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ECA PEER EXCHANGE WRAP UP: CONSENT-BASED SITING AND NUCLEAR 
PRIORITIES  

ECA hosted its Peer Exchange on Consent-Based Siting and 

Nuclear Priorities on February 17-18.  The meeting came on the 

heels of DOE’s official kick-off of its new effort to design a 

consent-based siting process for nuclear waste storage and disposal 

activities. 

ECA members representing communities around all major sites 

across the nuclear complex were joined by state regulators, nuclear 

industry representatives, academics, and senior DOE officials 

including Acting Assistant Secretary for Nuclear Energy (NE) 

John Kotek, Associate Deputy Assistant Secretary for Fuel Cycle 

Technologies, Andrew Griffith, and Associate Deputy Assistant 

(Continued on page 5) 

CONTRACTING REFORM: PROGRESS IN THE MAKING  

ECA recently wrapped up a successful two-part 

meeting with senior officials from DOE’s Office of 

Environmental Management regarding DOE-EM 

Acquisition Reform. Meeting participants from 

DOE included Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary 

Mark Whitney, Senior Adviser for EM Norbert 

Doyle, Director for the Office of Procurement 

Planning Jim Owendoff, Environmental 

Management Consolidated Business Center 

(EMCBC) Director Ralph Holland, and Deputy 

Assistant Secretary for Acquisition and Project 

Management Jack Surash. 

(Continued on page 8) 

Acting Assistant Secretary for Nuclear Energy, 

John Kotek, answers questions from ECA members 

on next steps for defining a consent-based siting 

process. 

http://www.energy.gov/ne/consent-based-siting
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Every year, there are the political pitfalls or 

factional infighting that delay or completely upend 

the legislative process – usually by late summer.  

This year, the process will be delayed by both.  

Congress will have to deal with the pressures of 

defense hawks calling for more likely spending, 

deficit hawks calling for less spending, an 

unexpected Supreme Court vacancy, and the 

presidential nominating process.  Strap in, Bulletin 

readers, it’s going to be an interesting spring! 

FY 2017 Budget Released 

Appropriations season kicked off on February 9 

with the release of the fiscal year (FY) 2017 budget 

request.  The Administration’s request adheres to 

the Bipartisan Budget Act of 2015 that set spending 

levels for FY 2016 and FY2017, sidestepping 

sequestration caps and providing some level of 

stability.  The bipartisan agreement set discretionary 

spending levels for defense and non-defense 

spending as well as a level for the overseas 

contingency operations (OCO).   

The request projects the government will collect 

$3.6 trillion in receipts against $4.1 trillion in 

mandatory and discretionary spending outlays.  This 

year’s deficit is projected to be $503 billion.  Of the 

spending, $1.15 trillion is included for discretionary 

spending, $551 for base defense spending and $518 

for non-defense spending. 

Some in Congress dismissed the request before it 

was even released, with certain voices calling for 

more cuts to spending while a number of defense 

hawks suggested adding more funding for OCO and 

defense spending this year.  This will be Speaker 

Paul Ryan’s (R-WI) first appropriations season 

since taking office last fall; he, like many others, 

have called for the regular appropriations process to 

be allowed to proceed but the political realities of 

dealing with a fragmented Congress in an election 

year are sure to dash those hopes.  Already, a 

number in the media have reported on the Speaker’s 

difficulties balancing the two factions in his party.  

On February 25, Rep. Mike Turner (R-OH) sent a 

letter to the House Budget Committee Chairman 

calling for increased defense spending.  More than 

80 Republican members signed the letter.  

Democrats have not yet weighed in but are not 

likely to support increased defense spending unless 

it is equal to an increase for domestic programs. 

Because last fall’s agreements set spending levels 

for the year, it’s not strictly necessary for Congress 

to pass a budget this year but leaders on both sides 

have said they will make an attempt.  Neither 

budget committee will hear from the Director of the 

Office of Management and Budget, breaking with a 

nearly 40-year custom. 

DOE Budget Request 

The DOE budget request calls for a total of $32.5 

billion, $30.2 billion in discretionary spending and 

$2.3 billion in “new mandatory funding in FY 2017 

to support the Department of Energy in the areas of 

nuclear security, clean energy, environmental 

cleanup, climate change response, science and 

innovation.” 

This spending includes nearly $13 billion for the 

National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) 

and $6.1 billion for cleanup of nuclear waste and 

contamination.  The budget calls for the MOX 

facility in South Carolina to be shut down a 

proposal that is sure cause controversy.  More on 

that can be found on page 11 and a summary of the 

DOE spending request can be found beginning on 

page 3.  

http://energy.gov/fy-2017-department-energy-budget-request-fact-sheet
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Taken from the FY 2017 Budget in Brief: 

Overview 

The Department of Energy (DOE) requests $32.5 

billion for FY17, an increase of $2.9 billion from 

the FY16 Enacted level of $29.6 billion. The FY17 

Budget Request consists of $30.2 billion in 

discretionary funding (appropriated spending) and 

$2.3 billion in new mandatory spending proposals 

requiring new legislation. 

The DOE Budget Request supports various 

programs, including the National Laboratory system 

to carry out critical responsibilities in three areas:  

 Building the Future through Science and Clean 

Energy 

 Ensuring Nuclear Security  

 Organizing, Managing and Modernizing the 

Department to Better Achieve Its Enduring 

Missions 

The DOE FY17 Budget Request includes $12.9 

billion for energy, science, and related programs, 

including $11.3 billion in discretionary funding and 

$1.6 billion in mandatory spending proposals, to 

invest in leading‐edge science and technology and 

new research facilities, including implementation of 

the Administration’s strategy for nuclear waste 

management.  

The FY17 Budget Request also takes a significant 

first step toward fulfilling the U.S. pledge to seek to 

double federal clean energy research and 

development investment as part of an initiative 

launched by the U.S. and 19 other countries to 

accelerate widespread clean energy technology 

innovation and cost reduction.  

Nuclear Energy 

The FY17 Budget requests $994 million for Nuclear 

Energy, $8 million above the FY 2016 Enacted 

level, for ongoing R&D in advanced reactor and 

fuel cycle technologies, as well as completing 

funding for the Department’s commitments for a 

cost‐shared cooperative agreement for licensing 

technical support of a small modular reactor design 

and site permits. The Request also provides $76.3 

million for the Administration’s Strategy for the 

Management and Disposal of Used Nuclear Fuel 

and High Level Radioactive Waste for integrated 

waste management system activities, which include 

transportation, storage, disposal, and consent‐based 

siting. 

NNSA and Nuclear Security 

The FY17 Budget Request proposes $12.9 billion 

for the National Nuclear Security Administration 

(NNSA) to invest in our nuclear security by 

modernizing and maintaining our nuclear security 

enterprise, refurbishing and extending the life of our 

nuclear deterrent, reducing threats of nuclear 

proliferation, and supporting safe and reliable 

operation of our nuclear Navy.  

 $1.34 billion for Life Extension Programs 

(LEPs) and Major Alterations 

 $69 million to make progress towards meeting 

the commitment to accelerate dismantlement of 

retired U. S. nuclear warheads by 20%.    

 $2.72 billion for Infrastructure and Operations 

 $95 million for exascale computing to improve 

the performance of the nuclear weapons 

computer codes needed to ensure the safety, 

security, and reliability of the nuclear stockpile  

 $283 million for Secure Transportation Asset for 

conceptual design and systems prototyping  

The FY17 Budget Request includes $1.8 billion for 

Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation to continue 

eliminating nuclear and radiological materials and 

threats worldwide, countering illicit trafficking, and 

preventing nuclear proliferation.  

 $270 million to terminate the Mixed Oxide 

(MOX) Fuel Fabrication Facility.  

 $272 million to sustain emergency response and 

nuclear counterterrorism.  

(Continued on page 5) 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY FY17 BUDGET REQUEST HIGHLIGHTS 

https://vault.netvoyage.com/neWeb2/folder.aspx?curFolder=/Q5/4/u/k/d/%5eF160105114318094.nev
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Department of Energy FY 2017 Budget 

Appropriation FY 2014 Enacted 

($) 

FY 2015 Enacted 

($) 

FY 2016 Enacted 

($) 

FY 2017 Request ($) 

Department of Energy 27,224,810,000 27,402,312,000 29,602,691,000 32,498,955,000 

National Nuclear Security Administration 

Weapons Activities 7,781,000,000 8,180,359,000 8,846,948,000 9,243,147,000 

Total NNSA Funding 11,207,000,000 11,399,034,000 12,526,512,000 12,884,000,000 

Environmental Management Funding 

Defense Environmental 

Cleanup 
5,000,000,000 4,990,017,000 5,289,742,000 5,226,950,000 

Non-Defense 

Environmental Cleanup 
231,741,000 246,000,000 255,000,000 218,400,000 

Uranium Enrichment 

Decontamination and 

Decommissioning Fund/

Payments 

--- (+/-) 463,000,000 (+/-) 471,797,000 (+/-) 155,100,000 

Total EM Funding 5,830,315,000 5,861,017,000 6,218,491,000 6,119,099,000 

Cleanup Funding Highlights 

Carlsbad/WIPP 221,170,000 324,455,000 304,838,000 271,000,000 

Energy Technology 

Engineering Center 
9,404,000 8,959,000 10,459,000 10,459,000 

Hanford/Richland 1,012,620,000 1,007,230,000 990,653,000 800,000,000 

Idaho National Laboratory 391,993,000 405,103,000 401,919,000 370,088,000 

Lawrence Berkeley 

National Laboratory 
--- --- 17,000,000 --- 

Lawrence Livermore 

National Laboratory 
1,476,000 1,366,000 1,366,000 1,396,000 

Los Alamos National 

Laboratory 
224,789,000 189,600,000 185,000,000 189,000,000 

Oak Ridge Reservation 429,541,000 431,142,000 468,407,000 391,407,000 

Office of River Protection 1,210,000,000 1,212,000,000 1,414,000,000 1,499,965,000 

Moab 38,000,000 35,663,000 38,644,000 34,784,000 

Nevada NNSA Site 61,897,000 64,851,000 62,385,000 61,176,000 

Paducah 324,524,000 269,773,000 268,402,000 272,310,000 

Portsmouth 199,465,000 275,828,000 288,970,000 322,653,000 

Sandia National Laboratory 2,814,000 2,801,000 2,500,000 4,130,000 

Savannah River Site 1,255,430,000 1,259,542,000 1,336,566,000 1,448,000,000 

Separations Process 

Research Unit (SPRU) 
23,700,000 --- --- 3,685,000 

West Valley Demonstration 

Project 
66,015,000 60,457,000 61,804,000 63,628,000 

Nuclear Energy Funding 

Nuclear Energy 888,376,000 833,379,000 986,161,000 993,896,000 

Nuclear Waste Disposal 

Waste Disposal (Yucca) --- --- --- --- 

Legacy Management Funding 

Legacy Management 176,983,000 171,811,000 167,180,000 154,320,000 

*Based on DOE funding request documents  
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Secretary for Waste Management, Christine Gelles, 

to discuss the challenges related to defining consent 

as well as other NE priorities for the coming years.  

Meeting participants also got an update on plans to 

reopen the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) and 

ECA’s work with DOE on acquisition reform.   

DOE’s Request for Input  

Kotek opened the meeting with an overview on the 

purpose and goals for DOE’s consent-based siting 

effort, emphasizing that establishing a successful 

process means “facilitating a sustainable 

conversation outside of Washington.”  He 

highlighted the importance of communication and 

information, noting the inclusion of a $25 million 

grant in DOE’s FY 2017 request for communities 

and states interested in hosting a site to do 

independent analysis, education, and outreach.  He 

also explained that NE plans to develop models, 

websites, and fact sheets – including some on how 

siting has occurred in other countries – to explain 

the multitude of issues related to consent-based 

siting for nuclear waste storage and disposal.  As 

they are released, DOE will invite feedback on 

what is and is not working. 

During the discussion, Kotek acknowledged that 

consent-based siting is often accompanied by 

political gridlock, but also provided some examples 

of success for consideration: the slow, deliberate 

nine step siting process in Canada; site selection in 

Finland; and, how the Idaho Settlement Agreement  

helped establish “trust” between DOE and the 

community.  

Many concerns were raised during the Question 

and Answer period with Kotek regarding the five 

Questions for Input posed by DOE in its Invitation 

for Public Comment.  Questions mainly focused on 

information potential hosts want from DOE, 

including: 

 How is “consent” going to be defined? 

 How are the parties that need to be involved 

going to be defined? 

 How is “interim” defined? 

 Will DOE define specific parameters, such as 

preferred geology and parties required for 

consent, to allow for more meaningful 

consideration? 

 What information does DOE want about the 

potential host/impacted communities 

(Continued from page 1) 

ECA Peer Exchange Wrap Up: Consent-
Based Siting and Nuclear Priorities  

(Continued on page 6) 

The Request includes $1.4 billion for Naval 

Reactors to support the fleet. 

Management and Performance: Environmental 

Management 

The FY17 Budget Request provides $6.8 billion for 

Departmental management, performance, and 

related corporate support activities to position the 

Department to meet the nation’s Manhattan Project 

and Cold War legacy responsibilities and to 

continue institutionalizing an enterprise‐wide focus 

on improving the efficiency and effectiveness of 

DOE programs.     

This includes $6.1 billion for Environmental 

Management for cleanup of the nation’s nuclear 

weapons program; and $674 million in mandatory 

funding made available from the United States 

Enrichment Corporation Fund for deactivating, 

decommissioning, and demolition of the excess 

gaseous diffusion plants at Oak Ridge, Tennessee, 

Paducah, Kentucky, and Portsmouth, Ohio, and for 

the Title X Uranium/Thorium Reimbursement 

Program.  

 $1.5 billion to support the DOE’s  proposal to 

amend the Consent Decree between DOE and 

the State of Washington for completion of the 

Waste Treatment and Immobilization Plant and 

retrieval of waste from 19 Single Shell Tanks.  

 $271 million to resume operations at WIPP 

before 2016.  

(Continued from page 3) 

Department of Energy FY17 Budget 
Request Highlights 



6 

February ECA Bulletin 

(demographics, future strategic planning, 

economic need)? 

 Will potential incentives for host states/

communities come into the conversation? Is 

everything negotiable? 

 Will Yucca Mountain be considered again? 

 How can a community trust 

what DOE says when there 

are too many examples of 

halted projects? 

 Who at the federal level 

would sign a consent-based 

siting agreement? 

 What level of control should 

the host state have?  The local 

government at the site? 

 Who should educate and 

provide outreach – DOE or 

representatives of the potential host community/

state? 

 Will multiple interim storage facilities be an 

option? 

 What is the benefit of a safety case approach 

versus a performance assessment? 

 How will long-term funding be assured? 

 Is there a leadership role for the private sector? 

Kotek assured participants he would to take 

questions back to DOE headquarters. 

The issue of “trust” in DOE featured prominently 

and the recent case of Rugby, North Dakota was 

raised by participants.  For more information on 

that, see the article on page 13.  Kotek said that 

unfortunately people do not trust institutions – 

people trust people.  

“We need to approach a balanced system that 

establishes continuity and strong relationships 

between local and federal government,” said Kotek, 

referencing DOE’s proposal to create a standalone 

waste management organization. He added that this 

balance would likely include local communities 

establishing legally enforceable agreements.  

Griffith also spoke about trust, asserting that these 

kinds of conversations and public meetings are the 

initial stages of trust building. 

The need for education and outreach was another 

common theme.  ECA members suggested that 

funding be provided to a potential host community/

state to do a road show to ensure there is 

transparency and communication about potential 

impacts, including benefits and safety of hosting an 

interim storage facility. 

Finally, Griffith outlined next 

steps: appropriations for DOE’s 

new effort, a draft funding 

proposal announcement 

(including a comment period), 

and hopefully, a draft Request 

for Proposals out by late spring 

2016.  A final report on what 

DOE heard during public 

meetings is expected by the end 

of this fiscal year. 

Looking to the Future 

Everett Redmond, Senior 

Director of Policy at the Nuclear Energy Institute 

(NEI), and Betsy Madru, Vice President of Waste 

Control Specialists (WCS), spoke to participants 

about the outlook for nuclear energy in the U.S. and 

the need to address the back end of the fuel cycle. 

Redmond said that between 2029 and 2055, all 

reactors within the U.S. will hit 60 years of life, but 

decisions on whether companies will apply for a 

second round of license renewals will depend on 

the market economics of nuclear power generation.  

Already four reactors are prematurely closing 

down.  While there is growing interest in small 

modular reactors (SMRs) – venture capitalists 

across the country have invested nearly $1 billion 

in development – Redmond stressed that future 

progress in developing a new generation of nuclear 

power plants will rely on resolving the nuclear 

waste issue.  Madru also noted that consent-based 

siting is not new and can be done successfully, 

citing the development of WCS’s facilities in 

Andrews County, Texas.  

Kotek added that DOE’s efforts to support new 

nuclear technologies.  He said that next month, 

(Continued from page 5) 

ECA Peer Exchange Wrap Up: Consent-
Based Siting and Nuclear Priorities  

(Continued on page 7) 

Dr. Daniel Metlay, professional staff, U.S. 

Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board,  gives a 

presentation on consent based siting. 
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DOE expects to finalize funding opportunities for 

public-private initiatives but stressed that the 

Department is not seeking to pick winners and 

losers.  He also said DOE is working on a use 

permit for SMR developers to build a 

demonstration project at a national lab site, a model 

he hopes can be replicated in the future.  Finally, he 

called for the “de-carbonization” of the energy 

sector which would likely boost prospects for new 

nuclear development. 

The Regulatory Perspective 

In an effort to shed light on how regulators view 

nuclear waste management and consent-based 

siting, Larry Camper, recently retired from the 

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), 

emphasized the need to increase awareness of waste 

issues, the need for more education, and the 

importance of receiving public comment.  He  said 

“There is no such thing as a perfect disposal site,” 

but added that the NRC does know how to license 

an interim storage facility (it did so in the case of 

Private Fuel Storage, LLC – although it did not 

ultimately go forward), and that the NRC is well-

funded to review the interim storage license 

applications expected from WCS and Eddy Lea/

Holtec in April and June, respectively. 

The EM Perspective 

Christine Gelles, Associate Deputy Assistant 

Secretary for Waste Management, spoke about 

EM’s “number one priority,” reopening WIPP.  She 

said that by the end of 2016, DOE expects to be 

able to move waste underground.  In regards to 

Greater-Than-Class C waste, an important issue for 

ECA, the final EIS was released on February 25th 

and recommended that the waste be disposed of at 

WIPP or, if possible, in unspecified commercial 

facilities.  

Gelles answered questions from members 

concerned about waste acceptance criteria for 

WIPP, reassuring members that their sites would 

meet the requirements.  

Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board Report: 

Technical vs. Social Acceptability in Siting 

Dr. Daniel Metlay, lead author of the Nuclear 

Technical Review Board’s report, “Designing a 

Process for Selecting a Site for a Deep-Mined, 

Geologic Repository for High-Level Waste and 

Spent Nuclear Fuel (November 2015),” discussed 

the report’s findings.  Dr. Metlay discussed how the 

interdependence between technical suitability and 

social acceptability is a challenge to siting nuclear 

waste facilities.  Technical filters include evaluating 

criteria like geologic rock forms or water flow.  

Social filters, on the other hand, include political 

feasibility, public acceptance, and education.  

Ultimately these filters can be used to determine if a 

site is a good candidate, or to disqualify a site as an 

option, for example, due to proximity to a volcano 

or precious natural resources. 

While the NWTRB report does not make any policy 

recommendations, Metlay outlined two conditions, 

based on experiences in the U.S. and abroad, that 

will allow consent-based siting to be successful: (1) 

find an acceptable way to allocate power between 

federal/state/and local governments; and (2) trust in 

the implementer and the implementer’s 

commitment to transparency. 

When asked his thoughts on when a potential host 

community can withdraw from the process, Metlay 

responded that final site selection should – as was 

included in the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982 

– await extensive underground characterization.  He 

(Continued from page 6) 

ECA Peer Exchange Wrap Up: Consent-
Based Siting and Nuclear Priorities  

(Continued on page 8) 

Associate Deputy Assistant Secretary for Waste Management, 

Christine Gelles, gives a presentation to ECA members, including an 

update on the WIPP site. 
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explained that with extensive underground 

characterization, some of the uncertainties are 

removed.  However, the NWTRB Board 

recommends that a community/state could 

withdraw from a consent-based process up until the 

deep underground characterization of the site has 

taken place, but not afterwards .  

Ultimately, the discussions and information shared 

during the meeting will be used to develop ECA’s 

response to DOE’s Questions for Input.  ECA will 

continue to participate in DOE’s public meetings 

around the country, as announced by DOE on 

February 18: 

Tuesday, March 29, 2016 (First meeting) 

Chicago, IL - University of Chicago Conference 

Center 

Monday, April 11, 2016 

Atlanta, GA - The Georgia Institute of 

Technology Conference Center 

Registration for the first two meetings is now 

open. Please visit energy.gov/consentbasedsiting 

to register. 

Six more meetings will be held through July in 

Boise, ID; Boston, MA; Denver, CO; Minneapolis, 

MN; Sacramento, CA; and Tempe, AZ.  Details to 

follow.  

(Continued from page 7) 

ECA Peer Exchange Wrap Up: Consent-
Based Siting and Nuclear Priorities  

ECA Chair and Aiken County Councilmember 

Chuck Smith, and ECA Vice-Chair and Kennewick, 

Mayor Steve Young, presented the local community 

perspective, outlining ECA’s recommendations for 

contracting reform at DOE. ECA staff also 

participated in the meeting. 

Contracting issues remain a top priority for ECA.  

Many prime contracts are set to expire starting this 

year, resulting in an unprecedented period of 

contract re-competition over the next four years.  

Acquisition Reform is Needed 

Mayor Young opened discussion by reviewing each 

of ECA’s eight principles on acquisition reform, 

citing examples of which types of contracts used at 

DOE sites have and have not worked in the past. 

Mayor Young highlighted the importance of 

contracting vehicles that create high quality jobs in 

communities affected by DOE.  He also emphasized 

that contracts need to be written and structured in a 

way that attracts competition among the best 

companies in order to accomplish the cleanup 

mission and develop local economies. In addition, 

Young noted that smoother transitions between 

contracts would give companies the confidence 

needed to retain a highly-skilled and talented 

workforce across communities.  

Young and Smith focused on the pre-acquisition 

phase including acquisition strategy and athe 

pproach prior to the release of a request for proposal 

(RFP).  They echoed the thoughts of many 

community leaders who would like more time and 

an opportunity to voice concerns about and identify 

(Continued from page 1) 

Contracting Reform: Progress in the 
Making  

(Continued on page 9) 

 Associate Deputy Assistant Secretary for Fuel Cycle Technologies, 

Andrew Griffith, answers questions from ECA members.. 

http://www.energy.gov/consentbasedsiting
http://static1.squarespace.com/static/55c4c892e4b0d1ec35bc5efb/t/56a10025841aba2cba6a2ef3/1453391909934/ECA+acquisition+principles+FINAL+12-4-15.pdf
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issues with upcoming contracts.  Local 

communities should be viewed as customers to 

DOE. As ECA members have discussed, 

implementing well-crafted community commitment 

clauses will help keep a healthy working 

relationship between contractors, employees and 

the community.  One specific recommendation 

from the discussion was to include the 

subcontracting plan as a measurable part of the 

proposal to better understand available 

opportunities for local small businesses and to 

ensure these opportunities remain in effect 

throughout the term 

of the contracts.  

Another suggestion 

was to create a 

“community day” 

similar to “industry 

day” but with the 

goal of informing and 

engaging local 

leadership.  Smith 

also raised the issue 

of local small 

business contracting with DOE, saying DOE should 

meet its set aside goals and monitor how 

contractors are meeting said goals annually to 

ensure accountability. 

Small Business Contracting 

Whitney replied that DOE remains committed to 

opening doors for local small businesses to compete 

for DOE contracts, noting DOE’s recent Small 

Business Industry Day in Northern New Mexico. 

The event, attended by members of the New 

Mexico delegation, focused on the recent issues 

concerning the Supply Chain Management Center 

and provided local small businesses an opportunity 

to voice concerns.  Whitney added that DOE 

Headquarters looks to site managers to ensure that 

similar dialogue occurs during the pre-acquisition 

phase. 

Young and Smith explained that communities often 

find it difficult to identify who they should reach 

out to at the Department in order to get and give 

feedback. DOE confirmed the contracting officer as 

the initial point of contact, stating that all 

community input can go to the local contracting 

officer as well as DOE headquarters. Whitney 

added that comments should be submitted through 

the formal process to ensure the management team 

and officials at the site understand any issues raised 

by local jurisdictions. 

Types of Contracts 

The second half of the contracting meeting involved 

a discussion on Performance Based Incentive (PBI) 

contracts versus Cost Plus Incentive Fees (CPIF) 

contracts.  DOE highlighted that the CPIF contract 

model worked for Rocky Flats and Fernald because 

the scope of work was clearly defined with a 

measurable end date.  

Cleanup in the past 

also benefitted from 

the infusion of 

stimulus money.  

However, today the 

cleanup mission at 

many of the sites 

includes additional 

unknown issues. 

ECA members asked 

what mechanism 

might help local leaders understand the pros and 

cons to each contract type, proposing that DOE 

consider formalizing a process or introducing an 

advisory group that would help community 

members and elected officials understand and 

review contract score cards. DOE said it recently 

implemented “partnering sessions” to improve 

communication between the contractor and site 

managers on the ground.  ECA again suggested that 

community leadership also be included in these 

sessions. Whitney agreed and reiterated the 

importance behind maintaining a transparent 

process to improve and strengthen relationships 

between DOE and the community. 

On the issue of risk-reward balance, or structuring 

contractor rewards based on final outcomes, DOE 

again stressed that PBI contracts, such as the DUF-

6 contract, are preferable because they enable DOE 

to establish interim milestones and are more 

(Continued from page 8) 

Contracting Reform: Progress in the 
Making  

(Continued on page 10) 

Main Take-Aways 

1) DOE will continue to communicate with local 

communities and ECA about contracting reform, 

including “partnering sessions” with the 

Consolidated Business Center (CBC). 

2) DOE will look into promoting additional 

“community days” with local site managers (similar 

to New Mexico’s recent Industry Day). 



10 

February ECA Bulletin 

Please visit our website: 

http://www.energyca.org 

to be added to our mailing list 

flexible in regards to scope.  Under CPIF contracts, 

DOE believes it may be inappropriate to change the 

work scope because it could affect the fee line of a 

cleanup contractor.  Ralph Holland noted that a 

properly written PBI contract will allow DOE to 

include incentives like those that exist in CPIF 

contracts.   

Regarding economic growth, DOE explained the 

challenge behind ensuring written contracts 

incentivizing companies to create jobs, including 

technology transfer opportunities, at local sites and 

national labs. DOE said Congress can only allocate 

money towards EM’s cleanup mission, not job 

creation, so a balance in understanding EM’s 

mission and approach is necessary. ECA participants 

did not agree on this point and highlighted that DOE 

is looking at 5 year timelines while in some cases 

like Hanford, the cleanup project may last close to 

100 years and DOE contracting should address long-

term impacts.  

 

Contracting for 5 years or More 

Finally, ECA stressed the importance of longer 

contract terms that lead to greater levels of stability 

within the local communities and providing a more 

effective cleanup approach for the EM sites. DOE 

maintained that acquisition planning, including 

decisions about the appropriate contract term, should 

continue to reside with the EMCBC.  Director Ralph 

Holland, expressed concerns about EMCBC’s role 

being misunderstood, emphasizing its purpose is to 

work with each site to bring specialized resources 

during these times of limited budgets.  DOE hopes 

this approach will build expertise through repetition, 

providing some standardization for contractors and 

consistency across the complex. 

Although ECA and DOE did not come away with all 

the answers to resolving contracting issues, both 

agreed that the ongoing detail-oriented discussion 

made significant progress. Mark Whitney reiterated 

his commitment to improving DOE’s acquisition 

approach and applying ECA’s policy proposals, 

stating that generally DOE is in alignment with 

many of the recommendations. Whitney thanked 

ECA’s members for its work on acquisition reform 

and reiterated his commitment to keeping ECA 

informed on next steps.   

(Continued from page 9) 

Contracting Reform: Progress in the 
Making  

http://www.energyca.org


February ECA Bulletin 

11 

MOX UPDATE: DOE PROPOSES CUTTING 1,250 JOBS AT SRS 

DOE’s FY 2017 budget request proposes to 

terminate the Mixed Oxide Fuel Facility—up to 

1,250 jobs could be cut at the Savannah River Site 

(SRS) if MOX is terminated.  South Carolina 

leaders, who favor 

building the facility, are 

likely to take every 

possible action to 

prevent its closure; state 

Attorney General Alan 

Wilson has already filed 

a lawsuit to do so. 

MOX is now about 70 

percent complete and 

billions of dollars over 

budget.  In 2002, the 

Federal government 

committed $3.8 billion 

for the project, which is 

now expected to cost at 

least $5 billion to 

construct and $1 billion 

to operate annually.  

MOX is part of a 2000 agreement between the U.S. 

and Russia to neutralize 34 metric tons of plutonium 

to prevent it from being used again for nuclear 

bombs.   

The DOE’s budget requests $285 million to move 

forward with a “complete pre-conceptual design” 

for a downblending alternative.  Rather than using 

MOX to turn plutonium into nuclear fuel, 

downblending would dilute the plutonium and allow 

it to be disposed of it at WIPP.  WIPP is scheduled 

to reopen by the end of the year.   

Just two years ago, the budget request sought to 

place the MOX project in a cold standby while 

officials searched for another option.  The 

congressional delegation spent much of the year 

advocating for continued construction. 

Rep. Joe Wilson, whose district contains the 

Savannah River Site, called the decision to 

terminate the project “counterproductive and 

shortsighted,” according to The State. He said 

plutonium shipped to SRS from nuclear sites around 

the country could be stranded there if MOX factory 

is not built. 

“The reality of it is that without the MOX facility 

we cannot honor our agreement with the Russians,’’ 

Sen. Tim Scott said earlier this month. 

 Sen. Lindsey Graham said abandoning the project 

without another plan 

in place was 

“reckless, ill-

conceived and 

dangerous,” and 

warned that it would 

have serious 

repercussions for the 

U.S.-Russia 

agreement. 

“As we have seen 

firsthand from their 

dealings with the 

Iranians, negotiating 

with a tough 

adversary is not a 

strong suit of the 

Obama 

administration,” Graham said. “Now is not the time 

to change course and have the Obama 

administration try to renegotiate anything with the 

Russians. It will not end well for U.S. interests. One 

can only imagine what the Russians will ask for in 

return.” 

State Attorney General Wilson also announced this 

month that he is suing multiple parties for failing to 

meet commitments regarding construction of the 

SRS MOX facility.  DOE was supposed to either 

remove one metric ton of weapons-grade plutonium 

from the state or process it by January 1, 2016.  

Neither occurred and DOE must now pay $1 million 

per day and up to $100 million annually according 

to a 2003 agreement.  Thus far, DOE has ignored 

threats from the state and Wilson has filed suit in 

federal district court “to require the federal 

government to obey the rule of law,” according to 

The Aiken Standard.   

The complaint lists the defendants as the 

Department of Energy, DOE Secretary Ernest 

Moniz, the National Nuclear Security 

Administration, (NNSA) and NNSA Administrator 

Frank Klotz.  

The mixed-oxide fuel fabrication facility at Savannah River Site. 

http://www.thestate.com/news/local/article59334313.html
http://www.aikenstandard.com/article/20160209/AIK0101/160209442
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HANFORD CLEANUP ESTIMATED TO COST MORE THAN $100 BILLION 

Tri-City Herald reports that DOE, EPA, and the 

state of Washington are estimating that $107.7 

billion will be needed to finish cleanup work at 

Hanford.  That estimate is down slightly from last 

year’s estimate of $110.2 billion but does not 

include yet to be calculated increases for the 

vitrification plant.  According to the estimate, 

cleanup will be largely completed by 2060.   

Projections estimate that $52.7 billion is the 

remaining cost at the Richland Operations Office 

and $55 billion at the Office of River Protection.  

This year’s budget requests $800 million for 

Hanford/Richland and just under $1.5 billion for the 

Office of River Protection. 

The estimates are part of the 2016 Hanford 

Lifecycle, Schedule and Cost Report, the sixth 

annual report prepared by DOE since an annual 

requirement was added to the legally binding Tri-

Party Agreement in 2010.  This year’s report is 

complicated by a change to how infrastructure and 

sitewide services are reported, making comparisons 

to last year’s projections difficult.  Tri-City 

Herald’s report says the estimates can result in 

unrealistic annual budget projections. 

The 2016 lifecycle report has five years in which 

cleanup is estimated to require budgets of at least $3 

billion. But it has less dramatic spending peaks and 

valleys than the 2015 report, which showed one 

year with a budget of more than $4 billion.  In the 

2016 estimates, cleanup costs would remain above 

$2 billion through 2047 and then drop to $1 billion 

or less starting two years later.  The Hanford 

Advisory Board has noted that if spending remains 

at current levels, cleanup could take 20 to 30 years 

longer than projections.   

The report does not reflect changing plans for the 

Hanford vitrification plant which is being built to 

treat up to 56 million gallons of radioactive waste 

for disposal. Until a new cost and schedule for the 

plant is developed, the report is based on plans to 

start treating waste in 2019 and have the plant fully 

operating in 2022. 

DOE is now proposing that court-enforced 

deadlines be extended because of technical issues at 

the vitrification plant. It is proposing that some 

waste treatment begin as early as 2022 but that that 

plant not reach full operation until 2039. 

Most of the $107.7 billion estimate in the lifecycle 

report is for cleanup work, with costs of oversight 

of the site through 2090 estimated at $4.8 billion.  

WELCOME! 
 

ECA has grown over the last year!  Welcome to new members who have 

joined since last summer: 

 

 Ohio University (Portsmouth Site) 

 Clark County, NV (NNSS) 

 Andrews County, TX (Pantex) 

 Southern Carolina Alliance (SRS) 

 Village of Piketon (Portsmouth Site) 

http://www.tri-cityherald.com/news/local/hanford/article61912837.html
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Bulletin Ideas? 
Would you like to have stories featured in the next Bulletin? 

Send your ideas and photos to Devon@energyca.org 

NORTH DAKOTA OFFICIALS CONCERNED ABOUT DEEP BORE-HOLE PROJECT  

On January 5, DOE awarded Battelle Memorial 

Institute a $35 million grant to drill a three-mile 

deep test borehole near Rugby, North Dakota to 

determine its suitability to store radioactive waste.  

North Dakota-based Forum News Service reports 

that local officials have responded with deep 

concern. 

Energy Secretary 

Ernest Moniz called the 

test borehole an 

important first step in 

understanding the rock 

formations that lie 

beneath the continent, 

“including the 

feasibility of boreholes 

as an option for long-

term nuclear waste 

disposal.” 

While the five-year 

project will involve no 

nuclear waste, state 

Attorney General 

Wayne Stenehjem has 

said if the study finds the site suitable for nuclear 

waste disposal, “then we’ll go through that turmoil” 

later.  Stenehjem questioned whether the North 

Dakota site could be an alternative to the Yucca 

Mountain Repository in Nevada. 

A Pierce County Commissioner said the news of the 

proposal came as somewhat of a surprise and has 

generated a lot of local interest.  

“It is a deep concern for us,” Commissioner David 

Migler said, adding, “I don’t see any benefit to the 

county.”  The Pierce County Commission has 

imposed a moratorium on deep borehole drilling and 

has sent the proposal to its planning and zoning 

committee for consideration. 

The project timeline calls for drilling to begin in 

September. The first phase will consist of drilling 

and testing a hole 8.5 inches in diameter. If that’s 

successful, the second phase will involve drilling a 

17-inch-diameter hole, conducting simulated waste 

handling and retrieval operations and testing storage 

canisters.  Researchers would be able to collect 

extensive hydrological, geochemical, and geo-

mechanical 

characteristics of the 

crystalline basement 

rock formation. 

DOE held a public 

meeting on the matter 

on February 16 to 

information and seek 

support from the local 

community.  DOE 

Associate Deputy 

Assistant Secretary for 

Fuel Cycle 

Technologies Andrew 

Griffith, spoke at the 

meeting in an attempt 

attempting to reassure 

citizens that if they do not approve of waste disposal 

there, the Department will not impose it on them.  

According to a report by local KXNews, Griffith 

stated, “The engineers and the scientists could say 

this is the perfect rock, this is the perfect geology, 

this is the perfect location, but if the community – 

our premise is with the consent-based siting 

initiative – that if the community is not willing to 

host such a facility there, we're not going to be 

interested in that site.” 

The state must still approve a lease for the proposed 

drilling and the governor has said the state 

legislature may be asked to weigh in.  

A cross-section of a deep-bore hole, created by Sandia National Labs. 

http://www.inforum.com/news/3935017-officials-raise-deep-concern-proposed-drilling-project-near-rugby-could-lead-nuclear
http://www.kxnet.com/story/31237928/rugby-drilling-proposal-hits-county-commission
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TRACE AMOUNTS OF RADIOACTIVE WASTE SPREAD ACROSS PUBLIC HIGHWAY  

The Yakima Herald reported this month that a 

windstorm last November has caused the 

uncontrolled spread of small amounts of radioactive 

waste.  EPA called the spread “alarming.” 

Specks of contamination were found six miles north 

of Richland along the public highway from the city 

to the secure entrance to the Hanford Site.  The 

contamination was blown from the 618-10 Burial 

Ground which is being cleaned up on the west side 

of the highway.  Surveys also turned up previously 

undiscovered specks of radioactive waste believed 

to have been spread by plants or animals beyond 

known contaminated areas. 

The specks found were small and the contamination 

level on them was very low according to DOE.  

EPA, in a letter to DOE, said the spread of 

contamination “is a matter that is alarming to EPA 

and requires further investigation and discussion.” 

“The workers and public were not at risk of 

exposure because of the spread of contamination,” 

said Bryan Foley, DOE deputy project director for 

Hanford work near the Columbia River, at a recent 

Hanford Advisory Board committee meeting. 

The Washington State Department of Health agrees 

that the spread of waste did not pose a threat to the 

public. Its concern is that control of the 

contamination was lost and that a more serious 

spread of contamination is not allowed to occur, 

said John Martell, of the department’s Office of 

Radiation Protection. 

DOE has until the third week of April to prepare a 

report on its loss of control of radioactive material 

for EPA.  The report must describe which actions it 

plans to prevent a recurrence.  DOE and its local 

contractor have had problems with contamination 

spread since summer 2014 according the staff 

reports from the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety 

Board.  

WIPP ON TRACK TO REOPEN BY 2016  

DOE-EM released a fact sheet on February 12, 

outlining recovery steps that have been made at the 

underground facility since a fire and radiological 

release forced its temporary closure in 2014.  

February marks two years since WIPP’s closure. The 

site has seen much progress, including in safety 

management procedures, which many DOE officials 

have taken very seriously since overseeing the site’s 

reopening. Progress in the recovery of the 

underground facility has included mine stability and 

habitability, initial panel closure, radiological risk 

remediation, and the addition of an interim 

ventilation system. 

Most recently, officials halted work at the site due to 

elevated levels of carbon monoxide and volatile 

organic compounds detected by monitoring 

instruments carried by workers on site. The poor air 

quality had led to a temporary safety pause. Officials 

at DOE still expect WIPP to reopen by the end of 

2016.  

The factsheet can be found online here.  

http://www.yakimaherald.com/news/state_news/radioactive-waste-from-hanford-spread-across-public-highway/article_db95e2b8-d97d-11e5-bf9d-8b7db14c8f8a.html
http://wipp.energy.gov/fctshts/Anniversary_Roundup.pdf
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To sign up for the ECA news updates 

please visit our website: 

www.energyca.org 

CONTRACTS  

Idaho Clean-Up Project Core Award 

On February 4, DOE announced that Fluor Idaho, LLC received the $1.4 billion, five year contract for the 

performance of ongoing Advanced Mixed Waste Treatment Project and Idaho Clean-up Project at its EM Idaho 

Site.  DOE received only two proposals in response to the solicitation. 

At the conclusion of this contract it is anticipated that all Idaho Settlement Agreement (ISA) transuranic (TRU) 

waste will be dispositioned out of Idaho and all Agreement to Implement/CERCLA Record of Decision buried 

waste will be exhumed from the Subsurface Disposal Area.  

http://www.energyca.org
http://www.energy.gov/em/articles/doe-awards-contract-idaho-clean-project-icp-core
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For more information, contact Ivana Brancaccio at ivana@energyca.org or 202-828-2410 

ECA Board Meeting And Elections 

At our Spring Peer Exchange, Washington, DC in May 

INSPECTOR GENERAL REPORTS  

Hanford: Corrective Action Program at the Waste 

Treatment and Immobilization Plant 

On February 1, the Inspector General released a 

report that found that the Waste Treatment and 

Immobilization Plant’s (WTP) corrective action 

program – which seeks to document and resolve 

conditions adverse to quality at the plant – was not 

fully effective in managing and resolving issues.  

When complete, WTP will be the world’s largest 

radioactive waste treatment plant, with an approved 

budget of $12.3 billion.  The contractor responsible 

for WTP’s construction and commissioning, Bechtel 

National, Inc., has failed to follow through on 

implementing prior corrective action program 

improvement initiatives, according to the report.  

Various issues and weaknesses have reported and 

acknowledged in the past but improvement plans 

have not been fully implemented or sustained. 

Portsmouth: Security Clearance Vetting at the 

Portsmouth Site 

In response to a hotline complaint alleging that 

contractors at the Portsmouth and Paducah Gaseous 

Diffusion Plants were not conducting pre-screening 

processes with due diligence, the Inspector General 

conducted an audit and released the results on 

February 19.  The Inspector General found that 

contract requirements did not require contractors, 

specifically Fluor, to determine if an individual 

would qualify for a security clearance based on 

potentially derogatory information divulged as part 

of the hiring process; only DOE-trained employees 

may determine a contractor employee’s security 

clearance eligibility.  Fluor was found to have 

processes in place to conduct applicant pre-

employment investigative screening checks but was 

not conducting prior employment and personal 

reference checks, as required by the contract. 

Sandia: Allegations Regarding the Sandia 

National Laboratories Mixed Waste Landfill 

Since December 2014, the Inspector General has 

received multiple allegations and information 

regarding human health and environmental 

protection issues due to waste stored at the Sandia 

National Labs Mixed Waste Landfill.  One 

allegation claimed that contaminants from the 

landfill had reached the Albuquerque aquifer.  The 

review could only substantiate one allegation: since 

the landfill’s inception in 1959 neither the labs nor 

DOE had maintained a complete inventory of the 

types and amounts of waste disposed of in the 

landfill.  Reviewers found examples of waste 

disposed in the landfill that were not documents and 

records of contaminated rods and more than 

200,000 gallons of reactor coolant water.  In 

discussing a path forward, NNSA did not find value 

in updating the landfill inventory due in part to their 

ongoing monitoring of the landfill.  The Inspector 

General suggests that the Sandia Field Office 

Manager adhere to state requirements for the long-

term monitoring and maintenance and 5-year 

reporting to reevaluate the feasibility of excavation 

of the landfill and analyze the continued 

effectiveness of a state-ordered remedy.  

mailto:ivana@energyca.org
http://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2016/02/f29/OAI-M-16-06.pdf
http://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2016/02/f29/OAI-L-16-07.pdf
http://energy.gov/ig/downloads/special-review-oai-sr-16-01


February ECA Bulletin 

17 

NUCLEAR FUEL ARRIVES IN TENNESSEE, TALKS WITH IDAHO ONGOING  

This month, 100 pounds of spent nuclear fuel (SNF) 

originally intended for Idaho National Laboratory 

(INL) arrived instead at the Oak Ridge National 

Laboratory.  According to the Post Register, 

research on the highly radioactive material from the 

North Anna Power Station in Virginia is already 

underway.  The arrival of the fuel attracted very 

little attention in the community.  According to 

Atomic City Underground, the fuel rods will be 

characterized then analyzed for how they age over 

time which is data that is needed to prepare for the 

eventual disposition of similar materials.   

DOE originally intended to send two SNF 

shipments to INL but was blocked by Idaho 

Attorney General Lawrence Wasden who said DOE 

was not in compliance with the 1995 Settlement 

Agreement regulating nuclear waste in the state.  

For most of last year, Wasden said DOE needed to 

get the Integrated Waste Treatment Unit operational 

or outline a different plan and timeline for waste 

treatment before he would sign off on the 

shipments.   

"My view is, both of these shipments should have 

been, should be at INL. That's where they ought to 

be in terms of what DOE is doing and the 

importance it has to the state and the importance it 

has to the country, but I have an obligation here and 

DOE is in breach of the 1995 agreement and they 

have to come and proffer a cure to that breach and 

that's what we're trying to get to," Wasden said to an 

Idaho news network.   

DOE did not agree to Wasden’s terms and INL lost 

out on research work and federal dollars.  Wasden 

says he has been in contact with Assistant Secretary 

for EM Dr. Monica Regalbuto, and believes he is 

seeing healthy signs for negotiations.  DOE has not 

yet announced where the second shipment will be 

sent.   

GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE REPORTS  

DOE: Observations on Efforts by NNSA and the 

Office of Environmental Management to Manage 

and Oversee the Nuclear Security Enterprise 

On February 23, GAO Director of Natural 

Resources and Environment David C. Trimble, 

testified before the Senate Armed Services 

Committee on DOE’s ability to oversee the nuclear 

Security Enterprise.  Over the next 25 years, NNSA 

estimates that it will need more than $290 billion to 

support its modernization and life extension 

programs, including refurbishing or replacing 

nuclear weapons’ aging components.   

In February, GAO found that some improved 

management approaches were being used on one 

particular life extension program but also noted the 

cost and schedule of the program has been subject 

to significant changes since its inception.  Last 

May, GAO found that NNSA did not have a 

comprehensive policy or procedures for 

implementing its framework for overseeing its 

contractors or evaluating their performance.  In 

2015, EM estimated that cleanup of former 

weapons sits would generally take until 2075 and 

cost $240 billion.  GAO’s observations suggest that 

estimated costs of ongoing work have been growing 

even while EM has been spending billions on 

cleanup.  From 2011 through 2015, EM spent $23 

billion on cleanup while its estimate of remaining 

environmental liability rose by $77 billion.  

Trimble’s testimony also included initial 

observations DOE’s plans to develop a defense high

-level waste repository and nuclear waste 

environmental liabilities.   

This testimony also discusses DOE’s ongoing 

challenges in nuclear security modernization, 

growing cost of environmental liabilities, and 

nonproliferation accomplishments and long-term 

planning challenges.  

Although some progress has been made by DOE, 

GAO continues to identify challenges across the 

nuclear security enterprise, including major project 

delays and surmounting costs. Both NNSA and EM 

are proposing tens of billions of dollars to 

modernize the nuclear security enterprise. Yet, with 

few resources to spend, and inefficiencies to still 

address, modernization continues to prove 

challenging for DOE.   

The testimony is available here.  

http://www.postregister.com/articles/news-daily-email-todays-headlines/2016/02/22/nuclear-fuel-arrives-tennessee
http://knoxblogs.com/atomiccity/2016/02/14/north-anna-spent-fuel-arrives-at-ornl-research-under-way/
http://www.localnews8.com/news/idaho-ag-updates-status-of-second-nuclear-research-shipment-proposed-for-inl/37954176
http://www.gao.gov/assets/680/675362.pdf
http://www.gao.gov/assets/680/675362.pdf
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Credit CQ Roll Call: http://cdn.rollcall.com/pdfs/Congressional-Calendar-2016.pdf  

http://cdn.rollcall.com/pdfs/Congressional-Calendar-2016.pdf
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March 1 Department of Defense is scheduled to submit its Annual Report on the Nuclear Weapons Stockpile 

March 6-10 Waste Management Symposium, for more information click here 

Week of March 7 Senate Budget Committee Markup of the Annual Budget Resolution 

Week of March 14 Congressional Floor Consideration of the Annual Budget Resolution 

April 20 House Nuclear Cleanup Caucus, held on the Hill.  Rooms will be announced.  For more information 

contact Christina Barworosky at 202-739-8066 or cmb@nei.org. 

April 27 House Armed Services Markup of the annual National Defense Authorization Act 

Week of May 2 House Floor Consideration of the National Defense authorization Act 

Week of May 9 Congressional Consideration of Annual Defense and Energy and Water Appropriations bills 

June 8 House Nuclear Cleanup Caucus, held on the Hill.  Rooms will be announced.  For more information 

contact Christina Barworosky at 202-739-8066 or cmb@nei.org. 

June ECA Peer Exchange Meeting on the Manhattan National Historical Park.  For more information 

contact ivana@energyca.org 

August 9-10 Third Annual Intermountain Energy Summit in Idaho Falls, ID, more information here  

September 14 House Nuclear Cleanup Caucus, held on the Hill.  Rooms will be announced.  For more information 

contact Christina Barworosky at 202-739-8066 or cmb@nei.org. 

September 14-15 DOE National Cleanup Workshop 2016 co-hosted by ECA and EFCOG 

November 2016 Intergovernmental Meeting in New Orleans, LA.  Contact: ivana@energyca.org. 

November 8 Federal Elections 
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