
 
STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 
Richland Field Office 

3100 Port of Benton Blvd, Richland, WA  99354 • 509-372-7950 

 
April 25, 2022             22-NWP-065 
 
 
 
Shannon Ortiz, Lifecycle Report Project Manager 
Richland Operations Office  
United State Department of Energy 
PO Box 550, Mailstop H5-20 
Richland, Washington  99352 
 
Re: Comments on the 2022 Hanford Lifecycle Scope, Schedule and Cost Report – Federal Facility 

Agreement and Consent Order (Tri-Party Agreement) Milestone M-036-01J 
 
Reference: 22-AMB-000048 dated January 27, 2022 
 
Dear Shannon Ortiz: 
 
Enclosed are The Department of Ecology’s comments on the 2022 Lifecycle Scope, Schedule, 
and Cost Report. 
 
If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me at john.price@ecy.wa.gov or  
(509) 521-9834 (cell) / (509) 372-7921 (desk). 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
John Price 
TPA Section Manager 
Nuclear Waste Program 
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Scott Seiler HMIS 
Mason Murphy, CTUIR 
Jack Bell, NPT 
Laurene Contreras, YN 
ERWM Staff, YN 
Steve Wiegman, HAB 
Max Woods, ODOE 
David Reeploeg, Hanford Communities 
David Bowen, Ecology 
Edward Holbrook, Ecology 
Ryan Miller, Ecology 
Stephanie Schleif, Ecology 
Environmental Portal 
Hanford Administrative Record 
Administrative Record: M-036-01J 
Administrative Record: Lifecycle Scope, Schedule and Cost Report 
HAB Correspondence Control 
HMIS Correspondence Control  
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Ecology comments 2022 Hanford Lifecycle Scope Schedule and Cost Report:  
 
1. Table C-2: Project Management (PM) Costs continue to escalate even while other scope 

elements are going to zero. In the next LSSCR, please reschedule the PM costs to be 
proportional to the cost of the work scope. 

 
2. Table C-2: ERDF is projected as a steady level of effort through 2076. We believe that CHPRC 

use their “PREP” planning tool to synchronize the generation of contaminated soil with the 
generation of building debris. The objective is to achieve a 1:1 mix as required for ERDF 
disposal. This synchronization should be reflected in the schedule for ERDF costs in the next 
LSSCR. Also, please add a note that the ERDF costs in this table represent ready-to-serve 
requirements in a contract, and that additional disposal costs are in RL-40. For example 
operating additional ramps. 

 
3. Table C-2 shows MLLW Trenches costs through 2054, even though he trenches have pretty 

limited capacity. The trenches should be scheduled to fill, and have the landfill closed well 
before 2054. The next LSSCR should reschedule these costs accordingly. Note IDF is available 
now for MLLW disposal. 

 
4. Table C-2: Solid Waste Stabilization and Disposition-200 Area (RL-0013C): shows $317.5MM on 

TRU repackaging in 2028, ramping up from 5.7MM in the prior year. The next LSSCR should 
reschedule these costs to show a more realistic ramp up in costs. 

 
5. Tables C-7 and C-10 are organized differently, first with detail around operable units then with 

detail around geographic areas. In particular, we recommend including an entry in C-9, C-10 
and C-11 for the 200-DV-1 operable unit, which won’t be implemented as a geographic 
implementation area. 

 
6. Table C-11 skews the cost for River Corridor Cleanup in FFY2046-2049 for the 618-11 burial 

ground and waste sites around the PNNL buildings in the 300 Area. The table shows a cost of 
$426 MM in FY 2046 with no ramp-up. The next LSSCR should reschedule these costs to show a 
more realistic ramp up in costs. 

 
7. Section C.2 has insufficient detail about scope. Add more detailed scope information in the 

next LSSCR. The note in the section states: 
Scope information for PBS ORP-0014, PBS ORP-0060 and PBS ORP-0070 is presented in Chapter 
5.0 of the LCR. No additional scope is presented here. 
Chapter 5.0 doesn’t have sufficient scope to validate the Table C-27 (and by implication Table 
C-26). See following comment for an example. 

 
8. Table C-27 shows costs for A-Farm Retrieval in FY22-23 and for AX-Farm Retrieval in FY 22-23. 

It has a separate entry showing costs for SST Retrieval East Area beginning in FY2024 at an 
initial level of $241 million. The only East Area SSTs besides A-Farm and AX-Farm are the tanks 
in B-, BX-, and BY-Farms. There’s currently no infrastructure to retrieve and transfer waste 
from the B-, BX- and BY-Farms to the East Area DSTs. thus, the FY24-27 estimated costs for SST 
Retrieval East Area are not credible. The next LSSCR should re-schedule the costs for SST 
Retrieval East Area. 




