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I. Introductions 

AGENDA 

DOE/OREGON BI-MONTHLY FORUM 
MAY 28, 1998 

II. TWRS Privatization Status, and Contract Announcement -Bill Taylor 

III. Budget Update -Dave Malcheski @ 2:30 pm 

IV. Public Involvement Activities -Blazek/ McClure 

V. League of Women Voters Meetings-Chicago/San Diego -Blazek 

VI. Governor Kitzhaber/John Wagoner Meeting -Blazek/Miera 

VII. GroundwaterNadose Zone Status Report -Rich Holten@ 3:30 pm 

VIII. TP A Milestone Activities Update - Miera 

IX. Oregon Quarterly Report -Blazek 

X. Follow-up on Action Items from March 30, 1998 Meeting-Morrison 

XI Set Next Forum Meeting Date -Blazek, Miera 

XII Closing Remarks 



MEETING MINUTES, May 28, 1998 (Richland, Washington) 

Note: agenda items are presented in the order in which they were addressed during the Forum. 

I. Introductions 
F. Miera announced that Ralph Lightner will act as the Department of Energy Headquarters 
(DOE-HQ) Liaison with RL and the State of Oregon. 

U. S. DOE Office of Oversight visit to the State of Oregon 

Action: M. Blazek asked F. Miera to check on status and outcome of the Glenn Podonski, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Oversight, visit to the State of Oregon. 

M. Blazek reinforced that the Oregon Office of Energy has the lead on Hanford issues and not 
the Oregon Office of Emergency Management which was visited by Mr. Podonski. 

ill. Budget Update 
D. Malcheski discussed the current DOE budget situation. R Tibbatts has been assigned to 
participate on a peer review team to evaluate DOE Field Office budgets, specifically looking at 
how much of the budgets are for compliance costs. The team visited the Hanford Site in May of 
this year. The findings of the peer review team were: 

• All costs are tied to a compliance milestone or compliance need. 

• Efficiencies and cost cutting measures will not close the compliance gaps. 

• Hanford's regulators are losing patience on budget compliance gaps. 

D. Malcheski provided a copy of "FY 2000 Richland Operations Office Budget" (Attachment 1) 
and explained that this model will be provided to Congress and the Office of Management and 
Budget. The emphasis will be on establishing a priority ranking rather than being out of 
compliance on multiple compliance needs. Privatization readiness to proceed also represents a 
potentially large expenditure. 

The Corporate Forum, i.e., the DOE-HQ's evaluation of Field Office Integrated Priority List 
(IPL) budget submittals, was discussed with the following key points being shared: 
1. The purpose of the Forum was baseline validation. 
2. The Environmental Restoration program's DOE-HQ proposed funding level, which was 

much reduced from earlier RL IPL submittals, was discussed. There was a recognition at 
HQ that a funding level of $137 million was needed. 

3. Within the Tank Waste Remediation Program, concerns were raised regarding the costs of 
Privatization. 

4. The Waste Isolation Pilot Project was also discussed and the potential for sending transuranic 
wastes to the Site. 



5. Plutonium Finishing Plant was discussed within the context that the DOE-RL believes 
plutonium stabilization is an important near-tenn goal, with the regulatory agencies not being 
as concerned. 

M. Grainey, Deputy Director of OOE, noted that the State of Oregon is quite concerned about 
the Hanford Site's budget. He also provided a copy of a letter from the Governor of the State of 
Oregon (attachment 2), which expressed these concerns to the Secretary of the U.S. Department 
of Energy and the Budget Director of the Office of Management and Budget. Additionally 
provided was a letter from Mr. Grainey to Oregon's Congressional Staff Members (Attachment 
3) detailing Oregon's concerns on budget impacts for the Hanford Site in fiscal years 1999 and 
2000. M. Grainey concluded by stating that it is the State of Oregon's position that Congress 
must be asked for all the money needed to meet the Hanford Site commitments for cleanup, and 
if it impacts weapons production, then so be it. 

M. Blazek pointed out that a recent edition of the Tri-City Herald reported a six percent increase 
in the Hanford Site's budget had been approved. 

D. Malcheski responded that these news reports should be looked at carefully. Until such time as 
DOE receives the Congressional Conference Committee marks, one doesn't have a complete 
picture of the budget. 

M. Blazek inquired that, ifRL submits a request for a compliance case budget as required by the 
Tri-Party Agreement, and Congress apparently provides it, why does Hanford Site have a 
compliance gap? 

D. Malcheski responded that RL submitted an FY 2000 compliance case budget request of $1.14 
billion. However, when the budget request was forwarded by the Office of Management and 
Budget, this amount was reduced to $0.961 billion. 

M. Blazek asked when DOE will have the final fiscal year 1999 budget numbers? 

D. Malcheski responded that they should be available in late July or early August. 

II. Privatization 

N. Brown discussed the status of the tank waste privatization effort. 

Lockheed Martin Advanced Environmental Services (LMAES) was not authorized to 
proceed with applying for a Part B Pennit. 

The British Nuclear Fuels Ltd. (BNFL) contract will be extended by up to 
2 months. 

M. Blazek asked what the sticking points are in current negotiations with BNFL? 



N. Brown responded thaf the main sticking points were price and what are known as "H clauses". 
Brown also added that the contract will not result in strict compliance with the Tri-Party 
Agreement in that the start of operations for low level waste could be 3 to 4 years later than the 
current dates in the Tri-Party Agreement. However, high level waste could be perhaps 3 years 
earlier than the dates in the Tri-Party Agreement. Pretreatment activities would also be moved 
up about two years ahead of existing Tri- Party Agreement dates. 

The primary source of the delays is twofold: 

• The construction of temporary pilot plants as originally envisioned turned out to be 
impractical, the plant(s) to be built will be long term facilities. 

• Proceeding with a concurrent design and construction approach was not acceptable to 
the bidders on the contract, citing as an example complications in the Spent Nuclear 
Fuels Project. 

Double shell tank (DST) space considerations for the single shell tank (SST) transfers are also a 
concern in light of the possible delays. It is believed that this problem can be solved, for 
example, by removing the Cesium and Technetium from the tank wastes and then concentrating 
the remainder of the wastes in one tank. BNFL will also perform sludge washing in its planned 
facilities, thereby freeing up other tanks. Bottom line is that this potential problem has some 
solutions. The DOE should know in approximately 2 weeks if tank space under the above plans 
is an issue and if so we have some other options for coping with future tank space issues. 

M. Blazek asked what the State of Washington Department of Ecology's reaction is· to this 
approach? 

N. Brown responded that a primary concern was possible impacts to other programs. By 
abandoning the pilot plant approach 60 percent of the waste could be treated in one facility by 
the year 2028 or with two facilities all of the waste could be treated by the year 2028. 

N. Brown went on to explain that BNFL's approach utilized technologies which have been 
proven around the world. In contrast, the LMAES approach, while highly innovative, was 
determined to be to great a risk, as it proposed to use unproven technologies. 

Additionally, the following represented difficulties for the DOE with LMAES's proposal: 

No performance guarantees. 
The DOE would have to assume risk for subcontractor performance. 
No acceptance of third party liability. 
The lower cost bid was not considered realistic. 
Proposed schedule was not deemed achievable. 

M. Blazek responded that the State of Oregon would have much more confidence, if the process 
and reviews of the privatization proposals had been more open. 



N. Brown responded that employees of the State of Oregon would be allowed to review the 
material if they agreed to sign the appropriate confidentiality agreements. Alternatively, the 
information will very soon be widely available. 

VII. GroundwaterNadose Zone Project Status Report 
R. Holten stated that a "gap" analysis followed by a "road mapping" effort will be undertaken to 
identify the future project efforts. · As an example, one gap the project is currently aware of is the 
question of chemical reactivity for various chemical constituent contaminants with geologic 
formations. 

River modeling is another activity that the Project will pursue, and may be able to work with a 
model the Bonneville Power Administration (BP A) is coincidentally working on related to river 
flows. The Project could hopefully just add current transport models to the BPA model. 

Regarding the Columbia River Comprehensive Impact Assessment (CRCIA), at the last team 
meeting it was suggested that CRCIA and the vadose project be compared and it may be possible 
that CRCIA could be integrated into the vadose project. 

M. Grainey provided a copy of the Hanford Regional Effects Assessment presentation dated May 
5, 1998 (Attachment 4) on the Hanford Site groundwater, vadose zone and the CRCIA issues. 

R. Holten suggested that the DOE would be willing to come to Oregon to discuss the project 
issues. The DOE intends to be proactive and work with the State of Oregon, as well as other 
stakeholders, possibly in conjunction with these Forum Meetings. R. Holten also stated that he 
would attend the Oregon Waste Board meeting on June 15, 1998. 

M. Blazek stressed that either D. Huston or Ken Niles of the Oregon Office of Energy should be 
involved at a detailed level. 

IV. Public Involvement Activities 
M. Blazek reported that the Oregon Office of Energy had just received the Public Involvement 
Look Ahead and stated that it is a great help and addressed some real problems. 

M. Blazek also pointed out that a quarterly forum with the State of Oregon's public interest 
groups has been initiated. 

V. League of Women Voters Meetings 
M. Blazek stated that 3 focus groups will be set up to develop what will be taken to the San 
Diego League of Women Voters meeting. K. Randolph suggested that as the various groups are 
contacted and as work progresses it may be useful to include someone from the DOE. 

VI. Governor Kitzhaber/John Wagoner Meeting. 
Efforts are continuing to identify and coordinate an appropriate meeting date and place for a 
meeting between Oregon Governor Kitzhaber and DOE Manager J. Wagoner. 



IX. State of Oregon Quarterly Report 
M. Blazek provided a copy of the Quarterly Progress Report for the Period of November 1, 1997 
through March 31, 1998 (Attachment 5). M. Blazek requested the DOE to please review the 
report for adequacy. 

VIll. Tri-Party Agreement Activities Update. 
F. Miera discussed the current suspension of negotiations in developing commitments in the Tri
Party Agreement for the Spent Nuclear Fuels Program. The main breakdown in negotiations is 
due to an unstable schedule and budget growth experienced to date. Concerns have also been 
expressed by the U.S. EPA and State of Washington Department of Ecology negotiators in the 
Party's inability to make real progress in other areas such as Single Shell Tank Stabilization and 
the transition of the Plutonium Finishing Plant. It is a possibility that enforcement actions may be 
forthcoming. Critical to the successful conclusion of negotiations will be the development of a 
firm schedule for the Spent Nuclear Fuel activity. 

XI. Set Next Forum Meeting Date. 
The next State of Oregon and U.S. DOE Forum Meeting will be held on July 29, 1998 at 8:30 
a.m. in Richland, Washington. 

XII. Closing Remarks 
K. Randolph committed to provided a copy of the C-Span video tape of the congressional 
hearings on the Spent Nuclear Fuel Project. 

M. Blazek stated that she and Mike Grainey will need to meet with K. Randolph and J. 
Rasmussen when the Oregon budget request is ready. 

Forum Was Adjourned. 
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Attachment 1 
- ... :. 

FY 2000 Richland Operations· O�fice �udget 
Full Request 
$1236.5 

Waste Operations (1WRS Hazard. 

Balanced :Program 
(Compliance) 
$1144.0 

Reduction/Closm-es and Waste 
Management Upgrades 

(FY 98 - $33.S; FY 99 - S29.2) $37.6 

aste Operations (TWRS and Waste Management) 
(Fr98 - S43.2; FY 99 - $41.5) $90.5 

FS, TD and Landlord 
98 • S24.8; FY 99 • $31.3) 

FY98 - $32.3; FY 99 • S42.9 

98 - $110.4· FY 99- $142.S 

Target $961.3 
(FY98 - $842.I) 
(FY99 - $788.9) 

Spent Nuclear Fuel K-Basins/Canister Building 
98 - $114.7· FY 99 - $134.3 

(FY98 - $53.4; FY 99 - $66.l . $63.S . 

Min Safe Operations and Essential Services 

Advanced Reactor (FY98-S3.1; FY99-$0.6). $ 1.4 

Environmental Restoration (FY98-$68. 8; FY99-$6 l .3) 60.3 

Facilities Stabiliz.ation (FY98-S104.2; FY99-Sl30.5) 128.4 
.. , 

Other Programs (FY98-S53.7; FY99-S49.8) 61.7 

Spent Nuclear Fuel (FY98-$33.l; FY99-S38.7) 36.1 

Science and Technology (FY98-Sl 1.8; FY99-Sll.6) 12.9 

TWRS (FY98-$139.8; FY99-$111.7) 138.3 

Waste Management (FY98-S96.0; FY99-S95.0) 125.7 

(FY 98 -.$510.4) (FY 99.- $499.2) $564.8 

Dollars in Millions 



JOHN A. !<ITZHABER 
GOVERNOR 

Mav 19, 1998 

The Honorable Federico Pen.a, SecretJry 
L;.S. Department of Energy 
F orrestal Building 
1000 Independence Avenue, S.\V. 
\Vashington, DC 20585 

Gentlemen: 

Attachment 2 

The Honorable Franklin Raines, Budget Director 
Office of Management and Budget 
Old Executive Office Building 
17th Street & Pennsylvania Avenue, N\V 
Washington, DC 20503 

I am writing to_ express my concern about the proposed budget for the U.S. Department of 
Energy for Fiscal Year 2000 and the amount of funding targeted for the cleanup of the 
radioactive wastes at Hanford. 

The blueprint for Hanford cleanup is the Tri-Party Agreement crafted by the U.S. Department of 
Energy, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the state of Washington. With healuli 
and safety as its overarching goal, the agreement identifies which sites to clean up, the activities 
required for cleanup, and the timetable for completing the work. It is the tasks and activities 
specified in the agreement that should determine the level of funding for Hanford cleanup. 

The funding for Hanford in the proposed budget for FY 2000 is 15 percent less than what is 
needed to achieve the milestones contained in the Tri-Party Agreement. That shortfall will mean 

, 

a greater risk of contamination as the storage facilities holding the radioactive wastes det�riorate 
further and the leaks from those facilities ·seep toward the Columbia River. Tne specific.-activities 
that will be delayed or stopped altogether include a number of measures necessary for protecting 
the Columbia from contamination and preventing catastrophic accidents. They include a halt in 
the decommissioning of contaminated nuclear re::ictors along the Columbia River, a drastic 
reduction in the effort to remove the contaminated soil near the Columbia, a scaling;J:,ack on the 
\Vork to decontaminate radioactive ground\vater, and delay in the retrieval :md disposal of the 
highly radioactive wastes stored in leaking underground tanks. Overall, the shortfall will slow 
efforts to clean up the thousands of contaminated sites at Hanford, all of which pose some degree 
of risk to public health and safety. 

Setting the budget for Hanford without consideration of the goals for cle::inup is a short-run 
solution that will make future cleanup me::isures more complicated and more expensive. 
Ulcimacely, there will be no budget gain from sacrificing progress on the cleo.nup at Hanford. 

STATE CAPITOL, SALEM 97310-0370 (5031 378-3111 FAX 1503) 378-4863 TDD (503) 378-4859 

. ' 

. ' 



The Honorable Federico Pena 
The Honorable Franklin Raines 
May 19, 1998 
Page 2 

The proposed budget also eliminates funding for Oregon's work at Hanford. Oregon has a big 
stake in what happens at Hanford- it's on the Columbia River and it's only 35 miles from 
Oregon's border. Any release of radioactive materials at Hanford, whether into the water or the 
air, poses a danger to Oregonians. I believe that a safe, effective cleanup at Hanford requires a 
strong Oregon voice. 

I urge you to increase Hanford's budget for FY 2000 by 15 percent so that it is sufficient to fund 
the measures called for in the Tri-Party Agreement. 

Sincerely, 

1!£:�LD 
JAK/NR/sm 

cc: Governor Gary Locke, State of Washington 
Oregon Congressional Delegation 
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Date: 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

regon 
John A. Kitzhaber. �LO., Governor 

May 1 ,  1 998 

Congressional Staff Members 

Mike Gra�tant Director 
Hanford Budget Cuts 

Attachment 3 

Department of Consumer and Business Services 
Office of Energy 
625 Marion St. '.'it 

Salem, OR 97310-0830 

Phone: (503) 378-!C-lO 

Toll Free: l-800-221-8035 

Fax: (503) 373-7SC:6 

Web site: www.cbs.state.or.us/ external/ ooe / 

We are very concerned that the US Department of Energy will not have the necessary funding in 
either Fiscal Year 1 999 or Fiscal Year 2000 to continue the management and cleanup of the 
Hanford wastes in a safe, effective manner. We believe that the US Department of Energy 
(USDOE) needs to receive from Congress at least the amount requested in its Fiscal Year 1 999 
budget request. We also believe that the 0MB initial target to USDOE for Fiscal Year 2000 is 
inadequate and must be increased. The problems involving each fiscal year are discussed below. 
If you need more information, please call me at (503) 378-5489. 

Fiscal Year 1999 

Congress is considering a proposal to transfer from USDOE's Environmental Management 
Program bet\-veen one half billion dollars and one bil lion dollars to the US Department of 
Defense for new weapons production. The USDOE Environmental Management Program is the 
funding source for the management and cleanup of the nuclear weapons wastes at Hanford and at 
other US Department of Energy facilities. The proposed reductions would result in slashing 
Hanford funding by $ 1 50 million to $250  million in Fiscal Year 1 999. 

The Administration requested $5.6 bil lion nationv.-ide for Environmental Management for all 
USDOE sites for Fiscal Year 1 999. Under the Administration's request, Hanford would receive 
$ 1 .005 billion, which is about the same amount currently provided to Hanford. Even at this 
funding level, Hanford may not have sufficient funds to undertake the actions necessary to 
maintain the cleanup and safe storage of wastes as provided by the Hanford Tri-Party Agreement 
and recommended by the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board. Instead, the Hanford site may 
still fall short by as much as $7 6 million of what is needed even if all of the Administration's 
Fiscal Year 1 999 budget request is approved by Congress. 



April 30, 1 998 
Page 2 

The reduction being cons idered by Congress \VOuld result in a 1 5% - 25% further reduction at 
Hanford from this level. The impact of a reduction of this scale on managing and cleaning up the 
wastes at Hanford would be enormous. Virtually all actual cleanup would cease. USDOE would 
be limited to funding measures which maintain the current waste storage situation. 

Specific impacts caused by the proposed budget reduction include the following: 

• eliminates all cleanup and decontamination efforts along the Columbia River. 
• terminates operation of the Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility (ERDF). The ERDF 

has been the disposal site for radioactive material previously close to the Columbia River. 
• ends all actions to gather and treat transuranic waste for shipment to the Waste Isolation Pilot 

Plant in New Mexico for permanent disposal. 
• plutonium would continue to be stored in an unstablized form at the Plutonium Finishing 

Plant. Other needed safety measures at that facility would also be deferred. 
• delays retrieval of the high level wastes in the Hanford storage tanks for at least two years. 
• delays removal of the spent fuel from the K-Basins for at least one year. All work on the new 

Canister Storage Building which will hold the spent fuel would cease. 

In addition, all funding for Oregon involvement in Hanford matters would cease. All funding for 
Oregon technical staff to review present waste management work and proposed new cleanup and 
decontamination work would be eliminated. (Oregon's prior technical work resulted in stopping 
liquid discharges to the soil, helped terminate operations of n,vo weapons production facilities 
because of safety issues, PUREX and N-Reactor, and first raised the possibility of contamination 
of the groundwater from leaking tanks .) The budget reduction would also eliminate all 
emergency preparation and response in Oregon. This is despite the serious risks posed by 
numerous facilities at Hanford and the serious incidents which occurred at Hanford last year. 

Fiscal Year 2000 

While the Fiscal Year 1 999 budget is being considered in Congress, the Administration is 
beginning preparation of the Fiscal Year 2000 budget. The Office of Management & Budget 
(0MB) has provided initial budget targets to USDOE Headquarters. At a time when the cleanup 
requirements at Hanford and at USDOE' s other sites are increasing, the proposed 0MB target for 
the USDOE Environmental Management Program for Fiscal Year 2000 is $5.38 billion, which is 
a reduction of nearly 5% compared to the FY 1 999 Administration budget request of $5.6 billion. 

Based on the 0MB target, US DOE Headquarters provided the Hanford site with a target level of 
$96 1 million for Fiscal Year 2000, even though USDOE currently estimates that $ 1 . 1 14  billion is 
needed at Hanford to adequately address waste management and cleanup problems in Fiscal Year 
2000. If the 0MB target is not revised, Hanford is expected to have a funding shortfall of at least 
$ 1 50 million, or 1 5% less than necessary to accomplish safely the cleanup and waste 



April 30, 1 998 
Page 3 

management measures provided in the Hanford Tri-Party Agreement and recommended by the 
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board. The proposed FY 2000 funding level would cause 
significant problems at Hanford and in Oregon's ability to assure that Oregon concerns are 
adequately addressed. 

The following adverse impacts would likely occur under the 0MB target at Hanford for Fiscal 

Year 2000 : 

• eliminates all funding for technical review by Oregon of US DOE ' s proposed waste 
management and cleanup actions. 
• eliminates all emergency preparedness and response in Oregon and Washington. 

• causes a major reduction in most cleanup of waste sites at Hanford. ;  terminates most work 

focused on removing radioactive and chemically contaminated soils sitting yards from the 
Columbia River. 
• reduces interim storage measures for reactors near the Columbia River, 
• reduces the monitoring of high level waste tanks at Hanford, including the potentially 

explosive tanks. 
• reduces the treatment of groundwater at many locations across the Hanford site, thereby 

increasing the likelihood that this waste will reach the Columbia River. 
• defers treatment of the high level radioactive tank waste; most of the tanks have already 
exceeded twice their design life. 
• eliminates funding for work with Tribal nations, consultation with affected citizens and 
advisory groups, including the Hanford Advisory Board. 

The subsequent 0MB targets reduce Environmental Management funding even further. 0MB 
proposed targets are $5 . 1  billion in 200 1 ,  $4.9 billion in 2002 and $5 . 1  billion in 2003 . 

Under the 0MB targets for Fiscal Years 200 1 -2003 , the deferrals and reductions in actual 
cleanup measures grow larger as will the number of unmet cleanup actions. By Fiscal Year 
2003,  the proposed reductions caused by the 0MB targets would be so severe that most actual 
cleanup work would cease. Efforts at the Hanford site would largely be limited to trying to keep 

the high level radioactive waste storage situation from getting worse. The hazards would grow 

and the wastes would continue to move through the soil to the groundwater and then toward the 
Columbia River. The risk of a major accident would also grow. 

The 0MB Fiscal Year 2000 target should be increased so that Hanford and other USDOE sites 

can continue progress in cleanup in a safe, effective manner. The Fiscal Year 2000 target for 
Environmental Management should be increased, not decreased by nearly 5%. 0MB targets for 
Fiscal Years after 2000 should also be revised to reflect the necessary work which must be done 
to manage and clean up these wastes in a manner which protects public health and safety. 

mwg'.congrs981hanford\djsfy99fy20.doc 



aka: 

HAN FORD REG IONAL 

EFFECTS ASSESSMENT; 
LIGHTING THE PA TH TO CLOSURE 

• Integrated Groundwater / Vadose Zon e  Project (GWNZ) 

Attachment 4 

• Co lumbia River Comprehensive I mpact Assessment (CRCIA) 

Under Secretary Ernest Moniz 

May 5. 1 998 

presented by 

The CRCIA Management Team 

WHY ARE WE H ERE? 

+ To stress the need for iterative assessments of the 
expected Hanford effects on  the reg ion as a basis for 
acceptable waste d isposa l decisions by Tribes, 
stakeholders and regulators. 

+ To en l ist support for deve lop ing an approach to 
converge the CRC IA and the GWNZ Plan.  

- Comparisons with the CRCIA wi l l  be discussed. 
- CRCIA fami l iarity wi l l  be provided as  desired. 

1 



AGEN DA 

+ Stakeho lder acceptance of waste 
d isposa l  decis ions . 

+ GWNZ and C RC IA objectives . 

+ Decis ions under uncertai nty . 

+ I mprov ing Hanford ' s  cred ib i l ity . 

+ A conceptual  view of C RCIA. 

+ S ummary 

Provide Basis for Fu ll Stakeholder 
Acceptance of 

Waste Disposal Decisions 

+ Team strong ly supports Hanford fund ing . 
- Move spent fue l  and wastes away from the river. 
- Stabil ize and contain leaking tank waste. 
- Ensure safety of fac:l ities and i nterim stored wastes . 
- Protection and C leanup of Groundwater. 

+ Ma ny decis ions are acceptable by reg u latory 
criteria  wh i le be ing unacceptable to Tribes and 
stakeholders .  
- There are serious stake:rolder concerns which regulations do 

not address .  

2 



P rov ide  Bas is for F u l l  Sta keholder 

Acceptance of 

Waste Disposa l  Decisions 

+ Dec is ions  affecti ng waste iso lation  must cons ider: 
- Understanc:ir.g of c:..imulative S ite--N1de effects on region . 
- Understandir.g of the uncer:ainty :n  the estimated effec�s .  
- Understanding of needed safety margins  in disposal 

sc lut ions to cff-set uncertainties .  

+ S ite endstates must be defined :  
- Necessary to understand source of effects . 
- Should be expl icit. s ite-specific: requ irements-d riven 

descriptions  for review by the potentia l ly  affected people. 
- Decis ions on  disposal solut ions must be based on 

meeting requ i rements, inc luding regiona l  effects . 

P rov ide  Basis for F u l l  Stakeholder 

Acceptance of 

Waste Disposa l  Decis ions 

+ Severa l  key decis ions  shou ld be eva luated for 

rive r  and  reg iona l  impact: 
- Sh ipment of off-site wastes to Hanford . 
- P lanned 200 Area endstate. inc!uding vadose & 

groundwater. 
- Tan k  retrieval and closure .  
- P !anned buria l  g round(s)  endstate. 
- Conta inmer.t perform ance of l iners and surface barriers . 

3 



What Is The CRC IA For? 

+ CRC IA Purpose:  

7i e  Jurwose Jf ::-e C;;1ur.c,a River C;;mcrer.ens,ve imoac: .J,ssessment ,CRClAl , s  :o 
assess :ne :ifec:s cf Hanfcrc:-.lenvea matena1s and contaminants on :he C.:ilumoia River 
�nv,rcr.rr.ern. 1ver-cecericent :ife. 3nd ·.:sers vf nver �esources. 

For '.he Ci'<C:A :o ::e comorenens,ve. ceoresentaoves of the ma1or community groups 
(non-iJOE', en :He Ci'<C:A -:"eam nave agreed :hat the following obiec:ives must 0e aC111eved 
,, :he resuIts and �ncus,ons are '.o oe acceotaole ::y all concemea: 

:snmate. N1tn :.;seiul certainty. nver-re1atea :iuman heal!h and eco1ogica1 risks for 
tne ::me oenod tnat tne Hanford maienals and contaminants remain mtnns,cally 
:iazarc:ous 

Evaluate the sustainability of '.he nver �system. tne interrelatea cultural ouality
of.:,fe. ano '.tie .,,ao,lity of soc:o�nom1c entities for :ne time penOd that Hanfora 
matenaIs and contam,nants remain 1ntnns1caI1y nazaroous 

Provide ,esu1ts ::-at 3re useful for cec:sIcn maKing on Hanfora waste management 
environmental :estoraoon. and remea,ancn. 

Why Is CRC IA Needed? 

+ Some of th e h istorical concerns :  
Pre•11cus assess:-ents Jf :ne Hanford 1mpac: cn '.r.e C;;Iumo1a River :iave been performed to 
;ircv,ce :nfcm,aucn 'er scec:fic oro1ec:s ano :iave not :een comorenens1ve. The follcw,ng ,s a 
par.,al !1st cf examo1es of ·Nny ,:irev,ous assessments :iave not been comorenens,ve: 

- The eifec::veness Jf DCE's aooroved ::1an :or Site-w1ae remee11ancn ano :jisposaVc!osure 
has not :een evan.:atea. n cart �ecause '.t1e source term aata used has drawn from vanous 
!ist1r.gs of i<ncwn :nventcnes of ::iatena1s and ·Nas:es :n  t/1err existing state1 s) ;  the planned 
eno states cf :ne 'Nas:es nave �ct :een re�ec:ea ,n the data used. 

- A -::::moosite source :erm �as .,ct ::een usec ·,vnIcn :omcIr,es :ne eifec:s cf all c/1em1ca1 and 
nuc:ear ::ia1ena1s arc: "Hastes N1�'11n tne �eogracmcat ::oundanes of the Hanford Site. 

- P'ed1c::ve ::.;mu1a�ve eifec:s of Hanfcro·s muit1c1e :ontam,nant sources have not :ieen 
aacressea. 

- The :1me 'rame :::::ns,cere-:: fer ootent,al :mcac:s :o -:co:.:r :ias oeen inc:::ns1ster.t with ( 1 l the 
;:o,nt at "Nr.,c:, :,an�ed ·Nas:e :::r.tair.rr.ent :ev,ces can ::e excec:ed :o eventually be 
0reac.�ea allcw,ng :or.taminant m,granon :o :ne R,ver. ano (2) tne penoo during w111ch 
;:otennat -::::nram,nar.ts cemain ,ntnns,caIlv oangercus. 

- R,ver-.:orne ccntarr.1nant ,mpac:s on human nea,111 �ave cons1derea inc�emental cancer nsk 

ano hazarc: c�c::en:s. The 'ull suite of ;:;"tent1aI �ea,:.'1 effec:s are normally �ct addressed. 

- E�ec:s assessmems :.;sually '.oc:;s on human �ea1tn. EcoIog1cal effeC'.s are often ,gnored 
and scc:c-cuitural effec:s are ne.,er assess�. 
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S ign ifica nce of the C RCIA 

+ Est imates su ita b i l i ty of p l an ned cleanup .  
+ Eva l u ates i nteracti ng effects : 

- Among Ha nfo rd projects .  

- Among potentia l  contamina nts .  

+ Prov ides a nswers to dec is ion makers .  
+ Prov ides i nd eoendent eva luat ion of 

ove ra l l  c lea n u p  and alternatives.  
+ F i l l s  cruc ia l  ro le bei ng performed by 

noth i ng e lse .  

CRCIA Puts Headlights On The Hanford Cleanup 

GWNZ and  CRCIA Objectives 

+ Purpose :  CRC IA esti mates effects ; G'vVNZ 
i nteg rates vadose/GW activ ities . 
- C RC IA:  estimate the present and future H anford effects 

on the reg ion as  affected by river-borne contaminants 
from cleanup oi:erations and dis posal decisions (paraphrased) .  

- GWNZ: 
• . . . de,,e!op a sitewide strategy to assess impacts of Hanford 
Site contam inants i n  the vadose & groundwater . . .  (pg ES-1 ) 

• . . .  achieve and control i ntegration of s ite-wide activities . . .  ( 1 -3) 
• . . .  de'1e!op a sound scientific basis for determination cf the 
cum ulative im pacts of a l l  Hanford Si te wastes. (0-6) 

+ Do CRC IA and  GWNZ purposes d iffer? 
- If s o .  why? If  n ot. why rewrite CRC IA? 
- Th is  i s  the root cause of the divergence tetween the two .  

TO 
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Decisions Under Uncertainty 

• Decis ions dependent upon natu ral  systems,  _such as 
Hanfo rd's vadose .  groundwater, and river pathways,  wi l l  
a lways be h igh ly  uncerta in .  

• U ncertain ty is  a fu nction of the state of understanding the 
phys ical  phenomena and the extent of effort (fund ing) .  

• Use of safety marg ins  is a standard practice in most 
engineering and environmental  design .  

• G reater uncertainty demands greater safety marg ins . 
• Reducing uncerta inty must b_e balanced with the higher 

cost of large safety marg ins .  
• Advances in  Science and Technology can be  a major 

facto r i n  reducing uncertainty if selected based on their 
contri bution to uncertainty . 

Improving Hanford 's Cred ib i l ity 

+ Tribes & stakeholders d istrust Hanford stud ies . 
- Ha nford must understand and protect the potentially affected 

people ,  their cultural l ifestyles. and the environment. 
- Actions must be consistent with commitme nts . 
- Study assumptions and reports must be unbiased. 
- Oversight panels must be interdiscip l inary as wel l  as fa irly 

represent all affected parties . 
- Moce!s must have site-specific and case-s pecific validation .  

+ Affected peop le must share in the decis ion 
ma king p rocess .  

" 

, 2  
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Im prov ing  Hanfo rd 's  C red i b i l ity 

+ Therefore .  i n dependent d i rection of the 
assessment's  perfo rm ing  contracto r seems 
essent ia l  to acceptab i l ity of resu lts 1

. 

- Common practice for the e'✓aluator to be independent of 
the agent performing the work. 

- Solut ions compatib le  with procurement l im itations are 
fairly common but must be worked out for the assmt. 

+ Concept is cons istent  with Headquarters' 

I ndependent Project Rev iew Process 
1This applies only t o  the conduct of tt, 1  �ss1ssm1nt. !12! direction o t  the interlacing 
pro11cts or dec1s1on-making wnich m.ay use tt11 �ssessment's results. 

A Conceptua l  View of C RC IA 

�.,.. _ 

n • .._ .. ,, ••- -- ,.,_ • ••• .... , • • • 
. . . 

1 3  
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A Conceptua l  View of CRCIA 

+ An uncluttered -"cause-to-effect" arch itecture: 
""'P•orJ :�r1M•1tt ··ut�n I ::u&r.N•IIIC =111 � •aot11: 

.•1•-!'•1-II S '11111•1 I ••m .. ••I �-� 1••1 ••tfllW\' C! l 1 .. 1tllf 
1: .:":tJrr,-:,0:-rc �llt.111 ·� :1;,r ·,, �"" ::Ha111�nt1 .. :.cn:u 

�"''"' 
''IICII.CI ' 

·;:1r»ct 

+ Scope expands only in depth ; breadth is constant. 
+ Adapts to timing and funding constraints: 

- With more resources. progressively more detail is included. 

- Criteria ensure excluded factors are always less important. 

+ Uncertainty is always estimated and controlled: 
- Including more factors reduces uncertainty. 

A Conceptua l  View of CRCIA 

------- FIXED BREADTH OF EFFORT ______ __ 
(Concurnnlty ?wr1onned Corw Tasks .l.lways Included) 

� � �U.:�����!�� � � � 
C=:J Numoer Of Significant "Drivers" Included (depth of detail I 

OBJECTTVE: • Reduce Biggest Source(s) of Uncertainty Conr.rolling Total Uncertainty. 
• Ensur• All Excluded Factors Conrrlbute L.e.ss Than Those Included. 

15 

"PR!OR!TIZA TTON" Means Selecrlng The Acceptable Level Of Quality Of. End Result. 
1,..._ _ ___:. _ ___:.:__....:..... _____ --=.. __ __;_ ______ .:..... _____ __. ,. 
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A Conceptua l  View of C_RCIA 

• VVhat are "Req u i rements?" 

Forms an at-least-as-good-as floor  on how the 
assessment is  to be conducted . 

- Derived from issues and concerns held by those most 
l ikely to be affected. 

- "Receptor's" perspective ;  i . e . , 
• Populat ion groups .  cultural l ifesty les ,  regional 

economies ,  ecological  receptors ,  and ecosystems.  

A Conceptua l  View of CRCIA 

CRC IA 

Structure 
' :  � ' -- ,• . ,  
• •  1 

• Principles & Gen era I Rq mts --!-----------+----!---r---+--+--
• Uncertainty 
• Region assessed 
• Time period 
• S tandards & regulat ions 
• Use of other studies 

• What :he Assessment 
Must I nclude 

• How Good M ust the 
Assessment Resu lts B e  

• Analytical Approach & 
Methccs 

• Conducting and 
Managing the Assessment 

I I I 
I I 

I 

I I 

1 1  

• s  
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A Conceptual  View of CRCIA 

3ase11ne ,�SK ::rc�le • 
,t :ne orc1ec: never ::egan_ 

•···· . 
. . . . . 

· · · · · ·
· 

+ Effects Estimates : 

1'97 2002 2050 

I KISK ::roiile t oro1ec: 'S 
, srccceo after :;tac111zanon 

JOOO 

.RisK :,refile ,f .oro1ec: ,s 
srocc:eo after O&D 

RisK orofile of oro1ect 
as currently planneo in tl'le 
!ntegrated Site Baseline. 

10.000 

A Conceptua l  View of CRCIA 

+ Effects Estimates : 

Mu1t101e operanng prc1ec:s 
exceed Hanfcrc·s s1tew1c:e 
�moliance :otal 

·. ' 

PeaKs ,n out-year ::cn:aminaoon 
maKe affec:eo area :.musaole 'er a :1me 

Muit1c:1e :eaK1ng sources all 
reac., :ne River simultaneously 

\.� �-� -� -� -�-� - - - - �-�": '"·,· :.·? 
i!. ---....,....----,-----,-.-------..-----------------,,----

1'97 2002 20$0 lOOO 10.000 
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GWNZ and  CRC IA Compa rison 

s s 
. fi d I ._,, ,.,. __ · -�·· • . ··-·� . ... . ·-· --·-· . ···- I 

cope pec1  1e  , --· -- ·  . . .  ·---.. · � - · _,_,,. , - ,-· •:·- · ·  --- -· · 1 : .......... , .... _ t � ... ,, ,. ,.,.. _ _.._..,, .JUW-. •1••1,1 ,. _  •. 111-, : 

CRCl
/c 

GWNZ 

Fac:c rs I nc luded � y; ;&I x y, X X ½ ½ 
How 'Nel l  Assessed � y � 7, 7 y y y ½ 
Assmt Methods � 1/ � . y  y y y 1/ ½ 
Mgmt and Contro l � 1/ � y y y y 1/ ½ 
Uncertainty ½ ½ :& ½ ½ ½ ½ ¼ ½ 
Relative Importance ½ ½ -� ½ ½ ½ ½ ¼ ½ 
Remed iation Options � % � X y X y ½ X 
Regu latory Pathway � % � X y y y; � X 
Monitoring � y; � Yv y X ½ ½ ½ Lj Areas oresently 

emonas,zea in GWNZ Note: GWNZ requirements are unspecified 

C RC IA :  He lp  or  H indrance? 
• ObJec�ively assesses the effec�iveness o f  cleanup dollars.  
+ Provides reuseabie analytical tools to aid i n  budget analysis. 
• Provides defensiti i i ty of apprcpriaticn requests. 
• Lessens probabi l i ty of costly correcticn of ineffective decisions.  
• Establishes a meaningful forum for imeracting 'Nith the 

pctential ly affected people and assimilating !egitimate needs. 
.. B rings decis ion makers face-tc-face with the projected human 

and ecological consequences of their decis icns.  
.. Personalizes the techn ical community ·s  understanding and 

concern for the potential ly affected people. 
• Improves credibil it'; of cleanup  decisions .  
• Could establish opportunities for sharing c!eanup  decision 

making and accountabi l i ty with stakeholders. 
• Enables stakehclder acceptance of  cleanup decisions. 
• Necessitates in tegration among Hanford activities. 

2! 
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Drivers for the CRCIA Process 
• Sec'! cf E:-iergy suc;:ess 

;arcstick between 
Governments 

• :;.:!CO S .  5400. 1 .  S820.2a.  

Executive Order 1 2898 

• i"rust responsibi l ity to 
sovereign nations 

• Environmental justice 

• Hanford AdvisorJ Board 
consensus advice 

• Tri-Party Agreement 
commitments 

• National Environmental 
Po lic-; Act of 1 969 

• Hanford Strategic P lan 

• Comprehensive Environmental 
Resoonse. Compensation .  and 
L:abt l i ty Act of � 980 

• Wasr� ingtcn State :\11cdel Toxic 
Conrrol Act 

• Comprehensive Aporoach 
(Defense Nuclear Fac:l ites 
Safety Board 94-2) 

• Protection of the Columbia 
River (DOE commitment and 
principle) 

• Future S ite Uses Working 
Group Recommendation 

• DOE Asst Sec1 Alm's Salt Lake 
City ·'mini-summit", July 1 997 

Summary 

+ Decis ions 

Z3 

- Timely estimates of Hanford effects - based upon requirements 
from the potential ly affected people and regulators - is essential 
to acceptance of waste disoosal decis ions by stakeholders and 
regulators. i . e . ,  s ite endstate definition .  

+ I m p roving C red ib i l ity : a majo r  cha l lenge 
- Oversight panels a n d  partnering help but may b e  insufficient to 

ach ieve credib i l i ty needed . 
- I r.dependent direction of the assessment's performing 

contractor may be the on ly acceptable course.  but procurement 
detai ls need to be worked out. 

- A path forward needs to be developed. 

1 2  



Summary 

+ GWNZ Project 
- S hould be expanded to em brace scooe and concepts of 

CR.CIA as DO E-RL committed Feb 26. 1 998. 

- Presently lacks sufficient purpose and clarity to 
determine if it could meet the needs of a meaningful 
decision process .  

- Puzzling why its purpose should be  different than 
CRCIA. If the same, why redefine the effort? 

- Acceptabil ity of GWNZ by the State of Washington, 
tribal sovereign nations, stakeho lders, and EPA 

depends upon embracing the scope and concepts 

of CRCIA. 

C RCIA Team 

• Confederated Tribes of the 
Umatil la I ndian Reservation 

• Nez Perce Tribe 

• Yakama I nd ian Nation  

• State of  Oregon 

• Hanford Advisory Board 

• U . S .  Department of 
Energy 

• U .S .  Environmental 
Protection  Agency 

• State of '-Nashington, 
Department of Ecology 

• Hanford contrators 

:s 
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Tech n ica l Peer  Review Panel 

+ O r. James L .  C reighton 

• O r . Elaine Faustman 

+ Ms. Kath leen Goodman 

+ D r. Kathryn A. H ig ley 

+ D r. Janis E. H u l la 

• Dr. Joel W. Massman 

+ Dr .  May O' Brien 

+ Dr. Glenn W. Suter I I  

+ Dr. Frieda B .  Taub 

+ Dr. F.  Ward Whicker 

+ Dr. Ruth Weiner 

WHAT WOU LD A REGIONAL 

EFFECTS ASS ESS MENT COST? 

+ Better assessment = less uncertai nty 
= less costly c leanup  

+ Cost estimate assumes :  
- an acceptable level of uncertainty i n  results . 
- rough. pre! iminar; resu lts in 1 st and 2nd years. 
- updates in 4th and 5th years. 

+ Five year estimated cost: S23.8M 

FY 99 FY� FYa1 FY�2 F'IQ3 
M 1 n p o w � r  ( F T E )  , -' . 5  l 2 . 5  l 3 .  0 2 9 .0  7 . 0 

A n a ly t ic a l & S a m p l i n � S 3  0 0 S 3 0 0  
!, n  i! W  d a l a  : � I Ie -: : 1 o n 1  

E s t i m a t e d  C o •  t S :  . 5  1 0 $ 6 , 7 5 0  S 7 , 0 2 J  S 5 . z  2 S 1 , 2 6 0  

estimate made April 22. 1997 

27 

:, 
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CRCIA I nteg ration & 

Cost Avoidance · . _ 
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regon 
John A. Kitzh�ber, 1\.1.D., Governor 

May 27, 1 998 

Felix Miera 
USDOE-RL MS-A5- l 5 
625 Jadwin A venue 
Richland, WA 99352 

De& � 

Attachment 5 

Department of Consumer and Business Services 
Office of E11ergJ1 

625 Marion St. l'(E 

Salem, OR 97310-0830 

Phone: (503) 378-4040 

Toll Free: 1-800-221-8035 

FAX: (503) 373-7806 

Wed site: www.cbs .state.or.us/ external/ ooe/ 

Our Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) signed in August 1 997 calls for quarterly 

progress reports . As discussed, these reports will be made on the same schedule as the 

quarterly reports for the Oregon grant. This report covers the time period November 1 ,  
1 997 - March 3 1 ,  1 998. 

In general , Oregon is pleased with the activities accomplished under the MOU. Our first 

meeting was held September 26, 1997. Meetings were also held November 5, 1 997, 

January 26, 1998, and March 30, 1 998. We find these bi-monthly meetings, now 

referred to as Forum Meetings, a good way to foster working relationships and enhance 

substantive communication between our two agencies. 

We have seen marked improvement in the information provided to us by the Richland 

Field Office (RL ). We are very pleased with the increased level of commitment to 

include our agency and Oregon stakeholders in the budget process. Given the increasing 

importance of budget issues, it is imperative that we continue to have access to the 

meetings and discussions in which budget decisions are considered 
and eventually made. 

As the MOU directs, we have been receiving copies of Tri-Party 

Agreement (TPA) correspondence which RL sends to Washington 

Ecology and the Environmental Protection Agency. We also find that 

the Forum meetings provide us with an appropriate and regular 

opportunity to hear about ongoing and upcoming TP A negotiations. 



Felix Miera 
May 27, 1 998_ 
Page 2 

We received adequate and timely notification about the Columbia River Comprehensive 

Impact Assessment meeting in early May in Washington DC. And, as we earlier 
indicated in writing, we were pleased with how RL provided information to us:during the 

picric acid incident. While some were critical ofRL for overreacting, we found RL's 
response to be appropriate. 

We still had a few instances where information was not shared in a timely manner or 
Oregon did not receive adequate notification of upcoming meetings or events One 

instance involved an Oregon visit by USDOE HQ which highlighted the need for HQ 

involvement in the Forum meetings. 

We are concerned about RL's notification of the recent tritium release. We were not 

given early notice of the incident, and we found the news release to contain inadequate 
information for our needs. Criteria for non-emergency notifications is in draft now. We 

expect agreement on these procedures by June. Implementation of these procedures 

should resolve this issue. 

Our quarterly report describing Oregon Office of Energy's products and activities is 

attached. 

Sincerely, 

?If� 
Administrator 
Nuclear Safety Division 
Oregon Office of Energy 

/nucsafe/sch/hanford/reports/97-98/mou2qtr.wpd 



regon 
John A. Kitzhaber, M.D., Governor 

May 27, 1 998 

Mr. Jamie Zeisloft 
USDOE-RL 

Department of Consumer and Business Services 
Office of E11ergy 

625 Marion St. NE 

Salem, OR 97310-0830 

Phone: (503) 378-40-10 

Toll Free: 1-800-221-8035 

FAX: (503) 373-7806 

Wed site: www.cbs.state.or.us/ external/ ooe/ 

3350 George Washington Way, MSIN H0- 12  
Richland, WA 993 52 

Dear Mr. Zeisloft: 

Enclosed are the reports you requested on May 1 9. This package replaces the pages 
faxed to you on May 20. 

The second quarter Financial Status Report (FSR) was mailed to Melanie Fletcher on 
April 27, 1 998. A copy is enclosed. You'll note it shows a $ 1 5 1 ,357 deficit. . 

We did not receive our Notice of Financial Assistance Award for the funding period 
beginning November 1 ,  1997, until May 1 5, 1 998. 

On April 30 we submitted a Revised Application to reflect actual carryover. This 
reduced the amount of the carryover approved in Amendment A0 13  from $ 1 59,750 
(estimated) to $96,554 (actual). 

Given the timing of the award and carryover revision, they cannot be reflected in the 
FSR. So, in order to get this information to you in time for your May 20 meeting 
with Headquarters, we used simple math (unofficial, but 
reasonably accurate). Factoring in the recent award and actual 
carryover figure, the 3/3 1/98 balance would be about $358, 1 97. 
That's just over half the award at the midpoint of the funding 
period. 

A listing of Oregon's accomplishments under this grant is 
attached. The accomplishments are inserted in the existing work 
plan to show the relationship between plans and outcomes. 



' I l Ill 

Mr. Jamie Zeisloft 
May 27, 1 998 
Page 2 

You asked about cost reduction initiatives. As you know from our discussions, our small 

staff is spread very thin to cover the tasks in our work statement. We take every 

opportunity to attend meetings via conference call to avoid travel expenses. We routinely 

limit meeting attendance to one staff person and design meeting schedules to leverage 

travel. In addition we take advantage of low cost/no cost meeting space when meetings 

are conducted in Oregon. 

Another cost reduction initiative that affects RL's budget is the use of Oregon staff to 
facilitate public meetings. Oregon staff facilitated a number of public meetings for RL 

during the reporting period saving the additional cost, often considerable, of an outside 

facilitator. 

Please contact me if you have any questions about this report or Oregon's program. 

Sincerely, 

Mary Lou Blazek 

Administrator 

Oregon Office of Energy 

/nucsafe/sch/hanford/reporlsl97-98/cvrqrlr. wpd 
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regon 
/ohn A. Kitzhab�r. :',,1.0., Gvvemor 

April 28. 1 998 

Melanie Fletcher 
C.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
Procurement Division 
P.O. Box 550 MS A7-80 
Richland. WA 99352 

Department of Consumer and Business Services 
. Office of Enerr;:,.; 

C .  

625 Marion St. ::\'E 
Salem, OR 97310-0830 
Phone: (503) 37840-W 

Toll Free: 1-800-221-$033 
Fax: (503) 373-78C6 

·web site: www.cbs.state.or.us/ external/ ooe/ 

RE : Quarterly Financial Stanis Report, Hanford, Grant No. DE-FG06-94RL 12803 

Dear Melanie:  

Enclosed are three (3) copies of the financial status report for the quarter ended March 3 1 ,  1998. 
In addition, here is a fully signed copy of Modification A0 13 .  

In the very near future, we will submit a revised application reflecting actual carryforward. This 
application will be based upon our final carryforward figures for the period ended I Q/3 1/97. 

Sincerely, 

: ·  gdt'.corresp\fsr::?. I tr, wpd 
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NOTE: The Quarterly Report in its entirety is attached to and is part of 
the minutes of record for the May 28, 1998 State of Oregon and 
U.S. Department of Energy Forwn. Due to its volume it is not 
attached to this copy of the approved minutes. Copies of the 
Report may be requested·from Felix Miera of the U.S. DOE 
(509) 373-7589 or Ron Morrison ofFDH (509) 376-6574. 


