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b. Questions

Mr. Valdez asked if the waste containers still in storage had the same ingredients as
the breached drum at WIPP.

Mr. Nickless responded that though the drums come from the same waste stream
they are not all exactly the same. He noted that if they were exactly e same there
would likely have been 60 breached drums rather than one.

Ms. Friday asked if there was a chance that if the drums were not under the cooling
system would there be a possibility of a breach.

Mr. Nickless stated that DOE does not believe that to be the case based on data that
it currently has on the drums.

Ms. Gurulé asked what the timeline is for reprocessing of the nitrate salt drums.

Mr. Nickless responded that the timeline has the waste being reprocessed in fiscal
year 2017.

Mr. Schmelling asked why it was taking so long to reprocess the waste with the
current level of knowledge of the drums.

Mr. Nickless responded that the short answer is that DOE still has work to do. DOE
wants to make sure thatit only done once with a high level of review and that it is
done safely and efficiently.

Mr. Valdez noted that it )es not seem to him that Los Alamos is totally to blame
for what happened. He asked what quality controls were being put into place to
ensure that this doesn’t happen again.

Mr. Nickless responded that DOE is working to incorporate the Judgements of Need
that were identified in the Accident Investigation Board Report. He noted that there
would be a broader look at how the waste is processed before it is repackage

Overview of EM-LA Projects

Mr. Bob Pfaff, EM-LA, gave a presentation to the NNMCAB members “Overview of
EM-LA Projects and Planning.” An electronic copy of the presentation may be
obtained from the NNMCAB website; http://www.nnmcab.energy.gov/7-
presentations/presentations.htm. Video of the presentation is also available on the
NNMCAB's YouTube Channel (I MCAB).
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Ms. Gurulé asked if the NEPA Assessment was already under way for the 33 Shafts.

Mr. Nickless stated that the NEPA review has not been started, he noted that the
work that Neptune is working on will be a feeder into the NEPA Assessment for the 33
Shafts.

Mr. Schmelling asked if the activities that are further out would require a larger
level of funding.

Mr. Pfaff stated that due to the sensitivity of information he couldn’t go into
specifics; however, EM-LA has put together a plan to a funding target and laid out the
work to completion.

Dr. Girardi asked when it permissible to discuss the budget request in mo  detail.

Mr. Pfaff responded that the information should be available in the next few
months, possibly late October.

Mr. Sayre asked if the N\ Assessment on the 33 Shafts would be open for public
comment.

Mr. Nickless responded that NEPA is a public process and has public comment built
into the process.

Mr. Schmelling asked about the Corrective Measures Evaluation for Materi
Disposal Area G and what has happened with the report.

Ms. Roberts noted that the report has undergone three revisions and the last
revision was submitted to NMED in 2011. She noted that the shift in work fr¢
remediation to waste removal at Los Alamos due to the Las Conchas fire effectively
put the report review on hold.

Mr. Valdez asked who the regulator is for radiation components.

Ms. Gelles responded that it is regulated by the Atomic Energy Act and DOE self-
regulated the radiation compo! 1t of waste.

Mr. Martinez asked if there was additional information on stormwater controls.






W 00 N O U b W NP

B W W W WWWWWWWNRNNRNRNRNRNRNRNNRRRRRRBRRR R
O WO NV B WNROWDODNOOMNUVD WNRPROWDOONOOWLDB WNRLO

Ms. Gelles responded th: tis up to LANS to decide what happens to the personnel
currently working at LANS. She noted that EM is not removing the incumbent
contractor but simply removing a portion of the scope that LANS has. She noted that
LANS exists as a corporate entity and that there is not currently any reason to
preclude them from competing for the Follow On Contract. Ms. Gelles noted that she
could not comment on the NNSA portion of the contract.

Mr. Schmelling asked if LANS would have a separate division under the Bridge
Contract to support the EM-LA activities.

Mr. Randy Erickson responded that it will be a little of both, some of the
organizations that are in the directorate will be supporting the Bridge Contract and
other divisions will be brought in to support as needed.

Ms. Gurulé asked is TRU waste typically budgeted by EM or does it come out of
LANS budget.

Ms. Gelles responded that TRU waste is a legal term and applies to a type of waste.
She noted that EM budgets and manages the legacy wastes and mission waste (newly
generated waste) is covere by e NNSA/LANS budget.

Mr. Sayre asked who would be in charge of dealing with Buckman.

Ms. Gelles responded that it is a DOE function that will continue as an EM-LA
function.

b. Update from Los Alamos National Laboratory

Mr. Randy Erickson, LANS Associate Directorate for Environmental Programs, stated
that the Bridge Contract phase of the work shift is an important step in understating
the complexities in what will be needed for EM-LA and LANS to work together under
the Follow On Contract. Mr. Erickson stated that the mercury clean-up project by the
Smith’s Market Place was completed successfully and ahead of sch¢ 1le. Mr. Erickson
noted that there is a technical concept for how to manage the nitrate salts waste;
however, it is awaiting approval that it is the appropriate path to take.

Update from New Mexico Environment Department.

Ms. Katie Roberts, Director, NMED Resource Protection Division provided the
update for NMED. She noted that she would be briefly talking about the Settlement
Agreement and the Consel Order. Ms. Roberts noted that the Supplemental
Environmental Projects (SEPs) was in part due to the NNMCAB’s recommendation.
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Ms. Roberts stated that even though the current Consent Order does not have a
termination date, which does not mean that it goes away. The current Consent Order
will stay in place and govern the cleanup at LANL until a new Consent Order is put into
place.

Mr. Schmelling asked do you see the Consent Order as a valid document and will the
rework of the document be a minor change or a major change.

Ms. Roberts responded that her staff would not be starting from scratch on
rewriting the Consent Order. She noted that the existing document would be used;
however, there would be major modifications to the document such as the schedule
tables and some of the legal documentation in the document.

Ms. Friday asked about the prioritization of the funding that the NNMCAB had
completed at its Combined Committee meeting, and how far that would get on the
prioritization.

Mr. Bishop responded that the work that had been done at the committee meeting
was for FY’16 and FY’17 budget input. He noted that was a great precursor to the
work that would need to be completed fi therev ing of the Consent Order, which
looks at a much broader tii :line.

Mr. Martinez asked for clarification on the expiration language in the Conse
Order.

Ms. Roberts responded that it is a difficult question as it is subject to interpretation;
however, based on NMED’s legal review it is not specifically called out as Dec. ber
15, 2015 being the termination date of the Consent Order.

Mr. Martinez asked if it was worth looking at drafting a new document. He noted
that he was glad to see the participation of all parties. He asked that the new
document also have contingencies in the document not just consent order deadlines.

Ms. Varela asked where does the enforcement on the milestones come fro and
what are the repercussions of i ingtl € lestones. Additionally, would
there be a public comment on the Consent Order revision.

Ms. Roberts responded that the milestones are enforceable through the use of
stipulated penalties. She noted that the format for enforcement may be different
depending on the model that is chosen for the Consent Order document. She noted
that the first year we 1 have a number of milestones and a milestone date; if the
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Ms. Bowyer stated that the meeting was informational and that the input from the
public was very interesting. She thanked everyone for attending the meeting.

Ms. Tse-Pe thanked everyone for the great meeting. She noted that she respects the
strong opinions that the public has. Ms. Tse-Pe noted that she didn’t think that the
public realizes all of the work that goes on during the committee meetings and
executive committee meetings. She noted that there is a lot that we are learning and
that there is information that the public may not fully understand.

Ms. Gurulé thanked the | :senters for their participation. She noted that tl  hard
work that they do is appreciated. She thanked the staff for their thoroughness in
setting up the meetings. Ms. Gurulé agreed with Dr. Girardi and Ms. Boyer that the
public involvement was good; however, it should perhaps be facilitated as Mr.
Martinez suggested. She noted that for outreach that the NNMCAB should consider
Facebook and social media, stating that is the next generation’s platform. Ms. Gurulé
noted that as a young professional environmentalist, she felt that Ms. Gelles was
admirable, professional, and articulate.

Mr. Whiting noted that today and been a successful meeting and that he would be
attending the NNMCAB tour in August.

Ms. Sanderson noted that the meeting today had been great. She tanked Ms. Gelles
for her thoroughness in her presentation to the NNMCAB.

Mr. Michael Valerio stated that the meeting was fantastic. He noted that he would
like to thank the public for their input. Mr. Valerio stated that the comment about the
NNMCAB being the eyes and ears of the public he felt was true. He noted that finding
a balance between citizen concerns and government concerns is what we are all
striving to do.

Ms. Schreiber thanked everyone for a great meeting and noted that she was thrilled
to still be able to participate. She thanked the speakers for the great presentations.

Mr. Schmelling noted that he thought that this had been an exceptionally
informative meeting. He thanked Ms. Gelles, Mr. Erickson, and Ms. Roberts for their
succinct and detailed answers to all questions. He stated that helps in creating
dialogue between the public and the NNMCAB. Additionally, he thanked the staff for
the well-organized meeting.
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at the NNMC, office, 94 Cities of Gold Road, Santa Fe, New Mexico, 87506. The written minutes are
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