
. -
,· 

. .. 

Chffmen: 

a ... ..,. L deBnJlet 

Tec/tnlutl ~,...,.,.,,. ~ 

.,. COlll'edtrllN' ~- ol fie 
U-.. Ind/Ml "•a.rwlon: 

3tuart 0. H•trll 

T~ Rlp1Nltlfl""9 of 
11» lwlz Pt/ct Tribe: 

John atan"9111 

Tecltm:Jal ~ltlhltttl9 ot 
the Stm ol Otwoon. 
-..nll'.S• un.r 

T~ ~•IM at 
the W.nl,vton st119 
DflpattmentdEoofoW,' 

Pl!Ytd P. Holland 

Ttcllndlll ~~ of 
,,. Yaama """"" NM/on: 

Wede H. RIQ1•aea 
a•rta .. L., ~r 

Techncllll ~ al 
lleH•tflordAIM«lryBoMI: 

Gregory L • ..,ul• r 

0051411 
070325 

MANAGER'S ACTION 
D199117995 
DUEDATE: 6/30 

THI CRCIA MANAGIMINT TIAM 
OPTHI 

COLUMBIA RIVlil COMPRIHINSIVE IMPACT 
AJJEJJMENT 

6/11/99 

Mr. Rich Holten 
USDOE 
Box550 
Richland, WA 

EC IVED 

JUN 2 1199 
OE0 RL/ ~S 

Re: CRCIA and the Groundwater V adosc Zone Integration Project 

Dear Mr. Holten, 

The Columbia River Comprehensive Impact Assessment (CRCIA) Team 
continues to have reservations regarding how the CRCIA Part II requirements are 
used in the current GroundwatcrNadosc Zone Integration Project. These 
reservatiom were intensified by your comments on CRCIA during the June 7. 
1999 project meeting. 

As a result of your comments on U.S. Department of Energy's (USDOE) 
commitment towards the CRCIA Part II requirements, the CRCIA Team requests 
clarification of the USDOE's position on the following issues: 

• Docs USDOE believe they have fulfilled their commitment. made in February 
1998, to use the CRClA as a "template .. for a sitewide assessment? Please 
include either how and when USOOE believes this commitment has been met 
or how mid when th~s commitment will be fulfilled. 

• Will USDOE commit to do more than "talk" about CR.CIA Part II 
requirement? USDOE contractors bavc been open and cooperative in their 
efforts to discus.1 and understand tribal and stakeholder- concerns, especially 
those reflected in the CRCIA requirements. However, based on past 
~pc:ricnce, the CRCIA Team recognizes a distinct difference between the 
results of technical discussions and a,areements between CRCIA Team 
members and USDOE contractors. and a commitment to perfonnancc and 
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• funding by USDOE. What commitment will USDOE make to incorporate 
CRCIA-related requirements into a sitewide impacts assessment? 

• Since the July 1997 USDOE decision to perform an assessment independent 
of a Tri-Party Agreement milestone and the CRCIA Team framework, how 
much has been spent on a sitewide impacts assessment? What has USDOE 
achieved? 

• Finally, does USDOE believe CRCIA Team members and their respective 
organizations should remain involved with the GWNZ Integration Project? 
If so, please explain why? During the past 18 months, there have been many 
opportunities for individual CRCIA Team members to dialogue with 
USDOE and its contractors. In addition, there has been significant progress 
on the part of many GW NZ Integration Project technical staff in 
understanding CRCIA related requirements. However, USDOE has 
apparently stepped back from using CRCIA Part II as a "template" and has 
not incorporated these requirements into the assessment. 

It was made quite clear in the June 7 GWNZ Project meeting that USDOE has 
made no commitment to incorporate CR CIA requirements into the GW NZ 
assessment effort. As a result, the CRCIA Team members have serious 
reservations concerning the value of continued participation in GW NZ 
integration effort. The Team members believe they can best represent their 
respective organizations and governments by directing their energies and 
resources to efforts that will result in commitment and action, rather than endless 
non-committal dialogue. 

The Team looks forward to your response which we hope will bring clarity to the 
above mentioned concerns. We request your response by June 30, 1999. 

Sincerely, 

~·~ 
Gregory deBruler 
CRCIA Team Chair 
P.O. Box 912 
Bingen, WA 98605 

Cc: Keith Klein 
Dick French 
Bob Alvarez 
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