on Site disposal, s0. And s0 people have generally agreed to that.
But, there are some details that need to worked out still between the State of Ohio, DOE and
the loca communities. That is, exactly how much accessis there, how much monitoring do you
have to do of the groundwaeter, what trigger levels do you have to force any kind of additiona
remedid action?

| mean, Tom, you can, | mean, my view is at the macro level you have it for Fernald and
Mound. Mound iskind of the opposite case of Ferndd in that it is are-indudridization effort in
a | don't redly cdl Miamisburg urban environment, but it is much more urban than most of the
DOE stesthat we have. And 0, they have taken two very, very different approaches at sites
which are an hour’ s drive away, but, | think the community, the State of Ohio, the EPA and the
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DOE both agree at the macro level what those sites will look like.

MR. WINSTON: There clearly is enough definition to the end state to move forward
with confidence. What we don’'t have worked out is, because sometimes there are difficult
guestions, - we are trying to plan for the next severd hundred years. How do you do that in
terms of setting up structures in which to revisit; and, trigger levels and those kinds of things? In
terms of, knowing what we will al, we dl believe and agree is a completed clean-up and
closure, | think that isknown. Then, thereis everything that happens after that and, we are
confident that we can discuss those. | think part of the key thereisthat, Dave mentioned it

ealier, the seward that you have is so critical.

And s0, one of the reasons two sites within an hour of each other are looked at
differently isthat the locd community has a much more active role a Mound in terms of future
redevelopment of that area; and, has stepped up to be aleader and has avision and
participated in that vison process. It was a much different dynamic. Not that loca government
was not interested, but clearly they did not want to bein the driver’sseat. So, | think you have
to look at the stewards that you have available and build that into the process as well.

DR. LOEHR: Dave, | keep hearing the term “risk based” throughout, but | don’t hear
any risk gods. It seems, and thisiskind of acommentary more than a question, but, if you care
to respond, that would be great. It seemsthat redlly what one hasis aland use decision
framework with an overlay by some group that is going to be a steward to assure thet there are
no, somehow, future risks that are yet to be defined. Some of the groups that | get involved
with think of risksin 10 to minus 6 terms and think of ecologica versus human versus other
things. | am just wondering what your experience might be in terms of continuing to push the
term “risk” versus continuing to push an emphasized god on the land use Sewardship issue. |Is
there a problem in communication dong these lines or how do you handle this when you go to
the gte?

MR. GEISER: Itisagreat point. We spent alot of time discussng this within our
team. And thereisafar amount of confuson because | think we have, we userisk in severa
different terms just within our critical decison zero package. We have sgnificant project risks
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associated with this project. Some of that is attributed to, mostly, Ton's earlier point.

One of thefirg things that we are trying to nail down with our critica decison one
package, which is due in aweek, istrying to define what we mean by that risk based end state
vison. Andinthesmplest terms, it is, “What is the anticipated land use? What are the
remaining hazards?” And, “Who are the receptors?” Now you can eaborate on that, but those
are the three core pieces of what we are using as the definition of that risk based end state

vidon.

MR. AJELLO: Okay. Thanks, Dave.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: Next onthelis is Reinhard Knerr. Reinhard isfrom the
WIPP facility in Carlsbad, but, he has been assigned to handle this project.

Reinhard, if you give alittle background on yoursdf and one point that came up
yesterday, you might mention, if you don't dready plan to in your discusson, iswe indicated
that Jessie had made it clear that when there were reasonable steps or items to move forward
on, she would do that at that time and not wait for the end of the project. | know you have had
a least two or three, which have resulted in Jesse issuing a memo to the fidd, giving direction
on itemsthat have come out of the project so far. So, you might mention those if you didn’t

dready plan to.

MR. KNERR: Sure.

[PRESENTATION BY MR. REINHARD KNERR]

MR. KNERR: My nameisReinhard Knerr. Y ou will have to forgive me, | got my flu
shot on Sunday, and now | have a bit of the flu, so, bear with me.

| have anuclear engineering degree out of Penn State University. | have been involved
in the DOE complex as a contractor, first at Pantex, then a the Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion
Plant. | have also worked as a consultant with SAIC providing support out a Y-12 and | have
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recently joined DOE, about ayear and a half ago and | work out a WIPP. | am ateam lead
for the certification managersin the Nationa TRU [transuranic waste] Program. | was sdected
to be the project lead for my project, whichisto look at dl the other types of waste, other than
spent nuclear fud and hazardous, | am sorry, high level waste. And we will go from there.
Essentidly our project has started looking at the various practices at the DOE and
commercid facilitiesto seeif there are any opportunities to streamline EM’ s activities with
regard to low-level mixed, low-level, and transuranic waste. We have completed alarge
number of Ste vidts and have collected quite a bit of dataand are currently in the process of

developing the firgt of three CD-1 packages.

We have committed to develop a CD-1-A package and an integrated disposa plan,
which would essentidly define those practices we fed that EM should carry forward in the near
future to sreamline EM’ s activities and maximize the utilization of itsassets. That should be
ddivered to Jesse thefirg of January.

Along with what Woody was saying, we, our project team, has identified six practices
that we felt needed to be brought forward and distributed to the Sites. Currently | am aware
that one of them has been approved by Jesse and issued to the Stes. The other five are
pending approva, as soon as we work out some of the details requiring deliverables and
milesones. | can go into alittle bit of detail about what we have submitted.

These ddliverables are, what we refer to as IRRAPS, they are Immediate Risk
Reduction Action Plans. Thefirgt of these iswhat we refer to as“Green Is Clean” pertainsto a
waste minimization activity that was identified at Savannah River. We found that Savannah
River, in their radioactive materid areas or radioactive boundary aress, did not automatically
classfy any wadte generated in that area as contaminated materid. They were ableto use arisk
based gpproach in determining what materid had to be handled as low-level and which
materias could be processed out as clean. We found that there weren’t very many other Sites

using this practice, S0 it was one that we recommended for implementation across the complex.

The second IRRAP that was submitted, and this one has been distributed to the sites,

was for the use of dedicated containers. When materid is transported from a generator Steto
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the trestment facility or digposd facility, there are some savings that could be redized if the
container is dedicated for use of handling radioactive materid. 'Y ou can save some money by
eliminating the decontamination activities with that, associated with that container when it is
returned to the site.

The other four IRRAPs that we looked at, thereis one that dedlt with EMCAP, which
is Environmental Management Consolidated Andysis Program. There has been some concern
that DOE over-audits andytica facilities, anaytica laboratories to the extent that 20 or 30
percent of the time an anaytica lab spends just to support these DOE audits. We are
recommending that the environmentd, the Environmental Management Consolidated Andysis
Program be used to perform dl of the audits of the andyticd labs aswdl as digposd fadilities.

There are a couple of other IRRAPs that were submitted, | am just drawing a blank
right now on what they are. Do you al have any questions for me regarding what we are
looking at or some of those efforts?

MR. WINSTON: How are you addressng commercid facilities? Or, isthat part of
your, part of your scope? | see here that one of the facilities visited is the Envirocare Fecility in
Utah. What are you planning to do in that arena?

MR. KNERR: Wdl, what we have done is when we visited the commercid facilities,
we are looking to see what practices that they have, or that they utilize that can be applied to the
EM activities. So, the project team that went out to Envirocare had a set of questionsthat they
went through and asked. We reviewed their operations and came up with alist of
recommendations that we felt could be gpplied to the DOE complex.

MR. WINSTON: So, basicdly you are benchmarking, if you will, seeing if thereis
something of vaue there? But, you are not necessarily looking a the mix of use of off Steor,
you know, non-DOE facilities, commercid facilities? Y ou are not looking at that programmatic
issue in any way asfar asthe team’s activities?

MR. KNERR: Can you rephrasetha? You are asking am | making adecison on
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behdf of DOE whether or not to go to Envirocare versus—

MR. WINSTON: No, well, no. | just wondered if you are looking at that issue. And
thereason | amraigng it, | think we haven’t had problems of late, but a number of years ago it
seemed like there was some lack of forward movement on use of commercid facilities which we
have found to be a pretty congtructive and cost effective way to achieve waste management
gods. And so | wasjust wondering if that was something that you were looking at as part of
this. Isit more of adeding with the DOE run fecilities? Isthat clear, Paiti?

MR. KNERR: Right. We arelooking at that in the extent if it is cost effective to do so.
I mean, obvioudy DOE should be spending its money in the most cost effective manner. If itis
cost effective to send the waste to Envirocare as opposed to Nevada test Site, then that is
something that we are going to be looking at.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: Wéll, there are aso areas where Envirocare can accept
materias, which for some reason or the other may not be acceptable to either Nevada or
Hanford or other places. In some casesit is Ssimply an economic fact. For example, at Oak
Ridge they found in many cases, even though the fees were higher in Envirocare, because they
could ship by rail. Then by Envirocare, the tota cost turned out to be cheaper. | think dl of
those things are part of what Reinhard islooking at.

MR. KNERR: True.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: Thank you.

MR. KNERR: Itisnot just, you know, the actua disposdl fee. It isthe entire process
characterization, transportation and disposal of the waste. And some of the other things that we
arelooking at are, DOE typicaly will establish milestones a the end of afiscd year. What we
found is that trestment capabilities tend to be very limited. So, there has been atime or two
where the waste wasn't available for treatment until the latter haf of the year, and even though
the treatment facilities could have processed dl of the DOE waste throughout an entire fiscal
year, they weren't ableto get it donein ahdf year. So, we are looking at perhaps staggering
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milestones within EM, across the various sites to more effectively take advantage of treatment

facilities.

MR. WINSTON: If you might be ableto, if thereisaway that you could follow up, |
think you mentioned that there were probably sx IRRAPs.

MR. KNERR: Yes.

MR. WINSTON: It would beinteresting to see, | think you mentioned three of them,
to see the other three. | am lessinterested in the IRRAPs than | am the other mgjor deliverable
for CD-1. Which s, you know, it calsfor a conceptud integrated disposa plan for the three
major, you know, major categories. your low-level waste, mixed low-level waste, and TRU
(and thet is obvioudy a much longer term). | would look at the IRRAPs as being sort of short-
term, low hanging fruit kinds of things.

MR. KNERR: Correct.

MR. WINSTON: Where Jessie isready to move forward, | think the more substantive
piece of your work will be taking alook at each of these three waste categories and trying to
say what can we do to integrate? Have you identified a methodology in order to redly do that?

I know | have, | was contacted by somebody from your team and did a, you know, an
interview with them just for giving them some background from my experience and perspective
on what worked and didn’'t work. And so that isagood first step, to get some input broadly.
And | was just, have you sort of devised a processto take in that information and then, and then
do something with it?

MR. KNERR: Yes. We have adatabase where we identified adl of the practices and
the notes from the project team dte vists and interviews. And we recently had a project team
mesting in Albuquerque where we essentialy came up with some conceptua Strategies that we
felt were gpplicable to low-levd, mixed-level, and transuranic wastes. And we have assigned
some tasks to go ahead and bring out those best practices that are gpplicable to low-level waste
and gart putting them together in the conceptud design report. | think we have identified
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between 80 and 90 recommendations that we are going to be making in the low-leve package.
| am Hill working on the actud presentation of that information and how that is going to happen.

MR. WINSTON: Okay. Do you fed like you have, isthis --, we talked about thisin
one of the earlier presentations, | know you were here, is this an area where you have enough
information and the job isto take that information and put it into an overal plan that makes
sense or are there some information gaps that you have identified? And by information gaps, |
am not necessaxily just talking about inventory, quantities or, you know, technica specifications,
that kind of thing, but even, it may be policy or other types of, you know, cost information or
other types of gapsthat you have identified that this committee may be helpful with?

MR. KNERR: There are some gaps that we are still doing the research on. Right now
we are looking at the best way for Nevada and Hanford to perhaps integrate their programs a
little more closdly. They have recently gone to avirtua WAC [waste acceptance criteria] and
have come up with a consolidated waste stream profile form. We are dlill investigating what
additiona improvements can be made to those programs to streamline them. Something like
thet might be helpful.

MR. WINSTON: Okay. Are you planning on looking at the three waste typesin
parald or are you sarting to look & TRU firg or isit just —

MR. KNERR: No. What we have done is, when we went to gather the information,
we gathered the information for dl three waste types. We decided that the first deliverable
would focus on low-level waste smply so that we could hammer out the process for the least
controversd of the three waste materids that we are looking at. So, the first deliverable will be
January 1, CD-1-A, which pertainsto low-level waste. The CD-1-B would pertain to mixed
low-level waste. And if there is any hazardous waste, they will get wrapped up into that. And
then March 1 isthe TRU waste CD-1-C package.

MR. WINSTON: Okay. Thanks very much.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: Okay. Next onthelist hereis Matt McCormick, but, | am
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going to spesk to that project and | will hold that until last and we will ask Joel Case, whois
handling the High- Level Waste to speak next.

[PRESENTATION BY MR. JOEL CASE]

MR. CASE: | don't have dides. | will refer to our package. Can everybody hear
me? | am Jod Case. | will give you some background. | have aBachelor’s and Master’ sfrom
University of Horida Master’sin both Nudear Engineering and Environmental Engineering. |
garted out with the Nava Reactors Program in Idaho with Westinghouse on various jobs out
there and then went over to the commercid fud cycle activities, safety anayss out at 1daho
when we used to blow reactors up and things like that. (We couldn’t do that today.) Then |
came over to the DOE about ‘92. And basicaly, | have been a high tech garbage man since
working for the low-leve transuranic program out there in Operations, then, | came over to the
high-levd [program]. | am currently director for INEEL’s high-level program. | have beenin
that position since about ‘98. | am dso the corporate project manager for the high-level waste
risk reduction project.

In‘high-level,” we have been assessing, the main focus of our project isto really teke a
look at the hightlevel waste program at four Stes. West Valley, they are essentidly done, they
shut their melter down and completed processing tank waste just afew months ago. There are
issues with tank closure and we are looking at that. The Savannah River Site and INEEL dso
have both high-level waste and some TRU waste remainsin thetanks. And the Hanford ste, in
fact, | just came from Hanford last night. Our team is out there right now doing an assessment
of the Hanford program and | will be going back. We wrap that up next Saturday.

The main problem, if you redly look at our CD-0 package, if you look &t the
Department’s profile for high-level wadte, it is essentidly pre-PMP. 1t was approximately a 70
million dollar program going out closeto 2070.  With the accderated closure, the initid PMP
packages that were submitted to the Department this summer, we are il avery large program,
| think it is about, oh, | would say about 35 hillion dollars going out to about 2032.

So, alot of energy has been going on at the Sites, to get those costs down. And part of

Executive Court Reporting
(301) 565-0064



©W O ~N o o1 BB o w P

i
12
13
14
15
16
7
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
21
28
29
30
3l
32

142

our charter, in some sense, isto keep the pressure on the sites, and then look at them from a
corporate strategy, from a complex-wide strategy, because you have alot of diverse activities
on both tank closure and processing of the waste. So, we are going in kind of from the Side,
using the PMPs as an exigting basdline and if it makes sense, cross-walk that with the other
high-level waste sites and keep the pressure on thinking what are some additiona idess.

Part of our charter is (as opposed to Chrigting' s team on the spent fuel, which | think
everybody has a clear definition of what spent fuel is which does have to go to arepogtory) - in
the high level waste arena, one of the issuesis “What is high levdl waste? Becausg, itisa
source-based definition. It redly isnot based onrisk or activity. So, we are taking alook at it
from arisk based, appropriate, approach that basicaly looks at, Snce our repositories are very,
you hear the term sometimes ‘ prime red estate,” we would like to focus on sending to two
repositories, whether it isto WIPP or Yucca Mountain, higher activity, long life nuclides which
present more of the long-term risk and need a very good permanent isolation from the
environment. So, part of our charter redlly isto take alook at better definition of what needsto
go to the repositories versus what can be aternative disposition pathways.

If you look in the Department, we have over, close to 250 tanksin the syssem. You
could cdll it an urgent risk. Some of those tanks have leaked. It is probably over 80 million
gdlons of liquid, dudges, st cake a the various Stes. And we are redlly taking alook at what

the current processing are for that waste and disposition. So -- Let melook a my notes here.

Now, if you look at the basdines, you know, we are making glass [vitrification]. So,
redly if you are redly breaking our program down, we are looking at both the requirements for
YuccaMountain. We are spending alot of money making very good glass. We are looking at
trying to expand the envelope for those programs. They are sill making a DWPF a Hanford;
we have aglass facility there. Very expensve.

We are looking at issues like waste loading, the requirements Y ucca puts on, and that is
where an interface with Chrigting steam is, to take alook at those requirements. Arethey
reslly based on performance of the mountain? And we are seeing from some of the PMPs and

discussons with the site thet there redlly isn't any rhythm or reason sometimes for those
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requirements for the glass specifications. 1 will give an example.

| will try not to get too technica here, but you hear alot about Sngle phase glassand
two phase glass in waste loading criteria. Right now we are only looking & al the integral Sites
that do make glass (West Vdley, and Savannah River) and some of the assumptions for
Hanford is a vitrification process that only alows about 30 percent waste loading. With some
adjustments, we believe we can get it up to 50 to 60 percent, because each that you produce,
has amortgageto it dso. It isabout 500,000 to 700,000 dollars right now, base-cased
assumptions for dispogition in the Mountain. So, we are looking at those type
requirements, what makes technica sense. And we are working with the stesand RW, that isa
key interface. They are very excited about the work with this and looking at the requirements
from a performance standpoint. So, that is one area.

[We're looking at] QA requirements dso. We want to try get out of some of the
syndromes we had with alot of procedure requirements and characterization requirements, after
the glassismade. Thereisa DOE order, and some of the qudification requirements, let’ sredly
take a step back and see what is that costing us? What benefit are we getting? So, that is one
eement of it.

The other Sde of it istank closure. Y ou know, that is one where we have to interface
with Dave Gelser’ steam very closdy. In the sense of end states of the Site because if you look
a al of these gtes, it isredly not technicaly practicd to get every last aom of waste out of
tanks. Some of these tanks have had high heat waste loading, baked in, dudges. Let’stakea
look at the characterization data, what can you retrieve from processing, for digposition in an

appropriate repository versus levels you can leave at the Site?

We have been working on, you know, end states. When you redlly look at arisk based
approach, what is the land use profile? What are points of compliance? What is the regulatory
structure? Because, redly when, | think, Tom, your question about are you overlaying
regulatory requirements, we are we doing that? We go and talk to each of the stesand it is
maybe being done by RCRA, CRCLA activities from arisk based gpproach. And then what
you overlay what we think is atechnica base (whet is doable) retrieving the waste, and then
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overlay the regulatory requirements and see if you need to get, | hate to use the term,
“walvers’? But, | think most of the regulations dlow flexibility to do it. So, we are not looking
to short circuit any regulations. We are trying to look at within the current regulatory
framework. Now, if we do fill our gaps, we will provide some recommendations for the
Department on some approaches you can teke. So, that is one activity.

The other areato redly look at is processing facilities. We are spending on a planning
bass--, alarge sum of money is expected for waste processing facilities, ether pre-treatment
for separations or glass ‘vit' plants. If you look at the baseline Idaho had for their calcine
facility, which isanice dry stable form and a safe storage configuration, the basgline was to
bascdly re-dissolve that, do separations and make glass. That was about afour to five billion
dollar investment. One of the dternatives, well, if Yuccais redly not taking credit for
performance of the glass, and more on the canigter, etc., why can’t you do some performance
testing on the calcine, ook at chegper dternatives for stabilization and just package it asit isand
send it to the Mountain? So, that is one of the areas we are exploring. Because, you know, it
doesn't passa‘ho-ho’ test when say, well, we spent 30 years stabilizing that through
cacination, and now we are going to re-dissolve it and make glass out of it or even direct bit.
So, those types of things, when you redly take alook from arisk based gpproach, you know,
that did not buy you any risk reduction for find digpogtion.

Some of the things on, again, | mentioned the waste classfication. We areredly
pushing working with the sites and taking alook a what was put in the waste tanks. Isit redly
high level waste based on the current definition from first cycle and reprocessing activities? We
arefinding thereisalot of, if you look at it from atank basis and arisk profile for each tank,
oneszedoesnot fit dl. So, there are various processing dternatives and we have identified
working with the gtes, there is a potentidly alarge amount of waste that can just be stabilized
and shipped to WIPP. Because it should be managed more appropriate as transuranic waste.

So, our schedule and sodium bearing waste in 1daho we have about a million gdlons
left. Look at dl the process history. It istransuranic waste. So, you shouldn't have to
reprocess that through vitrification. We are looking at some dternatives for processing,
including grout. And then ship it to reflect that.
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So, wethink there is still alot of risk reduction and cost savings in accelerated closure
that can be had with the high-level waste program. It is probably one of the more controversid
programs. There are alot of various stakeholders at each of the different Stes and regulatory
agreements. And we are not ignoring those in our assessment, but we readly are trying to take a
look at things from arisk based standpoint.

Interface iskey to our project. We interface with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
They have made various attempts of trying to define high-level waste. We have an ex-offico
that we work with, kind of bounce ideas off on. Because they have been kind of key to some

of the processes on the definition and what is considered waste in processing.

RW isavery key interface. Margaret Chu isthe identified person for usto interface
with and to take alook at any recommendations we make for any changes to their program
requirements that make sense. Christine' s team, because if you look at the shipment schedule
for what we eventudly do ship to the Mountain, you know, right now thereis probably - it isnot
integrated, | think isasafeway to put it. [We interface with RW] aso with the Nationd - the
TRU program, down at WIPP because there is potentialy alarge amount of remote handled
TRU that would have to go down to WIPP. And we have had a number of meetings, a couple
of meetings down at WIPP, see their capabilities and start, you know, the transition over once

those decisons are made.

We are wrapping up our Stevists. Asl said, this week we will be working on our
CD-1-2 report, recommendations to provide to Jessie in the January time frame. Our schedule
shows that we would be, once those are accepted, or regjected - ones she wants to accept, we
have action plans to go make those happen, either at the Site, to revise our PMPs or hand off to
the appropriate organization. Like we need to change some things with the waste acceptance
criteria documentation. Look at Yucca Mountain, we would hand that off to RW for action.
And we hope to wrap that, thiswhole effort up by the Junetimeframe. But, alot of itis
continuance on where we are going to go with our first draft report.

Any questions? Gosh, | bored you all.
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MR. WINSTON: | was going to ask about the trangition to appropriate entities and the
ddiverables. That isbascally sort of the feedback loop, if you will. Or, if the PMP needsto be
changed or that kind of thing, isthat like a negotiation or isthat --

MR. CASE: | will leave that to, you know, that is one thing we haven't redly thought
out. The basdinewe are thinking isthese recommendetions, if it is a Ste specific [basdling] for
the PMP change, that would be directed to the EM -1 office, if she acceptsit. We would
provide a verification, vaidation that that happened. So, you know, | am sureit is a negotiation
process with Mr. Golan and Jessie. So, that is athought process we have now.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: Just to clarify on the process. The process Jesse envisonsis
the project teams will make recommendationsto her, and if she accepts them, then she will
direct the field to take action and put them in effect.

MR. WINSTON: | guess more, more power to the results of the project teams and
going back hat in hand, saying, wouldn't you like to change your PMP.

MR. CASE: Wéll, now, yes. | mean, we do work these corporate project teams,
work directly for her [MS. Roberson]. So, you know, it is, like the letter | got, thanking me for
accepting this job, came from the Secretary of Energy. So, thisis at the highest leve of the
Department.  And this project probably has the most, one of the key projects with alarge cost
driver, to redlly have abang for the buck. | think inyour areadso. Becauseif you will look at
the long-term cost and the current program, it is both in the spent fuel and high level waste area
because we get to close the doors.

MR. AJELLO: Okay.

MS. SALISBURY: Wadll, was Tom adways asks this question, so | will ask it for him.
Is there anything that this Board could be, that it could do to be helpful to your group?

MR. CASE: Wél, we have been so focused, there may be. But at this- thiswill bea
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very - yeah, we have tried to stay out of the politics. We have acknowledged that there are a
lot of politics out there, especialy with thisteam. But you know, we are looking from a
standpoint - we will identify for Jessie those issues thet, you know, like tri-party agreements -
we may haveto, it may require some changes to the tri- party agreement. | am not saying it will.

So, we want to give atechnically defensible program that is within the bounds of the
regulations. And o, thisis along winded answer, but there may be. We will just have to see
where we go with our recommendations. But, | am thinking, you know, we have not redly

involved stakeholders. We have tried to get arms around the program and that will probably be

the next phase when we bounce these recommendations off.

MR. AJELLO: Jod, | do have aquestion about cost.

MR. CASE: Sure.

MR. AJELLO: | mean, you referred, and now | am looking at the document you
referred to.

MR. CASE: Okay.

MR. AJELLO: You are heading towards a budget, hopefully, of a cost of about 35
hillion and the pre PMP basdlines were 68 hillion roughly.

MR. CASE: Right, correct.
MR. AJELLO: Okay. How - | mean, tha is an enormous difference and you yet just
garted the project. So, was there other work that essentially caused you to conclude thet this

was the objective to cut the budget in half?

MR. CASE: Wél, no, when, thisis based on what the Sites did, site specific before the
project teams were formed.
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MR. AJELLO: Okay.
MR. CASE: One of the thingswe are looking at istrying to get a handle on what isthe

bassfor these cogts. | will tell you, they are fairly rough order of magnitude. We are finding
from, baselines that have been in place, to, thereis no basdine, based on these numbers.

MR. AJELLO: Okay.

MR. CASE: So, | usethesewith agrain of sdt. They arenot 36 figs, | think, they
could be arange of anywhere from, you know, 30 to 60 billion, just depending because, there is
alot of high risk options identified relying on technology, assumptions on retrieva wastefrom
the tanks. If you look at the cost of tank retrieval, we are seeing anywhere from two to three
million to close atank. Retrieving them closed, our experience at Hanford is you can get a 100
million dollar per tank. So, here we have been incentivized to try and drive those costs down.
It is, these numbers| would put agrain of sdt againg them.

MR. AJELLO: Right. So, if the 68 billion isvery rough.

MR. CASE: Right.

MR. AJELLO: How could the 35 billion be good?

MR. CASE: And | think, hopefully | said they are both not very good in my mind.

MR. AJELLO: Okay.

MR. CASE: We are going to the right place, though, moving thingson. There are high
uncertainties with these numbers and we will try to identify in our recommendations where we

can drive these and make more certainty.

MR. AJELLO: Thank you.
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MR. CUNNINGHAM: There are somethings that are fairly obvious. | mean,
regardless of whether you agree on the vdidity of the number or not, that you know you are
going in theright direction on reducing the cost. For example, at Hanford, the basdline included
two vitrification plants, the second which would be much larger and much more expensive than
the one you are actualy building now.

MR. CASE: Yes, they have got at Hanford, | think it is abasdine of six vit plantsto
four. We are questioning, you know, if you look at one of the issuesis why are you vitrifying
low-level waste? Because their process is assumed to vitrification melters now for high-leve
waste and separate fraction, they would vitrify that. In Savannah River, West Vdley, [would
have] grouted that. So, we are trying to explore, you know - to me vitrification seems very
expensve, to build vit plants. And S0, some of those options of why are you handling, are there
better, chegper dternatives for sabilizing the low activity fraction.

MR. AJELLO: Just in generd, thiswould only relate to what you are working on, Jod!.
But, the 6.7 billion dollar annua that the program has right now, does that include the capita
investment and depreciation expenses for al of these big projects that we have been just
dluding to? Not only the vit plants, but — or, isthe 6.7 billion redly jus O&M? | wasalittle
confused about that in the course of yesterday.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: Itincludesthe total cost. Y ou will seefor example, | have
forgotten the exact number for Hanford, but | think it is something like 300 million of the vit
plant for this year.

MR. CASE: But, the budget outlays for waste treetment project, is about 3.9 billion.

Thisyear’sportion s, it isaline item eight under 300 million for the activities like broken

ground.

MR. AJELLO: Any other questions?

MR. WINSTON: [ will --
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MR. AJELLO: Oh, sure, Tom.

MR. WINSTON: | just want to ask one. Y ou taked about this and, you know, and |
don’t want to dwell on, you know, possible renegotiations of the tri party, because that is --

MR. CASE: Yes, pleasedon’t, don't crossthat. | will just use an example, becausein
Idaho we have an agreement that says cdcine remaining liquid. But, then we have a consent
order that says, you had to down the calcine signers. So, yeah, the agreements are dl open to,
they do have clausesto negotiate. But, please don't --

MR. WINSTON: Right, and you are certainly able to propose anything under any of
the agreements. So, and | dmost hated to raise that because | am not trying to put anymore
vighility, that wasjust afor ingance. My question is, when if, if you do identify achancein an
agreement that is needed, is part of your charge to begin adiscusson so that you can sort of tee
up that issue? So that you get some, some, some, give the Secretary, you know, aread at the
buzz saw, you may be trying to, you know, get her --

MR. CASE: | will give you the answer how | view it. Itis agan, overlaying how |
mentioned, what is atechnically based program, overlay the requirements, both whether it be
the regulatory or court type legal settlements, like we have in Idaho with the settlement
agreement. And, if it makes sense and provide what it is the bang for the buck, what isthe
capitd, that isup to Jesseto figure out. Give her a smorgasbord of options, identifying whet it
would take for implementation as part of those recommendations and redly let them &t that.

MR. AJELLO: Okay. So, you would take it to the point of, of the results of the
andysis, identification of maybe some issues that need to be worked and sort of put that on the
plate.

MR. CASE: Right, put it on the plate. Such as, here iswhat it would take to make this
happen. And trying to identify an even budget, too, with that aso.

MR. AJELLO: Right. Okay.
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MR. CASE: Thank you.

[PRESENTATION BY WOODY CUNNINGHAM (for Matt McCormick)]

MR. CUNNINGHAM: As| mentioned, Matt McCormick is not here today. And he,
he islocated a the Hanford Site, but he is the person in charge of the safeguards and security
project. | only have one dide, | will put it up and talk from the table.

Just as away of background, recognize that many of these facilities, and particular a
Hanford and Rocky Fats are examples, when they were declared as no longer needed for the
Defense Program, the Situation was that they had huge quantities of plutonium, or in some cases,
enriched uranium, at those facilities. In order for EM to complete its job, you have to be able
to close down the so caled MAAS, the Materias Accountability Areas and to be able to
eliminate security requirements (to diminate the necessity for fences and limited access to the
facilities) so that you can in effect proceed with a reasonable D&D program.

So, even though EM is not in the specia nuclear materids area, or should in fact not be
in the specia nuclear materids storage business, nevertheless, as part of deding with the legacy
waste, they found that EM has under its custody at the moment, large quantities of these specid
nuclear materids. So, in terms of talking about a path forward, or what does EM do about this,
interms of clean-up and closure, you have to talk about what is necessary from the Nationa
Security and the Homeand Security standpoint. But, dso what is necessary for the EM
Program to take action on in order to proceed with the clean-up and closure program.

So, what you find isthat, it does not make sense to have specia nuclear material
located dl over the country and wherever EM is operating. And the idea of this project first is
to continue with the objective of consolidating dl the gpecid nuclear materids. All plutonium
materidswill go to Savannah River, unless, you know, for some reason they are deemed to be
in effect trash and digposable. Thereisafar amount of plutonium that will go to WIPP. But,
that isamogt literdly in the trash category.

Alsp, there are, as | mentioned, various amounts of enriched uranium around the
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complex. The nationdl repository for that materid, if you will, it isredly at Oak Ridge. And so
the objective of this project, in terms of consolidation, would be to consolidate adl these
materids a either Oak Ridge or Savannah River.

This sounds like avery smple, straightforward, “Why do you need a project to even
look at thissort of thing. You just amply pack it up and ship it there” But, unfortunatdly, it is
much more complicated than that. We referred yesterday to 3013 cans, which are the proved
standardized container for containing plutonium materids, which have been, first of dl,
stabilized, and second of al, been placed in these cans, which are double can. Thereisan inner
can in which they are welded closed, and then a second can on top of that, in which they, again,
are completely welded and sedled. And the development of this standardized can wasto
provide a storage container, if you will, for plutonium, which was good for at least 50 years.
Thisisnot a cheap process. It isan expendve process. And for example, there will be more
than a thousand of these cans produced at Rocky Flats and shipped to Savannah River for
long-term Storage.

Now, then the other objective isto maximize the disposa of specid nuclear materids at
currently operating facilities, if you will, or currently authorized facilities, | should say. Some of
the materids, as| mentioned, can be packaged up and shipped to WIPP. Generdly spesking,
these are materias that contain less than 20 percent of plutonium. Other waste materids, if you
will, could in effect, be eventudly digposed of in the Y ucca Mountain facility. But in the
meantime, they have to be properly packaged and stored. There have been, when you are
dedling with these materias there are trangportation issues and problems that have to be dedlt
with and that is a complicated logigtic processaswell. B, if we have materids such asthese
20 percent or less plutonium materias which can be disposed of directly in WIPP, then, you are
in amuch better Stuation both in terms of cost and terms of being able to rapidly permanently
dispose of the materid and eiminate storage costs.

Finaly, there have to be established elther storage or disposal options for accountable
quantities of specid nuclear materid.  And what is an accountable amount of materid is
bascdly determined by the NNSA Program, in terms of these materids back in the cold war
days. The accountability requirements for plutonium went down to extremely smdl levels, down
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into the gram levels.  And so, there has to be a determination of whét is the accountable
materia that is done by NNSA and for those materids. And again, you have more expensve
cogsin having the logidtic requirementsin terms of handling the working materids.

But, the main objective hereisfor EM to get out of the specia nuclear materids
business. Thereisno reason for EM to bein thisbusness. Thereisno programmatic need or
use of the materials by the EM Program and there is no reason for EM to be involved asa
middle man here. So, as part of that process there has to be eventually either atransfer of
materid to storage facilities owned by those people who either want or anticipate some
programmetic use of the materid, or there hasto be atransfer of facilities currently maintained
by EM, in which the materids are stored.

Now you may ask the question of why are, you know, why are these two Sites,
Savannah River and Oak Ridge sdlected? It is because they are the key programmatic Sites, if
you will. For example, & Savannah River NNSA anticipates as part of the non proliferation
program to build a mixed oxide fud facility in which they will produce mixed uranium, plutonium
oxide asfuel for commercid reactors. We have an agreement with the Russans to process 30
metric tons of plutonium under this program, which will go into commercid reactors. The

Russians will do the same.
Then asfar as Oak Ridge is concerned, again, as you know the fully enriched uranium is
used in the weapons program and that is primarily done a Oak Ridge. And so, from a

programmétic standpoint, it makes sense to have the repository for fully enriched uranium there.

| think that is about al | wanted to say about this particular project, unlessthere are
guestions.

MR. AJELLO: Any questions?

Woody, what part of the program, how much of the program is associated with the
Russan Government program? Isthat alarge part of this program or smal?

Executive Court Reporting
(301) 565-0064



©W O ~N o o1 BB o w P

i
12
13
14
15
16
7
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
21
28
29
30
3l
32

154

MR. CUNNINGHAM: No, EM is not directly involved with thet.

MR. AJELLO: Okay.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: | amjust saying, using thet as part of the non proliferation
program which is operating out of the NNSA, National Nuclear Security Agency.

Isthet it?

MR. AJELLO: Okay.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: Okay.

MR. AJELLO: Other questions or thoughts?

MR. WINSTON: Thisisn't aquestion, but, it seems like this has a more decriptive list
of deliverables than most of the other teams in terms of, you know, it ssemslikethisis sort of a
shopping ligt of things that need attending for sometime. And Jessie said here, | am charging
thisgroup to do that. But it is, you know, there are specific memos and policiesthat and it
redly sayswhat the end point of that policy or the god of that policy will be.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: Yes, part of it isthe same thing we have taked about with
regard to the other projects.  The EM program was largdly a collection of individud ste
programs. And in this case, you had a particularly difficult Stuation because each Ste wastrying
to negotiate with, you know, half dozen other entities, as to how they get this materia off their

dte

So, what you had was a very uncoordinated program. It wasn't managed asa
corporate program. It was managed asindividua sitestrying to solve their own problems. Asa
matter of fact, Christine mentioned that she was involved with the Rocky Hats program prior to
taking on this project. And Christine spent agreat ded of her time figuring out how to get
Savannah River to accept the plutonium from Rocky Flats. Or, how to get WIPP to accept
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plutonium materids from Rocky Hats and how you arrange the transportation and al these
kinds of things. And S0, in effect, what you had was Rocky Flats dong with some help from
Chrigtine and Frank Sheppard, trying to solve Rocky Hats problems, but that was not the
same as trying to solve the corporate PM’ s problem.

MR. WINSTON: One of the other observations| have had isthat often, historicaly
EM (no pun intended) which in asense you have adumping ground for stuff that has been
trandferred from other programs. And often it has been trandferred with, with little funding or
too little funding. And | seeimplied in hereis sort of arecognition that, you know, we are not
going to be doing that anymore, which involves a push back to the other programs. And |
assume that thisis getting Secretarid support.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: WEéll, one a time, you are quiteright. There was atendency
in EM to think that, gee, you know, it will build us up and make us abigger and better program
if we just accept anything anybody wantsto give us. And there was alot of that tendency.

MR. WINSTON: Right. That was on both sides of the fence when | said it was a
dumping ground. Sometimes the budget increases, that was very frugtrating on the Hill, was due
to additiond scope that was added without, you know, without funding and the need to get
funding.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: Right.

MR. WINSTON: | just haveto say | think that isavery good move, sincel think it
reglly makes a much truer picture of EM going into the future, and the cost associated with the

clean-up.

MR. AJELLO: Okay. Good. Wdll, for those of you following the program, you know
that we did take a break at 10:45. Those are you with awatch knowsit is nearly noon.

MR. WINSTON: Isthat just the sort of, you know, to tease us with the thought of a
break?
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MR. AJELLO: That isright. So, | think, obvioudy we wanted to get through the
presentations and the reports and have the discussion in a consecutive fashion, so that made
sense. But, we will now take a short break and it islunch time, so that will be upon ushereon a
moment. And then we will come back and have the Board work session that was to occur at
11 o'cdock and go right up until the one 0’ clock period. At that point we will have the
Alternative Technologies to Incineration Committee (ATIC) report by Richard Begley. And
then at 1:30 we will have the working session will continue any open items. We expect to

adjourn about three o' clock. Thanks.

(Whereupon, at 11:55 am., the meeting was recessed, to reconvene at 1.00 p.m., this
same day, Thursday, November 21, 2002.)
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AFTERNOON SESSION

MR. AJELLO: We areback. The agendanow calsfor Richard Begley, who isthe
ATIC Co-Chair, that isthe Alternative Technologies to Incineration Committee.  Richard is
prepared to give us hisreport. Thiswill be the only topic on the agenda today where there
would be amotion. So, we expect a motion and then some communication on the topic. But,
firg, we will hear from Richard Begley.

[PRESENTATION BY MR. RICHARD BEGLEY]

MR. BEGLEY: Good afternoon. Let me begin by saying that my co-chair, Vicki
Tschinke, is sorry she can't be here. Sheisthe midst of afarly mgor career trangtion. She
just couldn’'t makeit. But, she sends everyone her regards.

We would like to give you areport on the activities of the ATIC Committee, and also

some recommendations that we have made as result of our efforts of the last couple of years.

MR. PFISTER: Pardon the interruption, we need to put you on microphone.

(Pause))

MR. BEGLEY: Okay. Canyou hear me? All right, if we could go to the next dide,
Mike.

The Alternative to Incineration Committee was formed redlly as DOE’ s response to the
recommendations of the Secretary of Energy Advisory Board Pand, which was dedling with the
question of emerging dternetesto incineration.  That panel was a response through some
litigation brought by groupsin Idaho and Wyoming regarding incineration. And so, this activity
was part of the settlement of that suit, where DOE agreed to look at a series of technica
dternatives to the incineration process. And, the ATIC Committee was established asa sub
committee of EMAB in April of 2001.
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The key issue was the dternative treatment options for PCB contaminated TRU waste
at INEEL. But, the Committee redlly took a broader perspective. While that was the primary
focus of the Committee, there was considerable sentiment that there could be other smilar
wadte streams in other parts of the complex that could benefit by this type of technology and
technology evauation.

The ATIC was made up of two co-chairs, and 13 other stakeholders and technical
experts. They were chosen because of their experience at other sites and their technica
backgrounds. A number of the members of ATIC were drawn from the ranks of the Citizen
Advisory Boards at various sites. We aso had a representative from the Snake River Alliance
and the Wyoming Environmenta Control Department.

This summarizes our mission satement. It was primarily to look at the dternative
technologies and hep DOE to understand the range of interest and options that other technical
folks and other stakeholders might have in evaluating aternatives to the incineration process.

DOE was identifying these technol ogies through their RDD& D plan, and there were
programs underway to evauate aternates to incineration. The focus was to evauate both
surrogate waste and then ultimately move onto red wadte, to evauate these dternative

Processes.

We had our first meeting in June of 2001, where we had presentations by various DOE
groups. We focused on our mission statement and identified the tasks we would pursue.

We had a second mesting in Washington early this year. As aresult of that and some
programmatic changesthat | will get into in aminute, we submitted a letter report just afew
days ago to EMAB.

The sgnificant recent event is DOE is pursuing changes in regulatory procedures which
would alow them to move this PCB contaminated TRU waste off Ste without treetment. And,
the RDD& D programisto look at dternatives to the incineration process that are not currently
being pursued. Therefore, the main function of the ATIC Committee redlly has been basicdly
obviated by the fact that there is not an ongoing RDD& D program.
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Let metell you abit about the change in the DOE podtion. DOE is pursuing a three-
prong approach to ded with this specific waste. Firg is aregulatory modification and then
pursuing technica solutions that will dedl with packaging concerns. The packaging concern is
primarily associated with potentia hydrogen generation in containers containing this waste, and
S0 that has to be redlly addressed so that the waste can be shipped. And then if this approach
is not successtul, [the approach will be] to go back and take alook at these dternative
technologies again. And this policy was communicated to the Governor of Wyoming aswell as
anumber of public officiasin that area

S0, the first step isfor DOE to seek a Toxic Substance Control Act (TSCA)
desgnation for WIPP, which will alow them to accept this PCB contaminated waste. Then, if
that is successful, to pursue technica solutions for packaging. There are a number of options
and it isbdlieved that thisis areasonably high probability approach asfar as being successful in
being able to ship the waste without a hydrogen generation issue. And findly, if that doesn’t
work, to then go back and look at dternatives through incineration.

One of thethings that did develop as aresult of the ATIC Committeg s activity is, if we
can't take credit for it, at least we assisted in the development of a criteria document. Thiswas
asuggestion by a number of parties that would help in the selection of aternative technologies
by trying to integrate a set of criteria so that when the selection process for a waste treatment
option was pursued, it would be alot more visble as to what the consderations were, what the
tradeoffsare. Theinitia attempt at this activity, | think was done by the CAB at INEEL, and
then it was dso something that was pursued by participants at a National Stakeholders Forum
held in June of this year (the Stakeholder Forum dedling with dternative technologies). Now
that forum, of course, occurred before the change in the DOE policy to pursue regulatory relief.

But, they also were very supportive of a criteria document which would alow the tradeoff
options that are part of any technology selection to be visble and would alow stakeholders to
have input a an early stage in the selection of a process.

Now, with respect to the ATIC Committeg s findings, some members of the Committee
have misgivings about the ultimate success of the regulatory rdlief effort, and they fed that DOE
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should continue to pursue the dternative technologies program in pardld with the attempt to
achieveregulatory rdief. So, that certainly isapogtion that at least a number of the Committee

members have.

There has dso been alot of effort at the Ste leve, particularly with the Citizens
Advisory Board to participate in looking at waste trestment options, whether it isincineration,
dternatives to incineration or other trestments related to waste. Buit, thereis a concern that as
the R& D activities may apply across the board, that there should be some further coordination
between the Department and regiona and nationd stakeholdersin away that is not unlike what
we heard today about taking a corporate ook - that is, whileindividua Ste issues can very
effectively be addressed at the dte levd, there certainly are issues where a corporate focusis
necessary in order to optimize the results to the system and not just optimize what is best for an
individud ste.

And 0, thereis till a congderable sentiment in our committee that a broader picture of
stakeholder input, stakeholder interest, externd technica review is gppropriate for certainly the
dternative processesto incineration. And, | think as a committee we have a consensus that a
more formalized mechanism should exigt to bring the interest and concerns of these stakeholders
to the senior management levels and DOE.

Another finding is we do endorse the concept of this evauation criteria document. Jm
[Mdlllo], I don’t know if they have gotten copies of it, but that isincluded in the letter. We
believe that it could be enhanced by incorporating the results of amore rigorous system analysis
and to include some of the specific loca stakeholder concerns and most importantly, by
prioritizing the congderations that are in the document.  But, basicdly it represents a good step
in being able to make technology selection much more systematic and aso more vishbleto dl of

those concerned.

[ATIC RECOMMENDATIONS]

Let me close by saying that we have, as a committee, two recommendations to EMAB.
We firgt recommend that you recommend to DOE to dissolve the ATIC Committee, at least as
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itiscurrently structured. Fundamentally because the technology program that we were there to
provide input and evauation of, is not being pursued at present.

And secondly, we recommend that EMAB and DOE consider establishment of amore
formalized mechanism to provide this broader stakeholder input, particularly in those thet relate
to aternative processes to incineration.

And, Gentlemen and Lady, that is our report.

MR. AJELLO: Thank you, Dick.

Given the nature of this report, | will suggest we will adopt aforma proceeding now to,
firgt, put the motion, put a motion on the record, and alow for commentary by the Board as
wel as public input. So, the way to initiate that isto entertain a motion that the ATIC has
completed its assigned charge, that it can now be brought to closure and that EMAB endorses
the Committeg s findings and recommends them to EM for consderation and action. We will
then, if thereisamotion and a second to that effect, we can then initiate a conversation about
the topic, dlow for input and then take a vote after commentary.

MR. MORAN: So moved.

DR. LOEHR: Second.

MR. AJELLO: Okay.

MS. SALISBURY: Point of clarification.

MR. AJELLO: Yes

MS. SALISBURY: Areadl of the recommendations, the dissolution of the Committee

aswdl asthe -- sorry, dissolution as well as the establishment of aformaized mechanism, a
recommendation?
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MR. AJELLO: Yes itisboth.

MS. SALISBURY: Okay.

MR. BEGLEY: Wdl, if itisdl right if | comment, we say “consder.” We are not here

to--

MS. SALISBURY: Condder, right.

MR. BEGLEY: -- totdl you tha here is a specific sructure that we think you should
adopt, but it is certainly atopic we think that you ought to discussin your executive sesson.

MR. AJELLO: Okay. All right, with that clarification and the motion that’ s seconded,
we are now at the point where we can have a conversation from the Board. Theregfter, we will
take public comments. And then as| say, take a vote on the matter.

MS. SALISBURY: Mr. Chairman, | have aquestion. | just, could you just elaborate a
little bit about why there were some Committee concerns about the regulatory process and why
the Committee believed that the [evduation of] dternatives ought to be pardle tracks?

MR. BEGLEY: Yes, there were some members of the Committee who were skeptica
that the appropriate regulatory buy-in would be something that could be obtained, at leastin a
timely fashion. My persona experienceisthat thisis a pretty subjective area asto what
regulators will or won't do. So, | think that is a set of opinions by people who have been
through the process. We didn't redly come to a consensus on it, we thought it important,
though to at least identify opinion that was held reasonably strong by at least some of the
members of the Committee.

MS. SALISBURY: Tom, do you know anything about that, the regulatory processto
get adesignation like what is being requested by DOE?

MR. WINSTON: | jugt, | don't have any firsthand knowledge of it. 1 mean, | am
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generdly aware. | wouldn't have the dightest idea of its prognoss.

MS. SALISBURY: Yes

MR. WINSTON: Y ouknow, so --

MR. AJELLO: And let’'s be clear about what we are talking about. | think what we
are talking about — and Dick, you can darify thisfor us— thisisthe change in satus a WIPP.

MR. BEGLEY:: It requires the New Mexico regulators to agree to a change and |
guess EPA endorsement aswell.

MR. AJELLO: Aswadl. It needs both.
MR. BEGLEY: Yes

MR. AJELLO: Needs bhoth, yes.

MS. SALISBURY: Oh, okay. That wasn't clear to me.

MR. AJELLO: Yes

MS. SALISBURY: AsaNew Mexican, | cantdl you it could be a problem with New
Mexico in al seriousness. | don't know about EPA.

MR. AJELLO: My question, Dick, isin the event that problems[occur that result] and
long protracted processes ensue around getting this waiver (if that isthe correct word) for
WIPP to receive the materids, what isthe Committee' s sense of time loss or efforts that might
have been underway during this period of time as ahedge, if you will, againg a negetive

outcome on this regulatory decison?

MR. BEGLEY: Wadll, inthe best of dl worlds, | think we would like to see dterndtive
technologies being pursued as agood thing to do.  Obvioudy, thereis aredefinition of the focus
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of the DOE program in terms of supporting rapid or accelerated site closure. And that many of
us on the Committee didn’t fed we were in a position to second guess the detailed prioritization
that was done by the Department.

So, while it would be nice to have these aternative programs going on, there are many
other areas that would be nice to have dternative technologies or stronger technology programs
at work. And so, we do recognize that there are candidate technologies that are dso being
pursued by private organizations. So, it isn't [the case] that nowhere would there be an
aternate technology base should it be necessary to re-inditute this program. For example,
thermal absorption has been used. 1t would have to be gpplied to this specific waste, but it has,
you know, reasonable prospect of working. So, it wouldn’t be an irretrievable Stuation, in at
least many of the Committeg' sview.

MR. AJELLO: So, the private sector isworking on these technologies, in any event.

MR. BEGLEY: Yes.

MR. AJELLO: Or hasthem avalable.

MR. BEGLEY: Or hasthem available.

MR. AELLO: What islost may be the Committeg’ stime and their consderations so
that you might recommend them, should the regulatory strategy --

MR. BEGLEY: Thefact that you would then have to make sure you did get a process
quaified with the red wadte, that is one of the things that has been obvious over the years. That
iswhy you need to look at surrogates when you' re evauating processes. You sill have to
qudify aprocess using the red waste. Otherwise, you will have some unpleasant surprises.

MR. WINSTON: That iswhat the origina charge of the Committee was and the way
the process was suppose to work isthat DOE would present technologies to you, is that
correct? Y ou weren't going to be going out and do your own independent evauations.
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MR. BEGLEY: Right, they, the Mixed Waste Focus Area had the lead in pulling
together atechnology program and our Committee was to provide independent input, both from
the standpoint of the technica aspects of the process as well as representing to some degree,
the kinds of concernsthat stakeholders, at any site, would have with the process. The ideawas
to try to build in abroad-based eva uation perspective as these technol ogies went along so that
the kinds of considerations, that were gppropriate, not just the sheer technica considerations,
but aso those things that are most important to stakeholders, were incorporated in the
evaluation process.

MR. WINSTON: So, from a practica matter, if no technologies are being presented to
you, there is redly nothing to do.

MR. BEGLEY: Thatis--

MR. WINSTON: Kind of the bottom line.

MR. BEGLEY: That wasour view.

MR. WINSTON: In my recollection, from being a member of the Board asthis
Committee was created, | don't think that we were, from a policy standpoaint, trying to drive the
Department’ s decision in terms of how they handled thisissue. What we were doing was we
were supportive of getting stakeholder inpuit.

MR. BEGLEY: Right.

MR. WINSTON: And providing avehicle and an opportunity to do that under the
Board'sumbrella. So, | think | am supportive of the closure of the Committee' s activities
without necessarily, | am not sure | know enough and fed smart enough to necessarily pass
judgement on the Department’ s change in direction, you know, only timewill tdl.  But, | think |
can be comfortable in saying that given the opportunity that was provided to you, you have
done as much as you can, and with achange in direction, there is, you know, the issue is moot
a leadt for the moment.
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On the other issue, | certainly respect and accept the Committee’ s recommendation that
we consder that. | think that isavery important issue. | don’'t know how helpful a
recommendation from uswould be at this point, or whether we would need to craft a
recommendation with more specificity to actudly be helpful to the Department. But, | do fed
that if the Department is going to be successful interndly integrating these activities that we have
been taking about this morning, they have to be just as successful externdly. | don’t know how
that will be accomplished.

| know within my circle of influence and interaction with the Department, we have been
trying to make the point that Ste-specific discussonsin avacuum are not redly going to be
successtul in looking a a complex-wide picture. DOE needsto bring al of their stakeholders
aong. We have the capacity to view the Department from a complex-wide - outside of our
parochia interest; but, there needs to be a processto do that. So, | am very supportive of the

concept.

| kind of question exactly how much power ageneraized recommendation isin making
something happen. It is not very specific in terms of what DOE must do. It isnot very
measurable in terms of whether they have met the mark or not.  But, | don't fed at dl
uncomfortable sending the message that the integration piece has to be accomplished both
interndly and externdly because the externas are going to be a player in the Site-specific
decisonsthat fit under a corporate integrated umbrella

MR. BEGLEY: Wadll, it struck mein listening to Petti Bubar’ s discussion this morning
that the kinds of concerns she was raising in looking for some help are not dissmilar from what
anumber of our ATIC Committee members were discussing. And it would seem, perhaps, that
as you develop a better appreciation for these various issues, you might be ableto find arolein
amore specific set of recommendations for DOE regarding this bringing people dong in pardld
asthe policy develops.

MR. WINSTON: One of thereasons| just said - | am not sure how specific we can
be or should be; or, if we are not specific, if it ishepful or not. | have noted thet | think Jessie
comes here certainly with an appreciation of what hgppensin the field probably more than any
of the assstant secretariesthat | have worked with. She feds that the stakeholder interaction
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are the responghilities of the site managers. And | would tend to agree with that, but | would
aso intend to agree that that then drivesit down to site specific and then that leads to sort of a
more parochid view point. | have been trying to relay a message tha you have to compliment
that with sort of the nationa perspective that brings this together whether it isthis group or other
smilar groupsto look at things more corporate. So, | don’t want to ramble on about that, but |
do think it isavery, very important issue.

MR. AJELLO: Yes Tom, | agree. | redly wanted to drill into thislast part of the
recommendation (number two up on the board). It isnot clear to me how this could occur, this
formalized mechanism. Are there are a series of thoughts under thet, that are in the report? |
mean, | know we have a bunch of materids here, criteriafor seection, what have you, but, is
that to berolled out? | guess, that is another way of asking.

MR. BEGLEY: Wedidn't, we didn’'t have a specific mechanismin mind. At least that
we were able to develop aclear picture of and achieve aconsensuson. Wejust felt that
certainly there was a need that should be, you know, explored in some detail.

MR. MELILLO: | haveto turn it back on there, again.

| think, if I understood the question correctly, “1s there amechanism at this point that
goes beyond what isin the writing?’ The Assstant Secretary did indeed prepare a memo that
moved this and sent it to her Deputy Assistant Secretary for Science and Technology. It asks
for what is contained in the criteria part of it, and for it to be given consideration in future
planning asthat officeis developing its various parts. So, it does have dready aforma piece
that went with it.

MR. AJELLO: Okay. So, the notion hereis then that Owendoff’s Group isto develop
that essentialy. That has been his charge from Jessie then. Okay, good. Okay.

Any other Board discussion or comments? All right, snce we are --

MS. SALISBURY: Mr. Chairman, just one other comment. Maybe we can capture
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the establishment of aformaized mechanism. Somehow, maybe keep that thought as we are
trying to key in on the areas that we are going to be working on. Because, surely aswe are
looking at the end Strategy, it is going to contain some stakeholder input, in particular, nationd
stakeholder input. So, maybe we can sort of capture it in some of our specific
recommendetions.

MR. AJELLO: Good, | will take note of that.

Thoughts and questions from the Board? Okay. Since we are under a pending motion,
then, which has been seconded, we are now going to turn to any public comments that the
audience would like to make.

(Pause))

MR. AJELLO: Okay. Since there are none, hearing none, we areready to vote. All in
favor say aye.

(Whereupon, a chorus of ayes were heard.)

MR. AJELLO: All opposed?

(Pause))

Any abgtentions?

(Pause))

Themotion is passed.

MR. WINSTON: | would like to thank the Committee for hanging in there and kind of
rolling with the punches and | gppreciate your service to the Department’ s Program.
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MR. BEGLEY: Thank you.

MR. AJELLO: Wdl done.

[BOARD BUSINESS]

Okay. The next item on the agenda s the continuation of the Board work sesson. Just
for those of you who are not available when we began that part of the meeting earlier around
lunch time, the Board began a discusson regarding priorities, having heard a number of
presentations over the last 24 hours about what it would do next. So, we will continue that
discusson. We will talk about next meetings, and cdendars aswll.

And | probably should summarize for the benefit of those who were not here. The
Board had indicated it would like to adopt alist of priorities for further consderation,
subsequent Board work, both outside the forma meetings as well asin subsequent formal
mestings. And | undertook the responsibility to circulate to the Board alist of such priorities,
which to this point are asfollows:

End-date exit srategy and long-term stewardship is one topic.

Contracting practices, the second topic.

Program metrics, the third topic.

And the fourth topic being, acceerated closure strategies with a possible sub topic of
trangportation or in and of itsdf atopic caled transportation.

Those are the ones that we noted we would give further consideration. And so we can
continue to discuss that now. The Board aso indicated that as aresult of the briefings that it had
heard, a number of items would be gppropriate for review, individudly, for example, the
IRRAPs [Immediate Risk Reduction Action Plang] that Reinhard mentioned. The lessons
learned that Dave Geiser had reviewed. A further review of the CD-1s, or areview of the CD-

Executive Court Reporting
(301) 565-0064



©W O ~N o o1 BB o w P

i
12
13
14
15
16
7
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
21
28
29
30
3l
32

170

1s. Certain other relevant reports that were done by prior EMABSs. A review of the Mound
RFP and areview of the o cdled “leading indicators.” Jm Mélillo's office will assg usin
gathering up that information and we will be reviewing that individualy, not necessarily a a
subsequent meeting, but as background to initiate the further work.

S0, | guess what we should do now is discuss whether or not we captured, asfar aswe
know right now, theright list of priorities for further review and as| said, | will circulate those so
we can comment on them further. But, if the Board wants to either embellish or debate the lidt,
we should do that.

MR. WINSTON: Canyou readthelist again? | apologize.

MR. AJELLO: Sure, sure.

The first one was arather long one, stringing together, end-date exit strategy and long-
term stewardship. The second topic was contracting practices. The third topic was program
metrics. The fourth topic was accelerated closure strategies with a possible sub topic
transportation or in and of itself atopic of trangportation.

MR. WINSTON: Thefirgt three are red clear in my mind. The fourth one seemsto be
pretty broad.

MR. AJELLO: Yes

MR. WINSTON: Did you have, isthere a narrower focus that we would want to
discuss at this point or --

MR. AJELLQ: | think the notion, the answer is no, unfortunately. But, the notion was
that if the accelerated closure strategies would be the focus of the program in Jessi€’ s mind, and
the way in which, you know, billions of dollars would be caused to be saved, that we ought
somehow focus on thet. It is pretty broad as stated in amorphous. And obvioudy can be

subsumed in some of the other topics. So, it is not to me as digtinct as the other topics.
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MS. SALISBURY: And the other part of that isthat she views transportation as a big
pieceof it. And S0, itishardto tell precisely how to narrow it in my mind.

MR. AJELLO: Oneway to say it, Tom, ismaybe transportation isatopic asaway to
promote accelerated closure strategies. | mean, that is probably a more crisp way of saying it.

DR. LOEHR: As| undergtand thislig, it isabeginning point for a subsequent focus
and discussion rather than an end point.

MR. AJELLO: Correct.

DR. LOEHR: So, that we are going to be looking at it here, but in the usua way of
things, | expect that there will be congderable modifications and focus and perhaps within the
next couple months, we will have a sharper estimate of the actud items that we are going to

focus on.

MR. AJELLO: | dsothink it might make sense for the Board, when it getsthislist in
black and white, to gart identifying the questions under each of these items to be asked and
answered by the Board. And then leading to recommendations that we would make to the
Assgtant Secretary.

| aso think that once the Assstant Secretary and others may seetheligt, the list will be
critiqued as afunction of wanting certain advice areas, you know, to be increased. So, | think
our list will be reviewed and possibly expanded, dthough, | redly very much fed that if wetry
to pursue too much, given the breadth of this program, we won't be effective. So, you know, |
will be arguing for atighter list rather than too broad ali<.

MR. WINSTON: Just for clarification purposes, the two end-state - Dave Geiser’s
group, | mean - that isatie-in directly to hisproject. The contracting practicesistied in clearly
to aproject team. The program metricsis redly overarching in many respects.
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MR. AJELLO: Yes

MR. WINSTON: Itisfundamentd. | am not trying to minimize that, but, it is not
necessarily tied to a project team, athough, we could add vaue to any of the project teams with
some recommendations on metrics. And | guess the accelerated closure strategies, thet is cross
cutting aswell. So, it would not just be latching onto one of theteams. It ismore of a broader
perspective, isthat correct?

MR. AJELLO: Thereason why | suggested the last two, was just because they were
overarching. Because, | fdt that if we just stayed with the very specific ones, we might miss
some important matters. So, we have an opportunity to go across the program aswell asbe
very specific. For example, the topic of contracting practices. So, that wasthelogic. And as
Ray sad, we will evduate it further.

Y ou know, one strategy, one gpproach to thisthat | had thought of last night and again
this morning, as we listened to what, about 14, 15 presentations in the last 24 hours, issimply to
critique the projects. The one way to do this, one way to provide input and recommendationsis
just to take the work that comes out of each of those project teams and provide a critique and a
recommendation. That isoneway to do that. The assumption being that if the projects were
deemed important enough by the Assistant Secretary, dedicate that amount of time and
resource, that is where the prioritiesare. And as aresult, you know, we could, you know,
spend our time very wel smply reviewing these. That is another way to think about this.

MS. SALISBURY:: | actudly think that isareally good idea. And | would be
interested to know if she would, the Assistant Secretary would think that would be of vaueto
her. Because| would hate to embark down that path if she redlly wasn't particularly interested
inoutsde input at this point. Maybe further down the, in the process, she would be, but, maybe
asthey are coming, because you see them coming back in the next couple of months with some
seriouswork. But, | think that could be a great vaue to her.

MR. WINSTON: And I think itis, that isavery good point. Because, | think by
design she did not have layers between the teams and hersdf. | am not saying we would be a
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layer, but, you know, | think she would need to think serioudy about, unless we were sort of
rolling up our deeves and working, you know, closaly like we may on the contracting and the
end-states, how much she would like to rely on our input as those reports comein, as those
project ddiverables comein.

MR. AJELLO: Frankly, | am sort of thisway and that with respect of how to approach
this. 1 could see usdoing alot of good work, digging into things like contracting practices. |
can aso see us doing well by critiquing the dready identified programs and priorities. So, what
| suggest we do then is make sure we get her input on the matter, you know, we have to keep
reminding oursaves that we redly exist solely for the purpose of providing input and

recommendations to her. So, | would imagine any list we could up we should clear.

MS. SALISBURY: Right. So, we could leave it to you, maybe, just to gpproach her
on that specific issue.

MR. AELLO: Firg, | will circulatethisligt. The A dternaive will be the specific list of

projects. The B dternative would be the critique of the aready identified projects, get your
input, get back to her, and then close the loop back to the Board. Does that make sense?

MS. SALISBURY: Yes, one other thing, Mr. Chairman. Since we are sort of sill kind
of inascoping area, | guess | would ask the audience maybe if they would just have a reaction
tothislig. If they think we are on the right track, if there is something that we obvioudy missed.

I mean, maybe we will take it up, maybe we won't. But, just sort of broaden the input. That
would be of interest to me, | don’'t know if to anybody ese, but for whatever it isworth.
[PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD]

MR. AJELLO: Thefloor isopen.

Betty Nolan.

[COMMENT BY MS.BETTY NOLAN]
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MS. NOLAN: Not to bethefirst, but --

MR. AJELLO: You are.

MS. NOLAN: | guess having followed this program since its inception, my senseis,
you know, | have been amazed at what you have done herein aday and ahdf. Itisvery
impressive and it is somewhat unique in my experience with boards of thistype. | think part of it
may be your size and part of it isyour red expertise.

| like the four better than | like critiquing theteams. Becausg, it gives you two redly
gpecific areasto look at. Not just EM, but frankly this whole Department hurts in terms of
contracting, particularly. And it iswhat drivesus. | mean, we are essentidly, | think we are
15,000 people with over 100,000 contractors. So, it isacritica piece.

The other piece, the end-dtate, the exit strategy and long-term stewardship, that is
totaly cross-cutting because the EM mission, if you go back and look when the Secretary, who
was Watkins, set it up, the EM mission was indeed to clean up and go away. That concept
quickly got lost in this Department. And EM for many years was the 800 pound gorilla There
has been some shifting there in the last year or two, and Jessie clearly is sengtive to that.

With that said, as you [EM] “cleanup” and perhaps go away, you leave certain things
behind. You taked about that yesterday, the indtitutional controls, there may be sacrifice aress.
A lot of thisplan or this property is cleaned up, will go back to other programs (the Office of
Science, Defense Program, or NNSA, Nuclear Energy) o, interndly we have just barely begun
to struggle with how do you work that. 1t can’'t just be, you know, | am declaring it is cleaned
up. The Office of Scienceis going to inherit the “cleaned property” that EM turnsover. They

are going to haveto agree a least, a aminimum, to the end-state. So, that is, | mean, thet is
not anarrow piece if you are looking at that. It starts with EM, but the whole issue will be,
where does long-term stewardship belong in the Department? That is an issue that is beginning
to surface.
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S0, you had an enormous amount of material and compressed it just so. | mean, Tom
can gppreciate some of this- and that is, | think, along-term stewardship, whereisit going to
day, whereisit going to resde? How do you inditutiondize it? There are many, many issues
here. And then again, your two broader issues. But, those four areas capture, | think, probably
90 to 95 percent of where this Department is grappling at thispoint. It isan incredibly good list.

And if you can, it isalist where the entire Department could benefit and which we are just
beginning to address.

So, it isnot like there are set in stone answers. People are seeking answersto dl of
these. So, you must think about how you want to gpproach it. But, to me, the eight are project
gpecific. They have the Assstant Secretary’ s attention and largdly they are EM figuring out how
it does its own business. Where the four are much higher level, how does the Department do its
business and service through the stakeholders who live with our results and with the taxpayers,

who frankly support dl this: Thank you.

MR. AJELLO: Well gtated.

Sr?

[COMMENT BY MR. MICK GRIBEN]

MR. GRIBEN: Mick Griben, Consultant.

Again, you asked for theinput and | certainly know where Betty is coming from. |
would aso like for you to think about wheat are the near-term goas for EM and how isthe
Department going to increase its credibility. | think the bottom line is closure in 2006 of those
gtes. And | think thisis avery concrete area that we are burning daylight on here.

When you look at things like a Mound, like some up coming procurements, like
Fernad and Rocky Flats, are the bases covered to ensure closure by 2006? Do you fed that

the path forward is defined so that you know what the risks are? In other words, iSEM certain
asto how it isgoing to get done. | think that would be an incredible milestone, in terms of
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credibility for the stakeholders at large to say, closure is st for, well, going on for five years
now & least, in 2006 isthe date for the larger projects. Let’s make that so.

| think on another issue, looking at the eight projectsthat EM has identified, do atriage
onthose. | would suggest that you focus on high level waste. Thet is the biggest cross center
and in my mind the highest risk.  Look a that CD-0, the CD-1, the CD-2. Has anything been
left out of the equation there? Because, | have got to tdl you my bdief istruly if we are going
reduce the mortgage and reduce it significantly other than no action, it isthe high level waste

issue,

And threg, | would strongly encourage alot of thought on performance metrics.
Funding islimited. Peopl€ s patience on the Hill is being tried every year that the Department
goes back and asks more for clean-up. And if we can come up with some very definite
objective, quantifiable performance metrics for clean-up, rather than counting the number of
glasslogs, or number of containerized waste products that get put in arepository someplace,
then we can actudly document a reduction in exposure, in risk, a a particular Site and show
some kind of forward progress every year. | think that would be another mgjor contribution.

Thanks.

MR. AJELLO: May | ask you acouple of questions about that? When | said program
metrics, | realy meant the program. | didn’t necessarily mean, athough, others may have
interpreted it differently, | didn’'t necessarily mean the specific metrics at Site A, B, or C. B, |
was trying to get to the point, how does the program, the overdl program, know it is achieving
itsgod. Oneisvery different from than the other. 'Y ou seem to be going in the direction of
more of the specific project by project objectives. If o, how do you think a group like this can
redly get, it sounds very technicd, very detailed data? |sthat what you intended?

MR. GRIBEN: Mr. Ajello, looking at the god sheet that was put up yesterday, where
as | understood what EM -3 [Mr. Golan] was suggesting, was that this was how they were
going to measure progress for the program. | am not convinced that that, where you are
coming from, iswhat | think needs to be done more than anything ese. Because that will satisfy
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the skeptics asto what isEM doing. Does EM need to be in the waste management business?
Or should that go to adifferent department? | mean, | think we are getting to a point here that
can DOE actudly clean up its own mess. Are they doing it at the most cost? |Is the cost benefit
there, or are there other entities in the Federad Government that could do it better?

S0, to show that this program is moving out, is making progress, | think that is where
the focus should be. The sites can take care of their own, because they need to report up to
headquarters. But, for the Department to maintain, if they want to maintain an environmentd
management activity, | think they have got to show some significant progress.

MR. AJELLO: Thanks.

Any thoughts on that last set of comments before we hear from the next person?

MS. SALISBURY': | thought you framed it right.

MR. AJELLO: Okay. We areindde the frame.

MR. WINSTON: Just in response to the high level waste [remark]. | think that, you
know, even if we don’t set up aforma process to review the recommendations as they come
out of the, the deliverables that come out, | think we want to pay attention to them. And then,
you know, decide to pick them up, even if we haven't decided on aformal processto do so.
And | would say from what Joel was saying, | have got alot of confidencein Joel and that
group, | have less confidence in the fact that it will be easly implemented, what they come up
with. But, their focusisjust on, you know, from a scientific basis, what makes the most sense.

Y ou were saying that those recommendations would be coming out around the June
time frame, and | think that is probably something that we do want to be, pay attention to.
Because | do fed that, | hadn’t thought of it from that, from the vantage point that you have
raised, but, clearly from an overal cost slandpoint, it is a credible component.

MR. AJELLO: Yes. Without trying to complicate the topic anymore, | said that there
were two waysto look at this. conduct your critique of the project teams, or take these - this
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handful, thislig, thisshort list | mentioned -- and maybe [’ ve spent] too many yearsasa
banker -- but one of the other things that struck me as | listened to this, is that we should
evauate those items where the largest amount of money is spent. And let that guide our
priorities. Smply, when you hunt eephants, you go where the eephants are, right?

So, consequently, one of the ways to evauate and provide good service to the
program, could be just to Smply look where the money is spent. That is another way to have a
window into theworld. So, | do think the first two topics are redly the way to go and we
should try to spend moretime onit. But, | did have that thought as well.

MR. WINSTON: Let medso say that, | think Betty was dluding to thisand so did
Mick. | think as| am Hill having alittle trouble with sort of the broad god of, you know,
accelerated clean-up and because it is not quite as broad as world peace, but it is pretty broad.
At the same time, maybe a different way to look at it, or maybe | will put this on the table, and
| have had this conversation with Roger Buitler, that | think DOE has, has avery, very clear
vison. | think Jessie hastried to dign everything consstent with that vison.  What | am not
sure they have necessarily been on the lookout for is blind spots.

| think they are going to find out [what] most of their blind spots [are] from externd
parties, whether that it is us or other groups. And so, | think, Mick, one of the ways you had
raised it was that, “ Are the bases covered to ensure closure by 20067" And it was mentioned
ealier, that inter-Site shipments of wadte, it is easy to sort of chart that out. Itiseasy to putina
performance management plan, the waste will leave Oak Ridge to a point undetermined. Itisa
much different actua, you know, forward movement to say, yes, the trucks are on the road and
the waste is being shipped. And there are alot of things that, that just opens up. And maybe
we could a0 ook at that as looking for blind spotsin that accel erated closure arena.

MR. AJELLO: Oneway then to think about this, or to restate thet is, fatal flawsto
accelerated clean-up. | mean, one of the ways that we can do well here isto point out things
that we think are going to be big issues in the pursuant aspect. That could be a more practica
way, that is a good thought.
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Okay. There is another commen.

[COMMENT BY MR. JM BRIDGMAN]

MR. BRIDGMAN: Hi, Jm Bridgman, Alliance for Nuclear Accountability.
| ds0 believe the Board should be commended for gtting through just an unbdievable
ondaught of information here. Y ou, guys, have a huge task ahead of you.

| think there are severd thingsin terms of the priorities that you are consdering. We
heard Dave Geiser today say that he wishes he could have an end point and then everything
would be much easier.  Unfortunately, because of the change in science and technology, | think
what you are going to seeis the continual emergence of some of these technologies that could
change that end point. | think perhaps one thing to keep in mind is not just an examination of
those technologies, but an evauation of what long-term stewardship means. Whether long-term
sewardship is smply the monitoring of contaminates to make sure that they are not hitting water
and air and so forth, or whether thereis this constant regppraisa of the technologies that are out
there to see if perhgps standards that were agreed upon before, especidly in light of moving
contaminates, might be cleaned up to an additiond leve that would dlow more use in terms of
indugtrid, resdentid or recregtiond or what have you.

When | was out at Hanford, | saw an actua PowerPoint presentation that was not
officaly released of contaminates moving from the high level waste tanks out to the Columbia
River over aperiod of several hundred years. So, these are, you know - that isalong time.
Nonetheless, these are concerns that are going to be with us for quite awhile. So, | woud
encourage an examination of that.

The other thing to congder isthat as was stated, | forget who, that there are severd
different end states depending on the use of the Site. And some of these Sites have continuing
missions, that means alot of these sites continue to create contaminates. And so, perhaps the
Board wantsto aso look at how the continual creation of contaminates may interact or interfere
with the successful clean-up of Sites and the abatement of disposdl facilities and so forth, to
handle that additiond mess.
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Then in the area of oversght, we heard yesterday a mention of safety is something that
isassumed in acontract. There is no more incentives to make sure thisis hgppening. And |
think thisis agenerd shift that perhaps should, deserves some more examination. Because,
there are alot of ongoing concerns about safety that need to be addressed.

And then findlly --

MR. AJELLO: Isthat hedth and safety to Sites, is that what you mean?

MR. BRIDGMAN: Right, and to the public. Right. For example, we have aworker
compensation program that there are alot of sck people in the community who do not have a
compensation program. | understand there is language in the new Defense Authorization Bill
that do some monitoring, which is an important step forward. Nonetheless, there are broader
concerns about safety.

And then findly, in terms of involvement. | appreciate the idea that you mentioned, Ms.
Sdishbury, about incorporating some of the broader issues here in a future mechanism to reach
out. And | would say not just to nationd stakeholders like myself, but aso to our regiond
group, because they are the true expertsin that and | am just a spokesperson for them.

And just as an example of that, we heard this morning that, from Mr. McCormick, that
stakeholders were not involved in the plan surrounding the high level waste at Hanford and so
forth. Wdll, if [as at the] 1daho and Savannah River sites, perhapsiif they were there would not
be the current lawsuit that there is brought by NRDC, the Snake River Alliance and the
Y akama Nation regarding the high level waste disposdl at those Sites.

S0, you know, once again, | encourage the Board to look at how stakeholders are
involved in the various processes.

Thank you.

MR. AJELLO: Thanks very much.
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Any commentary on that or questions for Mr. Bridgman?

MR. WINSTON: | wasjust going to mention, you talked about the continued
generation of wagte. That is something that the Nationd Governor’s Association has been
working, looking a the inventory. Because, you redly have to build your planson avaid
inventory. And we actudly have an externd consultant, Ross and Associates, who has been
very good a heping to put together avaid inventory that not only takes alook at legacy, but,
you know, continuing production of waste. So, that is an important issue. | don't know if that
is something this Board will look at, but, | agree that that is an issue.

MR. AJELLO: Other comments or thoughts from the group?

Okay. | justwantto-- Yes.

MS. SALISBURY: Could | capture something? Maybe it was [captured] but, |
wasn't sure. It wasn't clear in my mind asto sort of capture the thought of the gentleman here, |
can't remember his name and Tom' swith the accelerated clean-up, with the idea that Tom had
about maybe looking at blind spots or the fatd flaws, are geared towards those sites thet are
supposed to close in 2006. And that is maybe away to frame it, put it in abox, that is,
especidly for our tenure here, and that isin the foreseeable future that we could probably

identify some things that might be helpful to the Assstant Secretary.

MR. AJELLO: Yes. That isredly combining then three thoughts, accelerated clean
up, fatd flaws to the near term Sites, near term Ste focus.

MS. SALISBURY: And knowing that transportation will probably be --

MR. AJELLO: Beapart.

MS. SALISBURY: Big.
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MR. AJELLO: Big part of that, yes. Good. Okay. Other thoughts or comments?

| just want to return, as | said | would yesterday, to this draft mission statement which |
had written and maybe we can go back to Tab 2 for amoment, just to reflect on that, in light of
what we have been learning and talking about, what had been written was:

“To provide the Assstant Secretary of Environmenta Management information and advice on
corporate issues by advising on key strategies, issuing reports and recommendations, and then
recommending options to the Assistant Secretary to resolve difficult issues for various matters,
including but not limited to work for hedth and safety, contracting practices, digposition of
waste, regulatory agreements, EM program performance, risk assessment, cost benefit andysis,
and technology applications.”

The reason why | am repesting that or going back to that, istwo part. Number 1, does
that sound to the Board like that coverstheright territory? And number 2, as we review our
short ligt and as Ray said we will continue to refine it, do we fed that we are moving in the right
gpace here? Doesit fed like this captures the misson and are we moving in the right direction?

At least on the first day.

MS. SALISBURY: Yes

MR. AJELLO: Okay. That wasjust agut check. Okay. All right. Let's, well, let me
ask if the group has anything more of substance to discuss before we review calendars, next

meetings, next seps and so forth?

MR. WINSTON: | mentioned something yesterday. At some point in time | think, you
know, we need to just assess either do we have the appropriate membership or are there other
mechanisms to involve people without necessarily having them as forma members? And | just
wanted to, | guess on the record, say that | have had some criticism of the communication of
the, you know, the existence of the new board. | had suggested yesterday to Jessie that there
be an effort to do a better job of getting the information out through al the mechanisms that
DOE has. Martha s office, for example, is a good avenue because they involve, you know, so
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many groups.

| had sent a couple of days before the meseting, because | know alot of folksin the
stakeholder community, agendas to severd people, and they sent back thank-you's. | got one
lagt night from Lisa Crawford, who is with the Fernad (FRESH) Group, Susan’s group. And
she thanked me and she said there had been a commitment by the Assstant Secretary to get
word out on this and sheishoping that it is just Some growing pains at the beginning. And that
we do amuch better job of getting out agendas, getting out information. | sent it out to NGA
Task Force and it turns out, | think, Martha may have just sent it out, her office sent it out as

well around the sametime, it was a day or two before.

So, | know that we have just been gearing up for that, but, if we are going to be
criticized, | want us to be criticized on the content of our substantive recommendations and not

over our vishility and process. | think we can certainly pass the test on that.

MR. AJELLO: You know, | think you raised two very good points. How we achieve
outsde, how do we get outside view points, how do we obtain them and then how do we
communicate notices of meetings better, who is on the Board and so forth? Y ou know, with
respect to the meetings, | guess the Eederal Registex is the prescribed notice mechanism to get
the word out. But, in, we were saying this yesterday, it judt, in this day and age, with the
popularity of the Web, that you would think and | would recommend that we would have,
website notices that are, you know, folks who, and just about everybody now has an access
clearly, you know, could track the comings and goings of the program, the meetings of the
Board and so forth. So, | think that isared easy oneto fix. And my guessiswe could very
eadly do that.

MS. SALISBURY: Yes, | am wondering, Jm, do you put the notice up on your DOE
webgte, because it probably has, | think, if | remember right, it has ahot news or anews, that is
fairly dynamic part of the page, that changes frequently. | don’'t know what the public looks at,
when it islooking a DOE, if thet is one of the things.

MR. AJELLO: Yes
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MR. MELILLO: Jennifer, | was waiting until we got passthis point here, the first
mesting at thisstage. Thereisahbig note on my desk and we have had severd discussons as
well onit: one of my next things now is to completey upgrade the website. | have not been
ableto do that at this point smply because we were in the State of change going on, didn’'t have
the members, didn't have afirst meeting, etc., etc., that kind of thing.

You are absolutely right, it iswell planned at this point and thet is one of the things that
ison my caendar. | have talked about it with the gtaff at this point to move forward on that very
quickly, so that we can put that mechanism out there, because it has aways been one that we
have paid agreat ded of attention to and to place dl the information on there at dl times. And |

will try to design it so that it was friendly and so forth and so on. So, yes, | will get back toit.

MR. AJELLO: Isthereasort of amaster mailing list that the program keeps of known
interested parties, e-mail addresses and so forth?

MR. MELILLO: Yes, yes.
MR. AJELLO: So, it would seem to methat, again, using the web, it would be easy to
get out anotice. | know that doesn't cover the Eederal Regidter notice because that is required,

but [amass email] supplements it].

MR. MELILLO: Yes, wetraditionaly have dways done that.
MR. AJELLO: Okay.

MR. MELILLO: But, maybe not aswell thistime asinthe past. Again, dl part of that
same speeded up process, we maybe truly get everything else done, but, good point.

MR. AJELLO: Okay.

MR. MELILLO: | appreciate it.

MR. AJELLO: Wewill expect to do that.
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The other one, | think isavery good point about how do we get outside views. And
part of that isadminigrative and part of that is substantive, | think. The adminigtrative part may
be just that meetings are held in ultimate locations.  So, thet isan idea | have redlly just to make
sure that people have increasing access. If you think about the way that virtualy any of the
Board meets, it triesto circulate, if you will, to make sure that other parties can have access,
those that may be at adistance and so forth. So, that is one topic that we might want to

consder.

The other topic that we may want to consider is, while today and yesterday were
dedicated to hearing the view points, the forma view points, athough the floor has been open to
other DOE folks, | do think we need an approach to get other view points from non-
departmenta folks. And that may go hand in hand with pushing the Board meetings around a
little bit. Or amply taking other written or other materias that we might recelve from time to
time from other groups. Because they don't wait for Board meetings, the issues don't wait for
Board medtings. They come up virtudly dl thetime. Just acouple of thoughts.

MR. WINSTON: Jm, | think at our first conversation, | promised not to be the, you
know, the perennid historian who talked about, “Well, back in the old days of the Board, we
did...” but, back in the old days of the Board, we actudly did hold meetings outside of
Washington. It was, and | am so committed to stakeholder involvement, and | thought it was
such agood thing at the time, but it redlly kept us from doing our business. In part because if
you are going to go out and we went to Oak Ridge, we went to St. Louis and to some
FUSRAP [Formerly Utilized Sites Remedid Action Program] Sites.

We went to many different locations. We had to spend hours upon hours listening to
people stestimony. And, | can say it was excdlent information, but | think we need to -, what
it did was rai se expectations of what we could do compared to what our chargeis. And | think
it was in atime when there was probably |ess confidence in DOE' s ahility to interact with the
public. So, we may have been hearing more of that, but, it isan excdlent idea. | think we need
to be very cautious about doing that, because if we are going to be focusing on some
programmatic issues, and sort of big picture strategies, we sort of need to be where we can
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interact with the DOE structure. But, we then need to come up with another mechanism to get
that input. 1 don't know what that is. But, | would just say, even though | was astrong
proponent of us going out on these road shows, you know, Sitting through three days of
hearings, sometimesit would go on to 11:30 or 12:00 at night and then not knowing what this
Board was able to do with the input that we received. It was, “Be careful what you ask for.”

MR. AJELLO: You are saying it has been proven to be not very practical.

MR. WINSTON: Wadll, that model had some downside, let me just say that.

MR. AJELLO: Okay.

MS. SALISBURY: Maybe theway to do this, isto not make a decision on where
meetings will be held until we have sort of identified in more specificity what we are going to be
doing. And that may lend itsdf to having ameeting outsde of Washington and it may not. |
don’'t know.

MR. AJELLO: Wherever we have the meetings going forward, what | think isavery
good thing to do isto settle in on our priorities and then ask for opinions on those topics.
Because | think once we have set those godls, that lead to recommendations, we will want to
make sure we get alot of input on contracting practices. And | would like to hear from
contractors and | would like to hear from alot of different people on the topic. So, | think we
want to make perhaps this whole process practica in that sense.

MR. MORAN: Which we have done in the old days.

MR. AJELLO: Which we have doneinthe old days. Historian number two.

MR. MORAN: And it worked very well.

MR. AJELLO: It just goesto show you good ideas are lagting.
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MR. WINSTON: The other thing we can do is solicit information. | think that was part
of that, but, certainly the groups that are going to watch what we are doing, it is not ahugelist,
but the groups that are going to be watching, if we can get information about what we are
working on, and if we can solicit information from them, then | think thet just makes our
discussion dl the richer, and makes us dl the more informed. So, | would rather put our
energiesinto trying to get the word out as to what we are working on, soliciting some input and
then reviewing that input rather than -, what | don’t want to do, and | think that we talked
before about trying to help the Department develop a stakeholder interaction on the nationd
levd - | don't want to be that stakeholder interaction forum, | guessis kind of what | am saying.

| fill think that needs to be done by DOE, but not by this Board.

MR. AJELLO: Right. No, our job, again, isto advise the Assstant Secretary onthese
key strategies. So, it isnot to be the sounding board of the program. | think if that iswhéat you
are saying, | think that you know, we need to keep grounded on what we are supposed to be
doing. So, | completely agree.

Thereis a, thereisavalue of getting input, SO we can be effective in making the
recommendations. But it is not to be the sounding board of the program. Okay. Higtory is
important, if you do not heed it, you will be doomed to repedt it, right? Okay.

Let' stak about the next forma meeting. Thereisaprompt in the books, we have been
given some cdendar entries. The notion is obvioudy we are nearing the year end. We have
some work to do in terms of setting priorities at our respective places of work. | think my
suggestion here would be to think about a meeting date in the future that is not so far away, but
not too close on the other hand, estimated to be enough time for us to make some progressin
our priorities, redly. And so we can think about some interim reports that we would come
back with and whether that includes hearing view points from others or not.

So, | will just throw out sort of in the March, maybe March-April time frame may make
sense. Again, we don't have to pin an exact date today. And if we need to go back to our
offices and check to be specific, but, | guesswhat | wanted to hear is whether or not that too
late or too soon, given the direction that we are heading, whether that istheright time framein
generd. Any thoughts on that?
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DR. LOEHR: 1 think one can only do so much by e-mail and there will be a need [to
meet]. That time frame seems okay, whether it is March or April or May. But, sometime
frame where we can St down, look &t each other in the eye, and say now thisis what we redly
want to do, and thisis the schedule by which we decide that we are going to accomplish thet.
Because, | think that is the other part of this.

MR. AJELLO: Right.

DR. LOEHR: Not only going through and identifying which are the topics, but how are
we going to get it donein atimely fashion. | don't know what timely means, but | think the
group can probably discern that.

MR. AJELLO: After we st priorities, something we didn’t talk about, but | think is
obviousto al of us, iswhat is our work plan? And once you get together awork plan and you
put it on atime line, and then once you have it as afunction of time, you then know what
resources you might need. So, | think very quickly after setting priorities, we will be going
about the task of putting together awork plan and then working with Jm in his office to figure
out what resources might be available. So, | think thereisalot of wood to chop, between now
and the next mesting, you know, in that category. Okay.

MS. SALISBURY: Just one comment. | think whatever we do, we should try to wrap
it up before the next dection. | think that is sort of probably the ultimate end date, in 2004.
And 0, that may militate in favor of having a meeting earlier, 0, we can redly start, because
that will, if we have ameseting in May, that will only give usredly ayear and ahdf to finish up
everything we need. | don’t know, maybe that adds two months if we have the meeting in
March, rather than May. But, | am just trying to think, thereisalot of work that needsto be
done. Wedon't redly have avery long time in which to pull dl of this together.

MR. AJELLO: Right.

DR. LOEHR: And your point is agood one to the eections and well before --
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MS. SALISBURY: Wdl before.

DR. LOEHR: -- November.

MS. SALISBURY: You are probably talking the June, duly, April, May time, so we
may only have ayesr, redly.

MR. AJELLO: So, if you are setting an end date to thiswork plan, for ddiverables,
what you are saying ismid year ‘04 to deliver al the recommendations that we might make.

MS. SALISBURY: And it may coincide nicely with Jess€' s early 2004, that she
mentioned yesterday.

MR. AJELLO: Right, good point.

DR. LOEHR: There certainly isalot that can be understood and transmitted before the
find report. So, that whereas one might set asagoa to have a polished report that we dl sign
off on, the discussion, the hearings, the information flow will be sending ideas that can be
handled well before that. But, that isagood god to have it around that summer time of 2004.

MR. AJELLO: In addition to the articulation of the priorities and draft and the other
things we mentioned, | will sketch out atimetable aswell. And | think we can then start looking
at the ddliverables as afunction of time and as we have said earlier today to a number of the
presenters, if you don’'t know where you are going, the end state, we won't get there. So, we
don’'t want to be guilty of the same issues.

MR. EVANS. Mr. Chairman, just as apoint of information, aso areference point to
the meseting too, the EMAB charter, | am sorry.

Just as areference point to your planning, the EMAB charter -, EMAB is chartered on
atwo year bass and the EMAB charter that this Board is currently operating on and as defined
as Ms. Roberson said, when she revised it, was chartered this past January and that charter
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remainsin effect until January of 2005, 2004. So, that is—

MR. AJELLO: So, weturn to a pumpkin you are saying in January ‘04.

MR. EVANS. Wdll, no, it can be extended, but it just, but it isin keeping aso with this
kind of early 2004 that she is talking abouit. | think it is January, February time frame. The
charter has been renewed. Y eah, your appointments are two years. Y eah, these charters|
have, are routinely, have been higtoricaly routingly re-chartered. B, this particular time, the
Assgtant Secretary did make very specific provisonsin that charter, so your current charge is
through 2003 and into early 2004.

MR. AJELLO: Wewill work asfast as we can.

MR. GRIBEN: Alsojud for apoint of information, asyou al know, we are operating
under a continuing resolution right now --

MR. AJELLO: Yes

MR. GRIBEN: -- will be through 11 January. And probably the Department will not
see its budget much before the February time frame. So, and that may very wdll drive alot of
the activities or what activities EM will do. So, you probably have a much better appreciation
of what will be happening sometimein February and then getting together in March to see, you
have a much more concrete idea of what you should be looking at.

MR. AJELLO: The subgtantive question has been in the back of my mind as| ligen to
everyone speak here, asto how a protracted budget process impacts what they are proposing
todo. And | obvioudy know it isddeterious. | jug, it is maybe too soon to tell because
October 1 was the beginning of the fiscal year. But, of course, Since then we have been under
this resolution. So, obvioudy negative, we are now dmost two monthsinto a continuing
resolution. So, | am more concerned about how it impacts the projects and the programs that
we heard about than anything else. But, maybe you are just telling us to get our expensesin
quickly. | am not sure what the point is, but | will, | noteit.

Executive Court Reporting
(301) 565-0064



©W O ~N o o1 BB o w P

i
12
13
14
15
16
7
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
21
28
29
30
3l
32

191

MR. MELILLO: | think probably John and Tom know this, but | don’t think we put a
note in there for the rest of the members. These cdendars, it is on an exception bassin case
we didn't say anything about that. You are “x-ing” out what dates you can't make. So you
don't have to go through the whole darn thing trying to say whet is available. That will tell us
when you are available in the, how many months do we have on there, February, March and
April? Actudly March, April, May.

MR. AJELLO: Judt for the higtorians, how long have these meetings gonein the pad,
typicdly? Wasthisalong meeting?

MR. MORAN: Average.

MR. AJELLO: Thisisaverage.

MR. WINSTON: Andin many respects, it seemed quicker. We had so much materid

to cover.

DR. LOEHR: It wasfun, right?

MR. WINSTON: Yeah.

MR. AJELLO: The expertise.

DR. LOEHR: Thisisabout, as much as| could normally take, atwo day meseting, | am

gone.

MR. AJELLO: Thatisdl right.

DR. LOEHR: Inafew minutes| am gone anyhow.

MR. AJELLO: Thatisright.
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Arethere any other, as| grab the gravel, are there any other thoughts or questions of

the group?

MR. WINSTON: Are we getting anymore public input?

MR. AJELLO: Isthere any other public input that we, yes? That isright, he had a
question yesterday. Good point. | will just mention Dr. Loehr hasto leave in afew minutesto
catch aplane, but --

DR. LOEHR: | won’t stop youl.

MR. BRIDGMAN: Wédl, | promise--

MR. AJELLO: You can cary on.

MR. BRIDGMAN: | promised yesterday to bring some packets for you, so | have
done that today.

MS. SALISBURY: Oh, good.

MR. AJELLO: Thanks.

(Pause))

MR. BRIDGMAN: Okay. And | just want to make a couple of generd comments
about what isin here and generaly my perspective. | think we dedl, you know, | am one saff
person herein D.C. with two interns, trying to cover, you know, work that is being done by
hundreds of and thousands of people actualy. And | think, you know, in terms of EM versus
NNSA or Plutonium Dispogtion, | think it has been rdatively easer to work with EM than
NNSA. We generdly, on the ground, are working with the Ste people on the ground, in the
Community Advisory Boards, Advisory Boards and so forth, but it hasn't dways been easy.
And | think particularly after the change in the Adminigtration, we have noticed a significant
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change in tenor in terms of being able to access information and have input. And, you know,
that is why | was particularly surprised not to get an invite -, we actually applied to be on this
EMAB, so my name and e-mail was with the Office. So, | heard about it, heard about this
mesting through Lisa Crawford, who heard about it from Tom. And then we found it on the
Eederal Regider after that, and we did look at the website and didn’t seeit.

S0, | think there are some ongoing concerns that | want to share. One of them is about
how this Top-to-Bottom Review came into place. We are ill waiting for a response to our
FOIA request. That iswhy the first item you seein this packet is actudly aletter that is being
sent today with press releases regarding unfortunately. We have to talk about the possibility of
alawsuit to get thisinformation, just as NRDC did in trying to pry loose the information around
the Cheney Energy Plan.

And then, just one other anecdote, | was talking to the Senate about the numbers that
came out of the Defense Authorization Bill, regarding the money for the clean-up reform
projects at the various sites, the PMPs. There were some misunderstandings about how the
money was being alocated. They had alist that they had received from DOE from EM
regarding how this was being dlocated, since they had dready made the alocation, they threw
away ther lig. So, | cdled DOE and asked for thisligt, and they said, well, thet is funny, we just
got acdl from Armed Services Committee, they lost their list. They are trying to get it back.
So, | said, well, can you save me some time, can you fax over that list and they said, we are
sorry, that isan internd document.  They didn’t say it was a classfied document, it was interna
document. But, thisis smply budgetary numbers about how the fiscal year, which we are
supposedly dready in, isbeing dlocated. Thisisnot, you know, very super secret information.
So, why am | il getting all this static and having roadblocks in my way which takes away from
my time to be able to more carefully understand what you dl are doing in EM, and to do al the
other work that | need to do?

And 0, yes, there are ongoing concerns about the process and the way that
gakeholdersinteract. And | hope that EMAB continues to forward this dialogue that | heard
today in terms of reaching out to stakeholders, both nationally and locally, so that we can work
together to get dl this mess cleaned up. Thank you.
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MR. AJELLO: I will just note that the Eederal Register notice was published on
October 28, which is about three weeks ago. So, | do think there was proper notice given to
the meeting. | think we have been hearing that, we need to supplement that. That isredly the
key thing here.

MR. WINSTON: It waslegdly proper. It wasn't necessarily effective. | think it is
clearly -, thereisno tak of violation or anything like thet.

MR. MORAN: WEél, the other part of it, EMAB has't realy been an active entity for

vmetime--.

MR. AJELLO: Right.

MR. MORAN: -- new Board is starting up.

MR. AJELLO: Right.

MR. WINSTON: Growing pans.

MR. MORAN: So, we can anticipate some of that.

MR. AJELLO: Isthere any other further business?

Okay. Meeting is adjourned.

(Whereupon, at 2:32 p.m., the meeting was concluded.)
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