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Department of Energy 306288

Richland Field Office
P.O. Box 550
Richland, Washington 93352

0cT 2.9 1993

Mr. Roger F. Stanley

Tri-Party Agreement Implementation
State of Washington

Department of " ology

P 0. Box 4760u

( ympia, Washington 98504-7600

Dear Mr. Stanley:
FISCAL YEAR (FY) 1994 FUNDING FOR WASTE MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES

This letter is in response to your letter dated October 7, 1993, requestingv’
information on the status of FY 1994 general funding levels and funding levels
for specific projects. As discussed with you in last week's Project Managers
Meeting, the FY 1994 budget has not yet been approved by Congress and the

U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is operating under a Continuing Resolution
through October 28, 1993. In anticipation of the level of funding Hanford may
receive, the Richland Operations Office (RL) sent a Tetter to the Westinghouse
Hanford Company (WHC) and the Pacific Northwest Laboratory (PNL) on October 8, .
1993, directing them to present their strategy for funding all currently
require workscope, as well as the commitments from the recent Hanford Federal
Facility Agree nt and Consent Order (Tri-Party Agreement) negotiations. In
response to that request, WHC and PNL gave an initial briefing on October 22,
1993, showing their funding strategy which would resolve most of the funding
concerns through the use of overhead reductions, the use of prior year
carryover funds, a productivity challenge and a proposed Congressional
reprogramming of funds. RL is currently reviewing their proposal and a
follow-on meeting is scheduled for November 5, 1993.

In addition, DOE-Headquarters is in the process of reviewing the proposed
allocation of funds between the Environmental Restoration and Waste Management
(EM) programs to determine whether a different allocation would better meet
Department requirements. Until such time as the FY 1994 appropriation is
received and the allocations by EM program and DOE Operations Office are
resolved, the potential impact to the Tri-Party Agreement (TPA) milestones and
specific projects will be unknown. Following the events described above and
consistent with tt intent of the newly negotiated Paragraph 139.F., RL will
schedule a briefing with your office as soon as possible to discuss actual

FY 1994 budget levels and any TPA impacts.



Mr. Roger F. Stanley -2- OCT 29 1993

Per your request, attached is the RL portion of the budget amendment to the
FY 1994 budget. RL's only item in the amendment proposed the transfer of
$17.9M of capital equipment and construction funds to operating funds for the
Multi-Function Waste Remediation Facility due to a change in the contracting
strategy in performing the conceptual design from an onsite
Engineer/Constructor to an off-site Architect/Engineer.

If you have any questions, please contact me on (509) 376-5441, or
Steve Wisness of my staff on (509) 376-6798.

Sincerely,

/‘,?,41/1/5// /({) L@@M/\/
James D. Bauer, Program Manager
BUD:JLW Office of Environmental Assurance,
Permits, and Policy

I :achment

cc w/attach:

B. A. Austin, WHC
D. Sherwood, EPA

J. Breckel, Ecology

Moy 7003












PROJECT DAIA SHEET

T3t In and Location of Prolece. wu.« §-Functlon Hactc Remediat lun raciiity

<A, Pl’u;u\:l fo. 93-0-18]
2b. Construct {on_Funded

dlate

1.
Richland, VWashlogton
9. Purpose, Justification of Heed and Scope of Project:
The Hulti-Finc  m Waste Fonk Remediation Facllity fMWRF], will provide waste storage and processing In a ~-*- _compllant manner lo resolve/n
waste tank safety issves, staging/storage end-processing In support of the Nanford Waste ¥itrificallon Plg
eJyo be uttlized as contingency spare space for use In case of unforeseen waste generation, or loss of ex!
fallure).
he completion of this storage facility will allow continwed—long—term resolutiun of waste tank safety jsswes, continued Interim waste storsg
environmentally sound manner which wtil be compllant with all appropriate U.S. Department of Energy Fledd -Fiee, Richland (RL), state, and |
regulations, and ensure future feed materia) for HWYP and gqrout programs.
10. Details of Cost Estimate: a/b/
a. {1} Engincering, destgn and inspection st approximately 28X of con -uctlon costs, ltembd .. ..
. {2) Construction managemant COS S .......... . .ciicueeeraneenrnooneseroasnonnonenasrasuonrcnanass
b, Consbructlon Costy ..o i e e e iia et
(1) Improvements 2o Yand ... .o e e e e e $ 10,300
8 178 R (PN N 116,300
(3] Clectrical and bostrmmentat OM ... ...ttt ieiraeteeancaenroconnaennsnnnnesennnna. ' 92.000
{4} Specinl lfactlitles ............. bttt taemae e ettt et e et et et 444,400
[0 U I 1 1 8 T 5,000
(6} Major computer Stems ...... t o ee aoesemae et ia e e e e e L1}
c. Removals and malntalning production €osts ... ... ... ...t iiii it iiiiaeiiaennaann,
d. Standard 1 ipment ................ Cieeeae e e ettt et
e. Design ano project iialson. testing, checkout and acceptance .......................v.ivuivnn..,
Subtotal ....... A N
f. Contingency at approximalely 42X of above cosle ... ..o oot e i eeaae
Totel Hne ftem cost {Sectiom 12.8.1.6a)) oo irniinimer ettt e e e ettt e e aaeeeeanns
q. HWHon-federal contribution ................. e, et et
1. Hethod of Performance:
Design and Inspection will be sccomplished by the onsite architect/engineer (A/€) for the MMIF, and by an offsite A-E for the JPH.
coustruction ef | will be performed by a fixed-price contractor. %ork in contaminated arcas will be perforwmed by the onsite £/C contractor.
1
2/ 1his estimale Is based on the Conceptual Oesign Estimate for the HUIT and engineering study parametric e  Imate Tor the JFA.
b/ AU} costs include escalation hased on the "Hatertal and Labor [scalatlon Study," prepared by Katser Engince tanford.

: n3

{tem Costiotal Cost

$ 188.900
90, 600
§63. 000

S Qe

$ 947,500
--393,855
$1,341,355
$ 0

INYF} anddor—pretrestment——Jhe—tanky—wi
) storsge capscity (1.e., existing tank |

a safe,

the majority of the














