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Department Of Energy
Albuquerque Operations Office
P. O. Box 5400
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87185-5400

Mr. Benito Garcia, Chief LT
New Mexico Environment Department

Hazardous and Radioactive Materials Bureau

2044 A Galisteo

Santa Fe, NM 87502

Dear arcia :

The Department of Energy (DOE), Albuquerque Operations Office (AL), has established a
goal of completing the disposal of legacy waste and clean-up of environmental restoration
sites by the end of fiscal year 2006. For the Department of Energy to reach this goal
successfully it is important that tribal nations, states, regulators and stakeholders
participate in the development of the path forward and help DOE formulate the approach
we will take in cleaning up the weapons complex. To facilitate public input into the
development of the EM Program, AL has developed the “Accelerating Clean-Up: Focus
on 2006 for the Albuquerque Operations Office Discussion Draft” (AL Summary) for all
of AL’s facilities (Los Alamos National Laboratory/New Mexico, Sandia National
Laboratories/New Mexico, Kansas City Plant/ Missouri, Pantex Plant/Texas, Pinellas
Plant/Florida, various Uranium Mill Tailing sites, and the Grand Junction
Office/Colorado).

The AL Summary outlines the activities to be performed at each of AL’s facilities over the
next ten years. In many instances, the clean-up activities will be complete in five to eight
years. The AL Summary is meant to provide a brief synopsis of the plans and actions AL
will undertake over the next few years to maintain compliance at our sites while
accelerating site clean-up and closures. The AL Summary provides a basis for discussions
with our stakeholders as we begin this planning process. As part of our development of
the AL Summary, we are interested in receiving your comments or recommendations.

The comments you provide will be shared with the Department of Energy Environmental
Management Program to help develop the national strategy.

While reviewing this document it is important to remember that this document isnot a
final plan, but rather a document to kick-off discussions as we plan for future activities.
Various discussions with stakeholders will be scheduled between June 12, 1997, and
September 9, 1997, to gather their thoughts and recommendations on the path forward to
achieving AL’s goal. In concert with our efforts, DOE/HQ will be issuing the National
Discussion Draft to review the national strategies as presented.

Thank you for your continued interest and involvement in this process. If you are
interested in discussing specifics of the AL Summary any further or need additional
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information, please contact my office at (505) 845-6210. Ilook forward to having
meaningful exchanges of information and concerns as we undertake this significant
planning effort.

Sincerely,

Wl e

W. John Arthur, III
Assistant Manager for Office
of Environment/Project Management

Enclosure
cc w/o enclosure:

B. Twining, OOM, AL
D. Geary, OPA, AL
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The Discussion Draft ‘Accelerating Cleanup: Focus on 2006, is designed
to give Tribal Nations, states, regulators, and other stakeholders an
opportunity to participate in the development of the entire Environmental
Management (EM) program, helping us to define innovative approaches to
streamline cleanup and to save taxpayer dollars. It expands from EMs
traditional stakeholder participation on the annual budget to an opportu-
nity to participate in developing the long-term strategies of the program.

As a master of National policy, the Clinton Administration and the
Department of Energy (DOE) recognize the Federal Government’ obligation to clean up sites
across the country that supported our nation’s defense mission and to protect human health and the
environment now and in the future. This Discussion Draft reaffirms that commitment and offers
us an opporrunity to shape the strategies needed to meet the challenges before us.

We began this effors in 1996, when EM initiated a new strategic planning process built around a
vision of both accelerating the cleanup program and completing the cleanup of as many DOE sites
as possible by 2006. The strategic vision challenged us to focus management attention on action
in defining better and more efficient ways to conduct our work. As Secretary Pena has said, “We
cannot continue to operate this program in the same way as in the past.”

1 recognized from the outses thas this planning effort would require unprecedented levels of
participation and active involvement of Tribal Nations, states, regulators, and other stakeholders
t0 succeed. We are long past the time when declarations from Washington, D.C. can be imposed
unilaterally on those who live around and work at our sites. We learned a great deal as we worked
with our site managers and stakeholders in not only pursuing a new strategic planning process, but
also in revamping all of our management systems.

First, the job of creating a Ten-Year Strategic Plan was more difficult than I forst anticipated. The
EM program has historically been developed on a year-to-year basis. Few sites had developed
comprehensive strategies for completion. Creating reliable baselines and a plan Jor the future has
not been easy, and we still have much work to do. Even with the efforts over the last year, we still
have data gaps and inconsistencies that will need to be addressed over the upcoming montbs.

Second, as the process evolved, I realized that we needed to afford more time and a more disci-
Plined process for siakeholders to participate. Accordingly we have revised the schedule to allow
Jfor public inpux invo this Discussion Drafs, and additional input into a draft National 2006 Plan
that we expect to issue later this year. The Initial National 2006 Plan will be issued early next
year and will be updated periodically.
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The Discussion Draft indicates that it will take significant effort to clean up most sites by 2006,
but that the goal is feasible if the program can become more efficient. I have challenged the sites to
undertake a number of productivity improvements that would allow the program to achieve its
goals. Ifsuccessful, these productivity improvements would allow 12 percent more work to be
conducted by 2006 within the same budget. These productivity improvements would allow us 10
achieve full compliance and to complete cleanup at most of the DOE sites. Even with this
accelerated effort, however, almost 50 percent of the work would still remain aféer 2006.

The Discussion Draft focuses on what can be achieved by 2006, the original end date for the
“Ten-Year Plan.” Since the Initial National 2006 Plan will be issued in early 1998, EM has
revised the title of EM planning documents to focus on the end point, 2006, rather than the
number of years. I had never intended that the Ten-Year Plan would be a rolling goal - rather it
is a completion goal for most of our sites.

We are looking forward to a collaborative effort with Tribal Nations, states, regulators, and other
stakeholders in shaping the future of the EM program. We have an unprecedented challenge to
achieve all of our compliance goals, accelerate cleanup, reduce risks to workers and communities,

and effectively address other stakeholder priorities. This effort will only be achieved by strong

citizen and regulatory agency participation.

Alvin L. Alm
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In 1996, the Department of Energy’s (DOE) Office of Environmental Management (EM)
proposed a strategy to accelerate site cleanup and improve productivity, with a particular focus
on completing work at as many sites as possible by 2006. Achieving that goal poses challenges
that will require input and cooperation from Tribal Nations and stakeholders. This Discussion
Draft represents a positive step toward meeting that challenge. The document also responds to
awide range of Tribal Nation and stakeholder input already received, including the need that
DOE provide more time and a more disciplined process for public participation.

Consistent with that input, this Discussion
Draft is being distributed to interested
parties to elicit their comments on the
goals and strategies of the 2006 Plan and
input on how those strategies should be
implemented. In particular, EM wishes to
obtain the viewpoints of Tribal Nations and
stakeholders on strategic approaches for
accomplishing compliance and completion
goals and on whether the Discussion Draft
articulates the appropriate management
strategies to accomplish those goals.

This approach will ensure that EM has a
broad perspective when developing a draft
National 2006 Plan later this year. EM will
develop the Initial National 2006 Plan by
early 1998, after a second comment period.
The 2006 Plan will be a changing docu-
ment, evolving to reflect revised assump-
tions, viewpoints expressed by Tribal
Nations and stakeholders, and newly
obrained information.

The name of this report and future reports have been changed to focus on the end point goal for
most sites. This chang. reflects the Discussion Draft’s focus on what can be done to complete
work at as many sites as possible by 2006, while acknowledging that cleanup will continue at
some sites after 200C.
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The task of encompassing the entire scope of the Environmental Management program is
daunting. EM is releasing this Discussion Draft to obtain comment from a broad range of
stakeholders. EM has made an effort to highlight the existence of certain data gaps and
inconsistencies between the National and Site Discussion Drafts. EM will work with sites and
stakeholders to address these problems in the next draft and the Initial National 2006 Plan.

BACKGROUND

With the end of the Cold War in the early 1990s, funding for EM increased rapidly as nuclear
weapons production facilities shut down, cleanup responsibilities increased, and infrastructure
functions at sites were transferred to the Environmental Management program.

As the budger for the Environmental Management program began to level off, EM predicted
that funding soon would be insufficient to support increased responsibilities and continued
compliance with all legal and regulatory requirements. EM referred to that prospect as the
“train wreck scenario.”

As limits on funding became increasingly stringent, EM began to focus on increasing
efficiency in the performance of its mission. For example, the 1995 estimated cost of
cleaning up the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site was almost $37 billion

(in 1995 dollars) over a 65-year period. Options for streamlining and accelerating cleanup
subsequently were identified. The strategy presented for review in this Discussion Draft
would allow completion of the proposed remediation and the beginning of long-term
stewardship at a cost of about $6 billion. Projections of the cost of cleanup at the Fernald
Environmental Management Project have been reduced from $5.9 billion over a 45-year
period to a current estimate of $2.6 billion over 9 years. The cost savings and reduced
cleanup time frames reflected in these lower-cost options are achieved primarily by enhanced
performance and acceleration of schedules, rather than by relying on a reduction in the scope
of work.

THE PLANNING PROCESS THROUGH 2006

In June 1996, to reconcile the pressing need to reduce spending in the short term, while
reducing both economic and environmental liabilities over the long term, EM established
a vision:

Withinadecade, the Environmental Managementprogramwillcomplete cleanup at
mostsites. Atasmallnumberofsites, treatmentwillcontinuefor the few remaining
legacywastestreams. Thisunifyingvisionwilldrive budgetdecisions, sequencingof
projects, andactualactions taken tomeetprogramobjectives. Thevisionwill be
implementedincollaboration with regulators, Tribal Nations, andstakeholders.

EM has refined the original Ten-Year Plan Vision as it has interacted with Tribal Nations and
stakeholders and reviewed site plans. EM assumed that completion of most cleanup activi-
ties by 2006 would be possible at all sites, except those having high-level waste and large
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amounts of transuranic waste. As draft Site Ten-Year Plans became available and Tribal
Nations’ and stakeholders’ views became more evident, it became obvious that EM would
have to revise those assumptions. For example, the Oak Ridge Reservation could not achieve
the 2006 Plan goal and the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site will face challenges in
doing so. Nevertheless, the vision has helped focus the Environmental Management program
by providing a strong impetus toward completion.

When developing the vision, EM recognized that, at the major sites, numerous activities
would continue beyond 2006. In fact, the data revealed that, at the Hanford Site in Wash-
ington, the Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory, and the Savannah
River Site in South Carolina, approximately half the costs will be incurred after 2006 for
treatment and disposal of high-level and transuranic waste. Although those activities will not
be completed by 2006, one of the primary goals of the 2006 Plan is to reduce the outyear
mortgage costs of such activities. In addition, the program, as outlined in the 2006 Plan,
does not include facilities and material that currently are not included in the Environmental
Management program. If a decision is made to transfer additional facilities and material to
EM, the 2006 Plan will require revision and the costs of the EM cleanup effort will increase.

A cornerstone to the 2006 Plan cleanup strategy is the nation’s first deep geologic radioactive
waste disposal facility, the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, located near Carlsbad, New Mexico.
The Waste Isolation Pilot Plant is designed and engineered to permanently dispose of transu-
ranic waste and transuranic mixed waste left from the nation’s nuclear defense programs. The
Department of Energy plans to open the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant in May of 1998.

Even after completing cleanup, EM will maintain a presence at most sites to ensure that the
reduction in risk to human health and the environment is maintained. Such “long-term
stewardship” will include passive or active institutional controls and, often, treatment of
groundwater over a long period of time. The extent of long-term stewardship required at a
site will reflect the end state developed in consultation among DOE and other representa-
tives of the Administration, Congress, Tribal Nations, representatives of regulatory agencies
and state and local authorities, representatives of nongovernment organizations, and inter-
ested members of the general public.

AcHIEVING THE GOALS OF THE 2006 PLAN

As implementation of the 2006 Plan proceeds, EM remains committed to maintaining full
compliance with applicable environmental and other legal requirements. In addition, the
Department will meet the requirements of Executive Order 12088, which requires the heads
of all executive agencies to request sufficient funds to ensure compliance with environmental
requirements. EM also intends to meet its commitments to the Defense Nuclear Facilities

Safety Board.

EM also is committed to act on all its other policies through the implementation of the 2006
Plan. Those policies include:

*  Ensuringthesafetyandhealthofworkers
*  Reducingriskstothepublic andthe environment
o Fosteringtheinvolvement of Tribal Nationsandstakeholders

»  Easingthetransitionofworkers

ES-3
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INITIAL SITE SUBMISSIONS

On February 28, 1997, DOE Operations/Field Offices submitted draft Site Ten-Year Plans
to support EM’s planning process. These draft plans were based on two potential funding
scenarios for the Environmental Management program: one that assumes a $6.0 billion
annual funding level (the “High Planning Scenario”) and another that assumes a $5.5 billion
annual funding level (the “Low Planning Scenario”). Each Operations/Field Office was
directed to develop a draft Site Ten-Year Plan that analyzed each of those scenarios on the
basis of allocations set in accordance with each Office’s proportion of the fiscal year (FY)
1998 budget request. Table ES.1 summarizes life-cycle costs and completion information
contained in the initial site submissions. An explanation of planning scenarios for sites and
definition of terms used in this table are contained in Chapter 3.

 Table ES.1 Initial Estimates for Site Completion and Life-C
~ High and Low Planning Scenarios 2s Submitted by the Fie

OperamioNs/ . NUMBER OF REMAINING Cdmi,x-:ﬁéﬁigpa
FEwp OFprce* - Sites w2006° Last Sime
o | Hien Low | o

~ Albuquerque | 0 0 | 2006 . 200
Chicago | 0 0 | 2004  200¢

- National Programs¢| Gl R

~andCarsbad | NA ~NA | NA  NA

- Idaho bt 1 ] 2050 206
‘Nevada | 1 1 | 2011 201

 Oakland 0 1| 2006 2
OakRidge | 2 2 2012 2015

Ohio ] 0 5 2005 203

~ Rocky Flats 1. 1 2015 2030 |

~ SavannahRiver | 1 1| 2070

7 135

(a) Attachment C provides a list of sites included in the Discussion Draft.
(b) 82 sites required cleanup as of the end of 1996.
(c) National Programs are defined in Attachment H.

(d) The February 28, 1997, submission of the Savannah River Site draft Ten-Year Plan excluded full life-cycle
costs associated with a number of projects over the period 2007-2070. Subsequent to submission of the draft Site
Ten-Year Plan, a preliminary life-cycle cost projection for all projects was completed. This data would increase the
life-cycle cost under the Low Planning Scenario to $32.5 billion.

(e) The cost difference between the High and Low Planning Scenarios for the Albuquerque, Chicago, Nevada, and
Oakland Operations Offices is insufficient to show when rounded to the nearest hundred million dollars.

(f) The Carlsbad Area Office costs are $9.0 billion in the Low Planning Scenario and $7.1 billion in the High

Planning Scenario.
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The current planning targets for the Environmental Management program are approxi-
mately $5.5 billion annually for FY 1999 through FY 2002. The Office of Management and
Budget will re-examine the planning targets for the program for FY 1999 and beyond based
upon the analyses of the two planning scenarios in these plans. Additionally, the recent
agreement between President Bill Clinton and the Congressional leadership to balance the
Federal budget by the year 2002 will directly affect the level of the EM budget for FY 1999
through FY 2002. Future budgets for the Environmental Management program will be
required to be consistent with this agreement.

Collectively, initial site plans indicated that life-cycle costs would range from about $146
billion (under the High Planning Scenario) to about $156 billion (under the Low Planning
Scenario) in constant 1998 dollars. Table ES.1 shows that, under the Low Planning Sce-
nario, completion of cleanup is projected at all the sites of only two Operations Offices by
2006, while under the High Planning Scenario, cleanup would be finished at all the sites of
four Operations/Field Offices. As expected, cleanup at the major sites at which large
quantities of high-level and transuranic wastes are present would not be completed by 2006
at either funding level.

In the February 1997 submittals and subsequent discussions, sites indicated that they would
meet compliance requirements under the High Planning Scenario in almost all cases, while
also maintaining other priorities. Some sites, however, indicated that more than their
anticipated allotment of the $6.0 billion target would be required to achieve compliance and
other high-priority activities. The site data also suggest that EM would face more significant
challenges in maintaining compliance and other high-priority activities under the Low
Planning Scenario.

The draft Site Ten-Year Plans represented a good first effort to implement the structural and
managerial aspects of the Environmental Management program planning process. For
example, all activities were identified with distinct projects, and budget plans were developed
for those projects. Substantial unmet science and technology needs at individual sites were
identified for the first time. '

However, when senior management of EM from both Headquarters and the field convened
in late March to review draft Site Ten-Year Plans, they agreed that the plans fell short. The
site plans did not meet EM’s closure goals nor did they achieve full compliance.

In response to those issues, managers explored various options for meeting all compliance
requirements, while maintaining other priorities and accelerating site closures within limited
budgets. For example, through their discussions, the managers focused upon an approach
based on improving productivity through enhanced performance. That approach is a key
element in the strategy set forth in this Discussion Draft.

PERFORMANCE ENHANCEMENT SCENARIOS

Managers from both Headquarters and Operations/Field offices agreed to develop and
implement overall performance enhancement targets as the most practicable approach to
achieving completion and compliance goals. The targets EM adopted are:
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*  Reducesupportcoststo 30percentofsitecosts by FY 2000
*  Achieveannualproductivityimprovementsof3.5 percent for definable projects
*  Achieveannualproductivityimprovements of 6 percent foroperations

The combined effect of the targets, as contrasted to the individual subtargets, is the goal. If
the performance enhancement targets are achieved, the Environmental Management pro-
gram can perform $8 billion of additional work by 2006, an increase of 12 percent over that
proposed in the site submissions. Since achievement of the targets would have a profound
effect on EM, it is important to determine their feasibility.

The Environmental Management program uses a wide array of tools to improve the effec-
tiveness of its operations. They have been useful in the past in improving effectiveness and
will be crucial in achieving enhanced performance in the future. Sections 4.2 and 5.1
summarize the use of these tools in the past and outline opportunities for their use in

the future.

Support Costs

Since 1994, the Environmental Management program has undertaken an aggressive effort to
reduce support costs. Reduction of support costs is consistent with efforts in the private
sector over the past few years to focus resources on value-added work. When support costs
are reduced, more funds are available for actual field work. Although the 30 percent goal
will not be feasible at all EM sites, it will be so at most of them and will produce a substan-
tial improvement in productivity. If all support costs were reduced to-30 percent, about $3.5
billion of additional scope could be performed.

Productivity Improvement Targets

The productivity improvement targets were based on the experience of DOE, private-sector
entities, and other government agencies. In the past, DOE has used productivity improve-
ment targets as one method to meet program goals when funds have been restricted. For
example, when former Secretary of Energy Hazel O’Leary reduced prospective funding for
the Environmental Management program by $4.4 billion in 1995 over a five-year period,
productivity improvement targets were employed. Achievement of the productivity im-
provement targets produced major savings in the program.

At the Hanford Site, for example, a number of steps were taken to save a billion dollars over
a three-year period. The savings resulted primarily from “projectization,” that is, managing
overall projects rather than individual activities. Other savings resulted from improvement

of regulatory oversight and general cost-cutting.

At the Savannah River Site, savings of $330 million are projected over FY 1997 and

FY 1998 through a host of activities. Those efforts include additional outsourcing and
privatization, consolidation of operational facilities, streamlining of monitoring require-
ments, aggressive improvements in productivity, and streamlining and improvement of
interaction with regulators.
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The Ohio Field Office accepted a productivity improvement target of $100 million per year,
representing a savings of 20 percent through FY 2005. The Ohio Field Office has reduced
the cost of meeting its completion goals at the Mound Plant and the Fernald Environmental
Management Project from $8.3 billion to $3.4 billion.

Contractors have shown great ingenuity in achieving cost savings when presented with the
right incentives. For example, a combination of productivity improvements and earlier
investment resulted in dramatic improvements in both cost and acceleration of the schedule
at the Plutonium-Uranium Extraction Plant at the Hanford Site. An investment of $22
million supported the deactivation of 75 buildings, saving $203 million between FY 1994
and FY 2006. Productivity improvements, such as reuse of materials, reengineering, and
activity-based cost estimating, accelerated completion by 15 months, saving $80 million.

The total savings from FY 1994 through FY 2006 are expected to be $283 million.

ABILITY TO MEET PERFORMANCE ENHANCEMENT GOALS

Can these savings rates be retained through 2006? Clearly, the easiest savings already have
been achieved, so additional savings will be more difficult. However, DOE'’s experience to
date and industry experience indicate that substantial future savings are possible.

In 1996, an assessment by Independent Project Analysis, Inc. concluded that the EM waste
management program was from 35 to 40 percent less efficient than such programs in the
private sector and thart the environmental restoration program was 25 percent less efficient
than comparable private-sector programs. If the Environmental Management program were
to achieve the same level of performance as the private sector, the productivity enhancement

goals would be possible.

The Associate Administrator for Space Flight of the National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration (NASA) announced, in 1992, a goal of saving three to five percent over five years in
operating costs of the Space Shuttle program. The National Academy of Public Administra-
tion reviewed the performance goals and concluded that NASA had achieved a 20 percent
savings in two years, a result dramatically higher than the initial targets. The savings resulted
primarily from achievement of performance targets. The NASA targets are consistent with
those set forth in this Discussion Draft.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has reviewed EM sites and has concluded that the
program can achieve $4 billion in savings by 2006. These savings would be the result of
reductions that can be identified in the near term. There is reason to believe that the savings
would be substantially larger if similar reviews were conducted periodically.

There are great untapped sources of savings from application of new technology. The
Operations/Field Offices have identified potential savings of $12 to $27 billion that can be
achieved through the use of innovative technology. A major effort will be undertaken in the
field to measure progress in technology development and application. This estimate provides
a measure of the savings that can be realized if the right incentives are in place and barriers to
technology are removed.

ES-7
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Finally, EM’s productivity goals are less than those of industry, even of mature industries that
have achieved productivity improvements of a magnitude similar to that of those goals. The
chemical industry, for example, has achieved compounded productivity improvements of 2.5
percent over the past 20 years, a result greater than the EM rargets.

Therefore, there is good anecdotal evidence that the performance targets can be achieved.
Nevertheless, they are ambitious. Depending on future savings clearly has its risks.
Considering the gap between funding and compliance and completion needs, however,
the establishment of performance targets represents one major approach to meeting EM’s
goals. Table ES.2 sets forth estimates of accomplishment, assuming achievement of the
enhanced performance goals.

COMPLETION OF

(a) 82 sites required cleanup as of the end of 1996.

(b) After the Richland Operations Office submitted their February 28, 1997, draft Site Ten-Year Plan, the site
provided additional data that could materially increase the difference between the Low and the High Planning
Scenarios assuming enhanced performance. This data would increase the Headquarters projection of life-cycle
cost under the Low Planning Scenario to $48.7 billion. EM chooses to be conservative and not include this case
in this Discussion Draft due to the lateness of receiving the data and the limited time to understand the underly-
ing assumptions. However, this latest case may confirm EM’s belief that there are other large opportunities to
decrease life-cycle costs at higher funding levels.

(c) After the Savannah River Operations Office submitted their February 28, 1997, draft Site Ten-Year Plan, the
site provided additional data that could materially increase the difference between the Low and the High Planning
Scenarios assuming enhanced performance. This data would increase the Headquarters projection of the life-cycle
cost under the Low Planning Scenario to $25.5 billion. Similar to the Richland Operations Office case discussed in
footnote (b) above, EM chooses to be conservative and not include this case in the Discussion Draft.

(d) The cost difference between the High and Low Planning Scenarios for the Albuquerque, Chicago, Nevada,
and Qakland Operations Offices do not show when rounded to the nearest hundred million dollars.
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With performance enhancements, EM can accelerate work at sites. Under the High Plan-
ning Scenario with Enhanced Performance, EM can achieve the site closures outlined in
Table ES.2. Particularly noteworthy are the projected closures of the Rocky Flats Environ-
mental Technology Site, all Ohio Field Office sites, and all Nevada Operations Office sites
by 2006. It appears that applying the performance goals will allow EM to achieve its
compliance and closure goals under the High Planning Scenario.

Under the Low Planning Scenario with Enhanced Performance, EM would not have suffi-
cient funds to meet its closure goals. For example, funds would be insufficient to achieve
closure by 2006 at the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site, the Ohio Field Office,
and the the Nevada Operations Office, and complex-wide life-cycle costs would increase by
more than $7 billion. Further, achieving compliance under such funding constraints would
be challenging, and would change the distribution of funds among sites.

MANAGEMENT

EM is initiating a management foundation, the Integrated Planning, Accountability, and
Budgeting System, which will restructure and streamline formerly independent management
systems of the Environmental Management program’s current management structure into a
single cohesive system. The system supports the 2006 Plan strategy of accelerating the site
cleanup and focusing on completing work at as many sites as possible by 2006.

The system rests on the 2006 Plan goals as a starting point. The goals are translated into the
2006 Plan, a strategic planning document designed to guide the program. Annual budgets
are designed to achieve the objectives of the 2006 Plan. Once the budget is enacted, man-
agement commitments are entered into to ensure achievement of objectives each year. The
commitments are tracked and subject to regular management reviews.

All activities in the Environmental Management program have been translated into projects.
By focusing on projects, the Environmental Management program will pay proper attention
to schedules and costs.

To achieve the performance goals, EM will use a wide array of tools. Those tools include
increased fixed-price contracting; competitive contracting; new technology; privatization;
systems engineering; and benchmarking,

STRATEGIC APPROACHES

Traditionally, EM’s funding priorities have been guided by a number of strategic approaches.
Among them are meeting compliance requirements, reducing risks, reducing mortgages,
developing new technologies, maintaining equity among sites, and accelerating cleanup at
sites. In earlier years, the Environmental Management program had not been focused on
balancing those goals over the long term. EM instead focused funding priorities on each
upcoming budget year. The Environmental Management program planning process pro-
vides EM with the capability to consider how to balance those approaches through 2006 and
then to extend analyses to address activities that will be conducted after that period of time.

EM’s preferred strategy would pursue enhanced performance aggressively. The strategy
would incorporate all the approaches described above, but its priority objectives would be
compliance and acceleration of cleanup. The strategy would be implemented without
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increasing risk to human health and the environment. The preferred approach would
maintain an appropriate level of technology development because of the potential that new
technology has to reduce life-cycle costs and accelerate closure dates.

EM realizes that two events could prevent the program from achieving its completion and
compliance goals: low funding or failure to meet enhanced performance targets. If either
such event should occur, it would be imperative that DOE work closely with regulators and
other stakeholders to address compliance requirements and other high-priority activities at
sites and to establish appropriate priorities and the levels at which those priorities should be
funded. The Department would be required to obtain approval from regulators before
adopting any proposed modifications. This practice has been used several times in the past.

The approaches discussed below are various strategies suggested by Tribal Nations and
stakeholders. EM would appreciate their comments on the importance of the various
strategic approaches in two contexts:

o Tosupport EM’sefforttosetpriorities

o Toprovidealternativesiffundingislessthan expectedoriftheefforttomeet
theenhancedperformancetargetsfallsshort

Meeting Compliance Requirements: This approach would base priorities primarily on
maintaining compliance with applicable environmental and other legal obligations and
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board recommendations. This approach may fail to take
advantage of long-term cost savings associated with acceleration of site cleanup and may not
focus on addressing the cleanup work that poses the highest risk.

Reducing Risk: This approach would base priorities primarily on achieving the greatest
possible reduction in overall risk in the shortest time possible. This approach would
provide near-term protection to the public, but may require renegotiation of some mile-
stones in compliance agreements. It would fail to take advantage of many opportunities
for mortgage reduction.

Reducing Mortgages: This approach would focus on completing projects with attractive
financial returns on investment and/or maximizing site closure as the primary priority of the
Environmental Management program, therefore reducing fixed costs. Under this approach,
only base program activities would be funded at each site, thereby freeing up funding to
achieve site closure beyond routine facility operations and maintenance. This would require
a different approach to allocating funds among sites.

Deploying Innovative Technologies: This approach would rely on new technology as the
chief tool of the program. Cleanup would be deferred in some cases until new technology
can be developed and applied. The cost savings from deployment of new technology
ultimately may allow the program to succeed at lower planning levels and meet long-term
compliance agreements, but could require renegotiation of some near-term compliance
agreements and deferment of some site closures.

Accelerating Cleanup at Sites: This approach would focus on completing work at as
many sites as possible as quickly as possible. This approach would reduce the life-cycle
costs of cleaning up the EM sites, but could require renegotiation of some milestones in
compliance agreements.
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TriBAL NATION AND

STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT | Who ure DOE: Sakcholders
o ) ‘ States have direct interest in tra.nsporta—
EM is asking the public to help it formulate a tion, storage, and disposition of wastes, and
long-term approach to deaning up the weapons |, range of other issues. State regulatory -
complex and to help EM deal with issues that | agencies and the U.S. Environmental =~
often have been submerged in the past. The task Protection Agency 1mplcrnent awide
is substantially more difficult than merely variety of regulatory acuvmes at DOE srtes

commenting on annual budgets. Tribal Nations City and county governments Kavean .
and stakeholders have provided invaluable interest in operations and safcry at sites,
assistance in the past. If EM, Tribal Nations, - as well as economic development and.

and stakeholders can develop an understanding site transition. - -

about the future of the Environmental Manage-
ment program, the program will be better able
to preserve its momentum by retaining support,
both in Congress and among the public.

Site Specific Advrsory Boards establrshed
at each site, have an interest in the full -
range of cleanup 2 actrvrtles at'that site,

. Other gfassroot CltlZCﬂ groups havﬁ an .
EM is interested in Tribal Nations’ and stake- b mterest in the full r, ange 055“'3 operatlons '
ho.lders’ comuments on all components of this ‘ Fmally, citizens havc a‘concern in the ‘
Discussion Draft. EM wishes to hear about - decisions that will affect therr health
whether the performance goals appear credible | and safcty

as a means of achieving all its compliance and :
dosure goals. If not, how should EM set
priorities? Which of the strategic approaches
should be emphasized? Which approaches should be deemphasized? In essence, EM is asking Tribal
Nations and stakeholders to share the dilemmas EM faces in shaping its future. Attachment A provides
a list of some of the types of issues and questions EM faces.

EM is requesting public comments on the Discussion Draft by September 9, 1997. In addition, EM is
planning a series of meetings with Tribal Nations, states, regulators, and other stakeholders to discuss
the effects of the plan, both on the national level and at each site.

EM,, in a parallel effort, has asked sites to involve stakeholders in the formulation of the site-proposed
FY 1999 budget. The EM FY 1999 budget is being developed concurrendy with the Discussion
Draft. In July 1997, EM will be holding a national feedback session to discuss the EM national FY
1999 budget. The options and alternatives described in this Discussion Draft and future iterations of
the 2006 Plan will impact budget formulation and execution activities. This planning process will
allow EM to develop annual budgets in the context of long-term strategies.

Commenters are requested to send all comments on overall strategy and integration of waste manage-
ment projects to EM Headquarters and comments about specific sites to the appropriate site. Attach-
ment B provides detailed information about submitting comments. After receiving comments, EM
will work with interested parties to address issues and respond to comments before developing and
releasing the draft National 2006 Plan later this year. In the case of any issue that cannot be resolved
before the release of the draft National 2006 Plan, EM will develop Action Plans that outline the
process of resolving the issue. EM plans to issue the Initial National 2006 Plan in early 1998, after
conducting a second comment period.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) Office of Environmental Management (EM) proposes a
strategy to accelerate site cleanup and enhance performance of the cleanup program. The
strategy focuses in particular on completing work at as many sites as possible by the end of
fiscal year (FY) 2006. To meet the challenge of achieving those goals, EM will require input
from Tribal Nations and stakeholders. Therefore, EM is submitting this Discussion Draft to
those interested parties to solicit their suggestions and comments.

The task of encompassing the entire scope of the Environmental Management program is
daunting. EM is releasing this Discussion Draft to obtain the views of Tribal Nations and
stakeholders, even though EM recognizes that there are certain data gaps and inconsistencies
between the National and Site Discussion Drafts. Those problems will be addressed in the
draft National 2006 Plan and in the Initial National 2006 Plan. This approach will ensure
that, as EM develops a draft National 2006 Plan later this year, EM will understand the
issues that Tribal Nations and stakeholders believe are most important. EM intends to
develop the Initial National 2006 Plan by early 1998, after a second comment period. The
2006 Plan will be a changing document, evolving to reflect revised assumptions, viewpoints
expressed by Tribal Nations and stakeholders, and newly obtained information.

This Discussion Draft presents material for comment prior to developing the 2006 Plan:
o Chapter 1 presents the scope and funding history of the Environmental
Management program, as well as an overview of the 2006 Plan
»  Chapter 2 outlines the legal requirements governing the Environmental
Management program and its policies

s Chapter 3 describes scenarios of completion, cost, and compliance submisted
Jor specific sites

»  Chapter 4 discusses enhanced performance targets and their effect on site
completion, cost, and compliance

»  Chapter 5 discusses the proposed management initiatives and management
foundation of the 2006 Plan

»  Chapter 6 outlines the strategic approaches of the Environmental Management
program and discusses opportunities for public comment and involvement

The name of this report and future reports have been changed to focus on the end point goal
for most sites. This change reflects the Discussion Draft’s focus on what can be done to
complete work at as many sites as possible by 2006, while acknowledging that cleanup will
continue at some sites after 2006.

11
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1.1 ScopPe ofF THE ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

DOE’s Environmental Management program has grown rapidly since 1989. The program
focuses on addressing the environmental contamination and managing the hazardous and
radioactive waste produced as the result of 50 years of nuclear weapons research, manufac-
turing, and testing, along with other research unrelated to weapons development. Today, as
the steward of the world’s largest environmental cleanup effort, EM is an essential part of
DOE’s mission, addressing hazardous and radioactive wastes and materials; excess buildings
and facilities; soils, surface water, and groundwater; and associated infrastructure at 133 sites
in 31 states and 1 territory." The size of the sites taken together equals the size of the states
of Delaware and Rhode Island combined. Attachment C presents a list of the EM sites still
requiring cleanup.

Even after completing cleanup, EM will maintain a presence at most sites to ensure that the
reduction in risk to human health and the environment is maintained. Such “long-term
stewardship” will include passive or active institutional controls and, often, treatment of
groundwater over a long period of time. The extent of long-term stewardship required at a
site will reflect the end state developed in consultation among DOE and other representa-
tives of the Administration, Congress, Tribal Nations, representatives of regulatory agencies
and state and local authorities, representatives of nongovernment organizations, and inter-
ested members of the general public. Attachment D presents an explanation of end states
and long-term stewardship.

1.2 HisToRrY oF FUNDING FOR THE ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

When it began, the Environmental Management program represented only a small portion
of the costs at most sites. Initially, EM was not responsible for maintaining the infrastruc-
ture—operating utilities, maintaining roads, providing security, and performing other
tasks—for any of the major EM sites. With the end of the Cold War in the early 1990s,
funding for EM increased rapidly as nuclear weapons production facilities shut down,
infrastructure functions at sites were transferred to the Environmental Management pro-
gram, and cleanup responsibilities increased.

By 1994, EM was projecting that, to keep pace with the increasing scope of the program,
the budget would increase to $10 billion annually by 1999. However, by 1995, a national
priority was placed on “downsizing” the Federal Government and reducing the Federal
deficit, and it was clear that the funding growth would not take place. Former Secretary
of Energy Hazel O’Leary issued the 1995 Strategic Alignment Initiative. Under that
initiative, EM made a commitment to reduce projected cumulative outlays by $4.4 billion
over five years.

As the Environmental Management program’s budget began to level off, EM predicted
that funding soon would be insufficient to remain in compliance with all applicable legal
and regulatory requirements. EM referred to that prospect as the “train wreck scenario.”

'As used in this report, an EM site is a distinct geographic location, independent of size, that generated DOE
waste or was contaminated by past activities of DOE. This definition excludes DOE’s Waste Isolation Pilot Plant
in New Mexico because it is expected that the plant will be used in the future for the disposal of transuranic
waste, and has not been contaminated by past DOE activities.
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EM predicted that the budget would fall short of the level required to maintain compli-
ance, which was rising because of increases in the scope of the program. EM worked with
state and federal regulatory agencies to improve its environmental cleanup and compliance
agreements so that enforceable milestones could be accomplished within the funding con-
straints. Methods of establishing priorities also improved, ensuring that conditions that pose

a high risk or a safety hazard would be addressed first.

In 1995 and 1996, as requested by Congress, EM developed its first estimate of life-cycle cost
and schedule for the remaining cleanup effort. The Baseline Environmental Management
Reports communicated the complete scope of the Environmental Management program.?
The 1996 report stated that, as a mid-range estimate, the program would cost $227 billion
(constant 1996 dollars) over the next 70 years, under the assumptions about funding levels,
productivity, and land use that were applied in developing the estimate.

There are many differences between the Baseline Environmental Management Reports and the
assumptions used in this Discussion Draft. Table 1.1 summarizes some of those differences.

Table 1. 1 anfetences Betwcen the Basehne En

Management Report and tlus Dnscussmn Draft ”

COMPARISON : . BasmNE ENVIRONMENTAL ,
s MANAGEMENT R.Epom 3

trategicplanto
ﬁ fyaccelera cleanup of EM ites.

Purpose Estabhshcd an aggreg, ¢ estimate of
© | theromal life-cycle cost of the Envi-

iy e ol ronmental Management pmgram G ;
Integration with| Stand-alone analysxs R ,,’Intcgrares the man gcmcnt,

Other Systems | . , | budgetmg‘and pannmg
S e p e R R «;,fproccsseé

Scope s ',‘;Inc}uded decommxssmmng scope for  ““'
"] thePortsmouth and Paducah Gaseous| th:
' Diffusion Plants and the Savannah | B

:‘vaer Site.
: e e T ; Draft (no excess 3 Imes)
E Fundmg : : Funded sufﬁaently for comphance Examines fandi >gkundcr wo.
;Assumpnons; | through FY 2000, with costs after B 7scenanos $5 5 or;$6 O bllhon

- - FY 2000 capped at FY 2000 e per year
,comphancelevel RE

Other | Included programmatlc sensmvxty fyﬂFocuses on' “mpletmgas much of
| analyses of funding, end state, fthe cleanup as poss;ble by 2006 ‘
4 schedulmg, and other vanables

2Estimating the Cold War Mortgage: The 1995 Baseline Environmental Management Report, March 1995, (DOE/
EM-0232) and The 1996 Baseline Environmental Management Report, June 1996 (DOE/EM-0290).
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1.3

While the Baseline Environmental Management Report and the Discussion Draft are not
constructed on comparable bases, the draft Site Ten-Year Plans submitted by the Operations/
Field Offices in February 1997 estimated substantially lower costs than were reported in the
Baseline Environmental Management Report. The reduction in estimated costs appears to
be chiefly the result of cost savings and life-cycle reductions through improved performance.
Reduction in support costs, resequencing of projects, and contract reform are some methods
by which the Environmental Management program is applying enhanced performance to the
pursuit of its mission. The cost savings and reduced cleanup time frames made possible by
these initiatives were not gained at the expense of safety and health, compliance, or any other
overall cleanup goal.

For example, the estimate provided in the 1995 Baseline Environmental Management
Report for cleaning up the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site was $37 billion (in
1995 dollars) over a 65-year period. The estimate set forth in the 1996 Baseline Environ-
mental Management Report was $17 billion (in 1996 dollars) over a 55-year period. The
strategy presented for review in this Discussion Draft would complete the proposed
remediation and begin long-term stewardship of the site by 2006, at a cost of about $6
billion. These reductions in life-cycle costs and schedule are to be achieved primarily by
resequencing projects to reduce fixed costs. Likewise, cleanup cost projections for the
Fernald Environmental Management Project have been reduced from $5.9 billion over a 45-
year period in 1995 to a current estimate of $2.6 billion over 9 years.

OvERVIEW OF THE 2006 PLAN

In June 1996, to reconcile the pressing need to reduce spending in the short term while
reducing both economic and environmental liabilities over the long term, EM established a
vision for the next ten years. The vision was:

Within a decade, the Environmental Management program will complese cleanup at
most sites. At a small number of sites, treatment will continue for the few remaining
legacy waste streams.  This unifying vision will drive budget decisions, sequencing of
projects, and actual actions taken to meet program objectives. The vision will be
implemented in collaboration with regulators, Tribal Nations, and stakeholders.

The original Ten-Year Plan Vision has been refined as EM has interacted with Tribal Nations
and stakeholders and reviewed site plans. Originally, the vision assumed that only sites
having high-level waste and large amounts of transuranic waste would not achieve comple-
tion by 2006. As draft Site Ten-Year Plans were submitted and Tribal Nations and stakehold-
ers offered their views, it became obvious that the Environmental Management program
could not achieve the 2006 Plan goal at the Oak Ridge Reservation and will face challenges
in meeting that goal at the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site. Nevertheless, the
vision has helped focus the Environmental Management program by providing a strong
impetus toward completion.

However, even in the cases of sites that are completed by 2006, EM and DOE must address
a number of additional issues and responsibilities, including:



ACCELERATING CLEANUP: FOcus ON 2006

*  Monitoring - At many sites,
some monitoring will be
required after environmen-
tal management activities
have been completed. For
example, at some sites,
groundwater monitoring
will continue for the

foreseeable future.

»  Long-term stewardship -
At most other completed
sites, EM or DOE will be
responsible for stewardship
of nuclear materials and
waste and for long-term
surveillance and monitor-
ing. These responsibilities
will require funding well
beyond 2006.

o Excess facilities - The
Discussion Draft does not
provide funding estimates
for excess facilities that
currently are not included
in the Environmental
Management program.
Currently, DOE has made
no decision about whether
the Environmental Management program should accept additional excess
facilities. As an alternative, maintenance and cleanup of excess facilities could
remain the responsibility of the current responsible office. If EM were to take
responsibility for the facilities, costs would be added to the total cleanup
program. A decision on this matter is expected in the near future. (Attach-
ment E provides more information about excess facilities that are not currently
in the program.)

A cornerstone to the 2006 Plan cleanup strategy is the nation’s first deep geologic radioactive
waste disposal facility, the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, located near Carlsbad, New Mexico.
The Waste Isolation Pilot Plant is designed and engineered to permanently dispose of transu-
ranic waste and transuranic mixed waste left from the nation’s nuclear defense programs. Its
sole mission is to protect humans and the environment from long-lived radioactivity for
thousands of years. The Department of Energy plans to open the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant
in May of 1998.
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1.4 PLaciNG THE 2006 PLAN IN CONTEXT

The 2006 Plan is intended as a strategic planning tool to help focus the Department’s
planning for environmental restoration and waste management activities. It will not be a
decision-making document. As noted above, the planning process leading to this Discussion
Draft began in June 1996 with the identification of a unifying vision focused on completing
as much of the EM mission as possible by 2006. Potential strategic approaches to achieving
that vision have evolved over the past year, as a result of interactions with Tribal Nations and
stakeholders and discussions within the Department. The plan will continue to evolve in
response to public comments, new information, and changing circumstances as it proceeds
from this Discussion Draft to a draft plan later this year, an Initial National 2006 Plan in
early 1998, and periodic updates thereafter. Thus, even the Initial National 2006 Plan, when
it appears next year, will not be a decision document on specific proposals for action, but
racher a living document designed to ensure that EM’s strategic planning and budgeting
processes remain focused on the program’s strategic goal--completing as much work as
possible by 2006. The same will be true of the plan’s subsequent updates.

Decisions on proposed actions to carry out the Environmental Management program,
whether the actions are site-specific or national in scope, will be informed by the 2006 Plan.
Other factors, however, will also affect those decisions. For example, in the area of environ-
mental restoration, decisions are inherently site-specific in nature. DOE sites differ in the
extent and types of contamination at the site, the types of remediation technology that may
be appropriate, the characteristics of the surrounding environment, expectations for future
land use, the desires and expectations of key Tribal Nations and stakeholders, the nature of
ongoing or planned non-EM work at the site, and local regulatory requirements. Key
parameters, such as agreement on a site’s end state and the identification of required cleanup
levels, must be negotiated with the appropriate authorities for each site. These variables
illustrate the impracticality of attempting to make cleanup decisions on other than a site-
specific basis. Accordingly, the 2006 Plan will not dictate site-specific outcomes, but rather
will ensure that, as the Department makes site-specific environmental restoration decisions
in consultation with its regulators and other stakeholders, it does not lose sight of the
strategic goal of completing as much cleanup as possible by 2006.

Unlike environmental restoration decisions, the Department’s need for facilities to treat,
store, and dispose of various waste types is more amenable to national or regional approaches
capable of achieving economies of scale or other advantages over a purely site-specific
approach. Even in the area of waste management, however, the 2006 Plan will serve a
strategic planning rather than a decision-making purpose. On May 30, 1997, the Depart-
ment issued its Waste Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement, which
analyzes a number of alternative approaches for managing current and future inventories of
hazardous, low-level, mixed low-level, transuranic, and high-level waste at DOE sites. In
coming months, the Department expects to issue national programmatic Records of Deci-
sion for each waste type. EM'’s strategic goal of accomplishing as much work as possible by
2006 will be one of the factors that will influence these programmatic decisions, and subse-
quent versions of the 2006 Plan will reflect the programmatic decisions as they are made. As
in the case of environmental restoration activities, the 2006 Plan will not dictate specific
waste management approaches at individual sites. It will, however, help to ensure that EM’s
strategic goal remains in focus in the Department’s consideration of the site-specific activities
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that will be necessary to implement the
earlier programmatic decisions. Pro-
posals for waste management activities
at specific sites will require appropriate
regulatory approvals, and will be the
subject of stakeholder consultations and
appropriate environmental reviews.

Much of the information in this Discus-
sion Draft is derived from information
obtained from the sites since July 1996.
On February 28, 1997, Operations/Field
Offices submitted draft Site Ten-Year
Plans and Project Baseline Summaries
with data to support the Environmental
Management program planning effort.
After that submission, the Assistant
Secretary for Environmental Manage-
ment decided to change the planning
process to include more time for public
involvement. Continuing dialogue with
Tribal Nations and stakeholders led EM
to develop this Discussion Draft.

EM will incorporate changes in response
to comments on this Discussion Draft
into the draft National 2006 Plan to be
released later this year. At the same time,

Who are DOE Stakeholders’

“States have dxrec "nterest in transporta- :

1, storage, and dnsposmon of wastes, and ‘

“a range of other issues. State rcgulatory
agencies; and cheU S. Envrronmemal

©Protection Agency:

. ‘varxcty of rcgulatory acmvmes at DOE sntes L

plementa wide

o Cxty and county govemmems haVe an S

émtcrest in opcrat!ons and safety at mes, RN

- as well as economic devclopmcnt and -
3 site transxtmn

[ 'Sxte Specxﬁc Advxsory Boards, estabhshcd -
Clar each site, :
: ﬁ?rangc of cleanup actmtles at that site.

have a tc st in the ﬁxll

Other; grassroot cmzen gmups have an -
 interest in. the fuﬂ range Uf site operatxons

e Fmally, cmzens rhave a concern in the g
5 {deasmns that will aﬂ'ect their health
' and safety ‘

the Site Discussion Drafts will be revised in collaboration with Tribal Nations and stakeholders
at the site level. Specific Action Plans will be adopted at sites to resolve issues raised by inter-
ested parties (see Attachment F for issues already with Action Plans and Attachment G for the
National Action Plan on the Intersite Transfer of Waste and Nuclear Materials). After another
comment period, EM plans to issue the Initial National 2006 Plan in early 1998. The plan
will undergo annual updates to reflect changes in assumptions made in planning and to gauge
advancement toward the targets of the 2006 Plan. Chapter 6 and Attachment B provide
detailed information about how to submit comments on this document.
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2 LEGAL REQUIREMENTS AND POLICIES

2.1

This Chapter articulates legal requirements and policies that affect the Environmental
Management program. The requirements and policies are considered essential to the
effective accomplishment of the mission of the Office of Environmental Management (EM).

MEETING LEGAL AND REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

EM is committed to maintaining full compliance with applicable environmental and other
requirements. First, in accordance with Executive Order 12088, EM will request sufficient
funds to ensure compliance with applicable pollution control standards necessary to conduct
environmental management activities. More broadly, EM will comply with all activities
required by applicable Federal, state, and local statutes and regulations; activities required
under the terms of permits, administrative orders, or judicial decrees; and enforceable
milestones or schedules established in agreements negotiated between EM and regulators. In
addition, the Environmental Management program intends to meet commitments to the
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board.

The sites will work closely with Tribal Nations and stakeholders to address compliance
requirements, conduct other activities, and determine appropriate priorities and related
funding levels. As necessary, site managers would support such efforts by proposing modifi-
cations of certain compliance activities; the Department would be required to obtain ap-
proval from its regulators before acting on any proposed modifications.

2.2 PoLiciEs

Historically, EM’s policies have included ensuring the safety and health of workers; reducing
risks to the public and the environment; fostering the involvement of Tribal Nations and
stakeholders; and easing the transition of workers.

2.2.1 ENSURING SAFETY AND HEALTH

The mission of EM involves the cleanup and management of large amounts of radioactive
and hazardous waste and materials. Accordingly, EM is committed to a policy that can be
summarized as “do work safely or don’t do it.” EM will not compromise safety and health to
accelerate site closures and will continue to implement its safety management policy and the
recommendations of the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board.

EM'’s Safety Management System provides the framework for safety and health management.
Integral to the system is up-front involvement of workers in defining the work and evaluat-
ing hazards. The system provides the basis for identifying the appropriate mix of skills and
other resources required for planning, budgeting, and conducting the safe and effective
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completion of project work. EM is identifying methods of improving safety and health
performance, establishing benchmarks by which to measure such performance, and holding
managers accountable for performance. The Secretary of Energy has directed the Assistant
Secretary for Environmental Management to work closely with the Assistant Secretary for
Environment, Health, and Safety to ensure that the 2006 Plan includes appropriate provi-
sions for the protection of health and safety.

2.2.2 RepuciNG Risk

Risk management is an integral element of EM’s approach to setting priorities, sequencing
project work, and measuring performance. Initiatives set forth in the 2006 Plan place
priority on projects that eliminate urgent risks. Specifically, sequencing of projects will be
based on an evaluation of risks to workers, the public, and the environment, as well as other
factors. Evaluations of risk for projects also will include metrics that show incremental
reduction of risk. EM will continue its efforts to identify opportunities to reduce risk more
quickly than in the past. Those opportunities will be explored thoroughly with Tribal
Nations and stakeholders before they are included in future versions of the 2006 Plan.

2.2.3 INvOLVING TRIBAL NATIONS AND STAKEHOLDERS

Because the strategies chosen by EM affect a diverse group of Tribal Nations and stakeholders,
and must be approved by regulators, EM places a high priority on soliciting and incorporating
the suggestions of all those parties at both local and national levels early in its planning process.

In November 1996, Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management Al Alm sent a letter
to Tribal Nations and stakeholders, making a commitment that the various draft Site Ten-
Year Plans would incorporate only those initiatives that EM was confident could proceed,
certain that they are consistent with legal requirements and have been developed in collabo-
ration with stakeholders and regulators. Mr. Alm stated further that iterations of the 2006
Plan would identify issues that remain to be addressed with regulators or other stakeholders
and that require resolution. For some sites, assumptions were made that are based on only
preliminary discussions with stakeholders and regulators. For such sites, discussion will
continue. The parties to those discussions will conform to the decision-making process
prescribed under Federal, state, and local environmental laws before making any final
decisions. EM recognizes that, to date, involvement of Tribal Nations and stakeholders has
not been consistent. Therefore, EM is committed to the establishment of a more disciplined
and inclusive system.

The Environmental Management program planning process also includes an approach to
issue resolution that involves the development of Action Plans for some issues. Action Plans
are required for selected issues that are controversial, that change the Environmental Man-
agement program’s previous planning baseline, that have not yet been addressed with Tribal
Nations and stakeholders, that affect a number of sites, that require that an explicit decision
or policy to be made, or that affect the path toward closure of a site. Resolution of issues
and opportunities for decision-making are expected to continue, and it is expected that
modifications and updates of the 2006 Plans will be necessary.
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2.2.4 EASING THE TRANSITION OF WORKERS

Workforce restructuring plans are currently under development for the sites that will address
adjustments in the workforce that may occur from time to time as the 2006 Plans are
implemented. Potential strategies for offering benefits to workers affected by workforce
adjustments are under review. These strategies may include incentive programs for both
voluntary and involuntary separation and outplacement assistance services, such as job search
workshops, access to job listings, resume preparation, career and educational counseling, and
educational assistance to help workers make the transition to new job opportunities. Certain
involuntarily separated workers will be eligible for preference in hiring and for severance pay,
in accordance with Section 3161 of the National Defense Authorization Act for FY 1993,

As projects conducted under the 2006 Plan come to a close and sites approach closure, DOE
also intends to provide, in accordance with the requirements of Section 3161 of the National
Defense Authorization Act for FY 1993, assistance to communities that are affected by the
reconfiguring, downsizing, and closing of its defense nuclear facilities. DOE realizes that
attaining the 2006 Plan goals may affect the economies of nearby communities where a
significant number of displaced workers live. DOE will cooperate with the Community Reuse
Organization and execute economic development initiatives to help minimize those effects.
The Office of Worker and Community Transition, which is responsible for the overall manage-
ment of DOE’s community transition program, will authorize specific actions, within approved
funding levels, selected through application of the evaluation criteria set forth in the guidance.
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DRAFT SITE TEN-YEAR PLANS

On February 28, 1997, DOE Operations/Field Offices submitted draft Site Ten-Year Plans
and the associated information about projects (Project Baseline Summaries) to the Office of
Environmental Management (EM) to support this Discussion Draft. The draft Site Ten-Year
Plans are based on two potential scenarios for funding
of the Environmental Management program: one
assuming a $6.0 billion annual funding level (“High
Planning Scenario”) and the other assuming a $5.5
billion annual funding level (“Low Planning Sce-
nario”). Individual site plans included additional iiﬂlmportant o
funds for the capital portion of privatization projects | are develope‘
over and above the High and Low Planning Scenarios. ‘_the scananos
Privatization operating costs are included in the site
distributions except for the Hanford Site Tank Waste
Remediation System. Funding for the capital portion
of the privatization projects does not currently exceed
the FY 1998 through FY 2002 levels requested in the
FY 1998 budget.

The current planning targets for the Environmental
Management program are $5.5 billion for FY 1999
through FY 2002. The Office of Management and
Budget will re-examine the planning targets for the
program for FY 1999 and beyond based upon the
analyses of the two planning scenarios in these plans.
Additionally, the recent agreement between President
Bill Clinton and the Congressional leadership to
balance the Federal budget by the year 2002 will
directly affect the level of the EM budget for FY
1999 through FY 2002. Future budgets for the
Environmental Management program will be
required to be consistent with this agreement.

The use of two planning scenarios allowed EM to analyze the effects of different funding
levels on compliance, site closure, and total life-cycle cost. Although these scenarios do not
represent all possible planning scenarios, they highlight the major issues related to alternative
levels of funding.
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This Chapter summarizes the results of the analysis of the draft Site Ten-Year Plans under
the two planning scenarios. As will be discussed, the submittals did not achieve the
compliance and completion objectives of the Environmental Management program. EM
managers at the highest level met in March 1997 to discuss the submitrals and to establish
performance goals to achieve EM’s objectives through enhanced performance. Chapter 4
discusses the performance goals and their effect on EM’s compliance and closure goals.

3.1 CosT EsTiMATE UNCERTAINTY AND DATA GAPS

EM developed the overall cost estimate for the Discussion Draft by rolling up the individual
cost data for the 381 projects identified in the February 28, 1997, draft Site Ten-Year Plans
and their associated Project Baseline Summaries. The quality of data related to individual
projects at each site varies, in turn affecting the quality of the overall estimate. However,
standard, recognized techniques were used in the field to develop most of the cost estimates.

Unlike standard construction projects, such as buildings and bridges, for which there usually
is a well-established base of knowledge, many EM cleanup projects are new, “first-time”
efforts. Such efforts entail uncertainty related to the technologies involved, changes in scope,
the evolving regulatory environment, and other influences. However, the accuracy of a cost
estimate improves as the project proceeds. Therefore, the accuracy of the overall cost esti-
mate depends upon the stage of each project in its life-cycle.

Data gaps in the draft submittals also were identified. For example, some sites provided
incomplete dara sets for long-term costs under the Low Planning Scenario. While some
progress has been made in filling those gaps, more work is needed. Therefore, some com-
parisons might over- or underestimate differences in life-cycle costs under the two scenarios.

EM recognizes the need for consistent, high-quality data to facilitate program management
and improve progress. The Integrated Planning, Accountability, and Budgeting System
(discussed in Chapter 5) will facilitate better data management and will improve the consis-
tency and quality of program data. EM plans to improve data quality during the public
comment period. Since the process of improving data quality will be continual, initial efforts
will focus on FY 1997, FY 1998, and FY 1999, and will be reflected in the draft National
2006 Plan to the fullest extent possible. A major benefit of the Integrated Planning, Ac-
countability, and Budgeting System is that it will provide continually updated and improved
data quality as it is implemented.

Table 3.1 sets forth life-cycle cost estimates under the High and Low Planning Scenarios, as
submitted by the field. (The number of sites remaining should be compared with the 82
sites remaining in 1997.) Many inconsistencies in the data are apparent. These problems, as
well as other problems related to the data submitted, will be rectified in the draft National
2006 Plan.
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Table 3.1 Life-Cycle Cost Estimates Under (a) High
and (b) Low Planning Scenarios as Submiitted by the Field

(2) High Planning Scenario as Submitted by the Field (Billions of Constant 1998 Dollas)
 Ovemstions/  NumperoF  COMPLETION OF  1997-2006 2007-2070 = Tom

-~ FEtp Oprce® - REMAINING .~ LasTSitE (3 BILLION) A8 BrLoN). o {$ BILLION)

Abuguesque | o | a0 | 25 | o8 | 30
Chicago .~ {0 b 2004 | 03 1 00 | 03
National Programs - | DR O B L BT

and Carlsbad® . |

Nevada |
OakRidge -
“Richland .- - .
- Savannah River = | -
TOTAL |

NA - - 83 | 121 | 204
2050 | - s0 | 108 | 158
201t o7 1 05 12
2006 | 06 | o1 | 07
2012 70 1 21 ] 91
22005 | 46l 01 1 47
2015 Sso 1 22 | 72
2048 | 125 | 418 | 543
2070 o f w7z )79 | 296
1 579 | 884 | 1463

o=

(b) Low Planning Scenario as Submitted by the Field (Billions of Constant 1998 Dollars)
- Ovemations/” ~ NumBEROF  COMPLETION OF 1997-2006 ~  2007-2070  Tomit
Figro Orrice® - - REMAINING, - Last S1TE ~{$ BILLION) " " ($ BILLION) - ($ BILLION)

Albuguerque | 0 2006 22 I o8 | 30
Chicago -~} 0. | 2006 03 f 00 | 03
andCarlsbad® |  NA } ONA | 75 | 136 | 211
‘IMdaho 1 1 2060 | 46 | 130 | 176
“Nevada 1 2015 - | 06 L 06 | 12
QOakland )1 ] 2007 06 1 01 f07 -
‘OakRidge .} 2 | 205 65 | 29 ‘| 94
1
1
1

Ohie - 203 | 39 F 25 | 64
‘RockyFlats = | 2030 45 159 | 104

‘Richland | 2050 125 | 442 | 567
SavannahRiver | 1} 2070 1 w7 | 179 | 296¢
romaL | 1w | | 549 | 1015 | 1564

(a) Attachment C provides a list of sites included in the Discussion Draft.
(b) 82 sites required cleanup as of the end of 1996.
(c) National programs are defined in Attachment H.

(d) The February 28, 1997, submission of the Savannah River Site draft Ten-Year Plan excluded full life-cycle
costs associated with a number of projects over the period 2007-2070. Subsequent to submission of the draft Site
Ten-Year Plan, a preliminary life-cycle cost projection for all projects was completed. This data would increase the
life-cycle cost under the Low Planning Scenario to $32.5 billion.

(¢) The cost difference between the High and Low Planning Scenarios for the Albuquerque, Chicago, Nevada, and
Oakland Operations Offices is insufficient to show when rounded to the nearest hundred million dollars.

(f) The Carlsbad Area Office costs are $9.0 billion in the Low Planning Scenario and $7.1 billion in the High

Planning Scenario.
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3.2 Site COMPLETIONS

The submittals from the field fall short of EM’s closure goal, even under the High Planning
Scenario. Only four Operations/Field Offices would complete cleanup of most activities by
2006. Under the Low Planning Scenario, only two offices, the Albuquerque and the Chi-
cago Operations Offices, would reach completion. The closure dates for more complex sites
are even more disturbing. The completion dates for the Richland Operations Office and the
Savannah River Operations Office were estimated to be around 2050 and 2070 respectively,
up to three-quarters of a century distant. Under either scenario, work at the Rocky Flats
Field Office and the Nevada Operations Office would not be completed by 2006. Under the
Low Planning Scenario, completion would not be achieved at the Oakland Operations

Office by 2006.

3.3 Cost ANALYSIS

On the basis of field submissions, the life-cycle cost for the High Planning Scenario was
about $146 billion (constant FY 1998 dollars). The cost for the Low Planning Scenario was
about $156 billion. As Table 3.1 shows, the difference between the High and the Low
Planning Scenarios occurred primarily at a few sites. Specific projects were less costly when
funded at the funding level of the High Planning Scenario. For example, numerous projects
at the Rocky Flats and Ohio Field Offices showed significant life-cycle savings when funded
at the funding level of the High Planning Scenario. Other opportunities exist: for example,
the acceleration of canyon deactivation at the Savannah River Site under the High Planning
Scenario. Acceleration of deactivation reduces surveillance and maintenance costs, thereby
reducing life-cycle costs at the Savannah River Site by $1 billion.

Most of the costs would be incurred after 2006. Under the field submission High Planning
Scenario, 60 percent of the $146.3 billion life-cycle cost would be incurred after 2006. Most
costs incurred after 2006 (79 percent) support management of high-level waste ($49 billion)
and transuranic waste ($21 billion) at the Hanford Site, the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, the
Savannah River Site, and the Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory.
Other costs incurred after 2006 ($18 billion) support long-term surveillance and mainte-
nance activities at completed sites and deactivation, decommissioning, and remedial action
activities at the large sites. Figure 3.2 disaggregates costs incurred after 2006 under the High
Planning Scenario by major category.
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3.4 COMPLIANCE

In the February 28, 1997, draft Site Ten-Year Plans and in subsequent discussions, almost all of
the sites reported that their Low Planning Scenario was insufficient to meet the sites’ compli-
ance needs. Specifically, the sites could not resolve the following issues:
*  Compliance - Under the Low Planning Scenario, most sites submitted that
they were unable to meet many of the direct compliance needs mandared by
Federal and state regulations (e.g., actions established in Federal Facility and
Compliance Act Agreements) and maintain other high-priority activities
*  Other Necessary Programs - Sites reported that the Low Funding Scenario
would eliminate the necessary support activities needed for compliance
activities (e.g., Federal salaries)
*  Site Accelerations/High-Priority Programs - Sites reported that neither site
acceleration activities nor national business management programs, would
receive funding under the Low Planning Scenario

Sites reported different results for the High Planning Scenario. Most sites reported that
compliance would be achieved while still maintaining other high-priority activities. At these
sites, resources in excess of compliance goals would be allocated to other necessary programs
and site accelerations and other high priority programs. A few sites reported that even under
the High Planning Scenario, they still would not meet their compliance requirements, while
also maintaining activities associated with their high priorities. Those sites requested
additional resources above their allocations.

3.5 ConcLusIoN

The draft Site Ten-Year Plans were unacceptable with respect to both compliance and the
completion goals of the 2006 Plan. Since EM is commited to maintaining compliance, EM
managers therefore explored various options for meeting all compliance requirements and
conforming to EM policies, while accelerating closure of sites despite budget constraints.
Chapter 4 explores those options.
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4 ALTERNATIVE SCENARIOS WITH ENHANCED PERFORMANCE

4.1

The discussion in Chapter 3 of the draft Site Ten-Year Plans under the High and the Low
Planning Scenarios indicated that, although the sites would achieve, in part, the goals of the
2006 Plan under either scenario, they would fall short of maintaining compliance with
applicable requirements, conducting other high-priority activities, and completing cleanup
by 2006. For that reason, the Office of Environmental Management (EM) Headquarters
and field managers agreed to develop adjusted High and Low Planning Scenarios, based
upon specific performance enhancement targets. Those alternatives incorporate an approach
that is consistent with EM’s past response to funding constraints -- do more with less
through enhanced performance.

This Chapter describes the goals that underlie the enhanced performance cases (referred to as
the High Planning Scenario with Enhanced Performance and the Low Planning Scenario
with Enhanced Performance). It sets forth characteristics of the two scenarios as they affect
compliance, costs, and closure of sites.

ENHANCED PERFORMANCE

The need to enhance performance is exacerbated in an environment of reducing or level
funding because even level funding represents decreasing purchasing power over time

(see Figure 4.1).

. Figure4.lDeCf mingpul'c}las}ng

Level Budget
Assuming 2.7 percent
inflation per year, buying Purchasing power

power is 20 percent less
in 2006 than it is in 1998
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Enhanced performance can overcome and exceed lost buying power without additional
funds to accelerate site cleanup and closure. The analysis in this Chapter assumes perfor-
mance enhancements that will allow EM to increase buying power under the two planning
scenarios. Figure 4.2 illustrates the effect EM seeks to accomplish.

o = -

4.2 PERFORMANCE ENHANCEMENT TARGETS

Drawing upon its past experience, knowledge of practices in the private sector, and analysis
of the performance of its program, EM established performance enhancement targets to
bridge the gap between funding and resources needed to meet program goals. The targets
established are:

*  Reduce support costs to 30 percent of site costs by FY 2000

*  Achieve annual productivity improvements of 3.5 percent for definable
projects (or pure projects)

*  Achieve annual productivity improvements of 6 percent for operations (or
operational projects)

By applying a combination of performance targets on a site-by-site basis, the Environmental
Management program also set an overall goal of performing $8 billion of additional work by
2006, a 12 percent increase. Since achievement of those targets would have such a profound
effect on the Environmental Management program, it is important to discuss their feasibility.
The goals are ambitious and may be unachievable. On the other hand, there is certainly a
reasonable chance they could be achieved, or at least that the program could come close to
achieving them.
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The performance targets were based on the experience of DOE, organizations in the private
sector, and other government agencies. When available funding is less than is needed to meet
program goals, performance targets are used to bridge the gap.

EM intends to establish baselines for each project to monitor and track progress made by
each site regarding the incorporation of performance enhancing initiatives. As EM develops
performance metrics to track progress, they will be included in the draft National 2006 Plan
and future iterations of the 2006 Plan. Developing metrics and tracking performance will
increase attention on achieving the targets. The focus will remain on achieving the 2006 goal
of enhancing performance by 12 percent. EM anticipates that some sites will exceed their
annual targets, some will meet their annual targets, and some may fall short.

In 1995, when former Secretary of Energy Hazel O’Leary created the Strategic Alignment
Initiative, she established a target of reducing funding for the Environmental Management
program by $4.4 billion over five years. This streamlining initiative created Department-
wide efficiencies by reducing staff, consolidating buildings, and eliminating the use of leased
office space by the Department. Also under that initiative, the former Secretary established
performance targets for the Environmental Management program. As a result of the initia-
tive, EM avoided significant costs.

At the Hanford Site, for example, a number of steps were undertaken to save a billion dollars
over a three-year period. The savings resulted primarily from managing overall projects,
rather than individual activities. Other savings resulted from such individual projects as
improvement of regulatory oversight and general cost-cutting. The effort saved 26 percent
over a three-year period.
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At the Savannah River Site, savings of $330 million are projected over FY 1997 and FY
1998 through a host of activities. Those efforts include additional outsourcing and
privatization, consolidation of operational facilities, streamlining of monitoring require-
ments, aggressive improvements in productivity, and streamlining and improvement of the
interaction with regulators.

The Ohio Field Office accepted a performance enhancement goal of $100 million per year,
an amount that represents a savings of 20 percent through FY 2005. The Ohio Field Office
has reduced the cost of meeting its completion goals at the Mound Plant and the Fernald
Environmental Management Project from $8.3 billion to $3.4 billion.

Contractors have shown great ingenuity in achieving cost savings when presented with the
right incentives. For example, a combination of productivity improvements and earlier
investment brought about dramatic improvements in both reduction of costs and accelera-
tion at the Plutonium-Uranium Extraction Plant at the Hanford Site. An investment of $22
million resulted in the deactivation of 75 buildings, reducing annual surveillance and
maintenance costs from $33.8 million to $1.2 million. Savings from these activities from FY
1994 to FY 2006 are expected to be $203 million. Productivity improvements such as reuse
of materials, reengineering, activity-based cost estimating, and more accelerated completion
by 15 months, saved $80 million. Therefore, the total savings from FY 1994 through FY
2006 is expected to be $283 million.

Even with the efficiencies already achieved, a 1996 assessment by Independent Project
Analysis, Inc. concluded that the EM waste management program was from 35 to 40 percent
less efficient than such programs in the private sector and that the environmental restoration
program was 25 percent less efficient than comparable private-sector programs.

Can these savings rates be retained through 2006? Clearly, the savings that were easiest to
achieve already have been made, so additional savings will be more difficult. DOE’s experience
to date and industry experience, however, indicate that substantial future savings are possible.

Other Experience

The Associate Administrator for Space Flight of the National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration (NASA) announced, in 1992, a goal of saving three to five percent over five years in
operating costs of the Space Shuttle program. The National Academy of Public Administra-
tion reviewed the results of these efficiency goals and concluded that NASA had achieved a
20 percent savings in two years, a result dramatically higher than initial targets. The savings
resulted primarily from achievement of performance enhancement goals. NASA targets are
consistent with those set forth in this Discussion Draft.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has reviewed EM sites and has concluded that the
program can achieve $4 billion in savings by 2006. The savings would be the result of
savings that can be identified in the near term. There is reason to believe that the savings
would be substantially larger if similar reviews were conducted periodically.
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There are great untapped sources of savings from application of new technology. The
Operations/Field Offices identified savings of $12 to $27 billion that can be achieved
through the use of innovative technology. Past experience suggests that the estimate is
optimistic. Nevertheless, it does provide a measure of the savings that can be realized if the
right incentives are in place and barriers to technology are removed.

Finally, EM’s productivity targets are less than those of industry, even of mature industries
that have achieved productivity improvements of a magnitude similar to that of those targets.
The chemical industry, for example, has achieved compounded productivity improvements
of 2.5 percent over the past 20 years, a result greater than the EM targets. Table 4.1 shows
actual productivity improvements in four major industries from 1985 to 1994. These trends
show that EM’s performance goals are less than those the comparable industries realized.
While the activities are not directly comparable, there are similarities between EM and each
of the four industries in applicable environmental regulations and oversight. The four
examples chosen are the most similar to EM among examples available in industry.

Table 4 1 Companson of Enhanced Performance ‘of our M a;orLIn : ustnes
Usmg Increased Labor Outputa 1985 to. 1994 987=100)

Cmmu - g
: S INDUSTRY " 27 1985 :"1986, 1987/-1983' “19‘89 1990 1991
- ACoal: Mmmg SRS 924 1000 11050 1164 - L1833 132

CoCSreel s L 85,8 89,7 100 11345 57 110,5. 108,
o 'Pctroleum Rcﬁmng 847 949 1001063 109,210

. Industrial Chemicals _ 840 89.0 100 100.% - 1032 104.9 992 1

Therefore, there is good anecdotal evidence that the productivity targets can be achieved.
Nevertheless, they are ambitious. Depending on future savings clearly has its risks. Consid-
ering the gap between funding and resources needed to achieve compliance and completion,
however, the establishment of productivity targets may represent the only practicable option
for meeting EM’s goals. It is crucial that EM obtain Tribal Nations’ and stakeholders” views
on the feasibility of depending on productivity targets of such magnitude and on other
available options, should such dependency be found overly challenging.

4.3 AReAS TARGETED FOR ENHANCED PERFORMANCE

Each Operations/Field Office has developed some preliminary ideas about how to achieve
enhanced performance targets. Some examples follow:

The Oak Ridge Operations Office plans to achieve the performance enhancement targets by
reducing project costs through the adoption of a management and integration approach that uses
industry standards for remediation work. The use of private-industry percentages for design and
construction management greatly decreases the estimate. The office also plans to reduce construc-
tion costs by 10 percent through increased use of competition and by using subcontractors
instead of management and operations contractors to provide support. Creating efficiencies
through outsourcing and reducing scope also are seen as promising methods of cutting overall
costs that will assist the office in reaching its goals. The adoption of these and other enhance-
ments is expected to contribute to a cumulative 33 percent enhancement in performance.

4-5
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The Richland Operations Office plans to achieve its performance enhancement targets
through indirect cost reductions; stretch, breakthrough, and privatization opportunities;
other project efficiencies (new reengineering and technology applications and streamlining of
management); and changes in scope agreed to by regulatory authorities. The office expects
to realize significant savings from these site accelerations; the savings in turn will allow
further investments in site closure activities. The Richland Operations Office lists three
projects that will advance closure activities significantly through reduction of mortgage.
Candidates for acceleration are the deactivation projects at the 324/327 buildings and the
deactivation of the T-Plant. The Office also plans to consolidate on-site liquid low-level
mixed waste streams currently being treated elsewhere to further reduce costs.

The Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site is facing the challenge of completing 14
years of work scope by 2006. In order to complete the site by that time, the site must realize
significant performance enhancements in the way it conducts work. The Rocky Flats
Environmental Technology Site assumes an average savings of 5 percent per year in all cases,
in the areas of management, technical support, and infrastructure. In addition, the site
intends to continue to use the performance-based contracts to establish incentives for
contractors to accelerate site closure. Some examples from FY 1997 are:

o Paricularly challenging performance measures have provided a vehicle to
motivate the contractor to accomplish additional work, thereby freeing an
additional $30 million to perform closure work approved in the site’s baseline.
Although this work was in the baseline, it was unfunded at the beginning of
the fiscal year.

*  Performance measures have been integrated and coordinated to ensure work is
accomplished in an optimum sequence. For example, to earn a fee in FY
1998 in the area of shipment of special nuclear material, the contractor
must complete the entire scope of work under the FY 1997 performance
measures for shipment of special nuclear material.

Rocky Flats Field Office can complete closure by 2006 if certain funding considerations are
favorable in the next three years. These favorable considerations include either availability of
accelerated closure funds in lieu of privatization funds or unrestricted use of privatization
funds; availability of accelerated closure funds; or other mechanisms to increase available
funds. This issue will be resolved prior to release of the draft 2006 Plan later this year.

The Oakland Operations Office has developed a sequence of work and distribution of funds
by optimizing strategic integration of their programs and sites. The schedule and estimated
costs presented in the Oakland plan are based on an aggressive approach in a number of cost
saving areas, including reduction in support costs through innovative contracting, use of
innovative technologies at Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory and other sites, se-
quencing of restoration projects at small sites, and ongoing process optimization.

Over the past few years, the Savannah River Site has cut costs through various performance
enhancements. However, the site sees the opportunity for additional gains in efficiency in
business processes and systems, operations (especially in new facilities currently undergoing
startup), and new technologies. Examples include:
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* A new management system for the site has high promise of producing efficiency
gains in the long term. It is a fully integrated suite of modules that govern all
aspects of site operations. Expectations are thar the integrated system approach
will lead to simplification of business processes and data management.

¢ The Defense Waste Processing Facility is still in its infancy compared with other
site operations. If it proves to be like most large, new production facilities, gains in
operational efficiency should be realized after the “bugs” have been worked out.

4.4 AnALysis oF CLoSURE AND LIFE-CycLE CosTs UNDER
ALTERNATIVE SCENARIOS

A key component of the performance enhancement strategy is completion of work by
2006. Achievement of 100 percent of the targets for performance and reduction of
support costs would allow the compression of more than $66 billion worth of work into
$58 billion worth of buying power through 2006, representing an increase of 12 percent
in work being performed.

In developing the two scenarios below, the maximum possible gains in performance enhance-
ment were assumed. Therefore, the achievements must be considered “goals” rather than
programmatic commitments. Table 4.2 sets forth the conclusions for the High and Low
Life-Cycle Estimates with Enhanced Performance.

The High Planning Scenario with Enhanced Performance is based on a funding allocation
among sites that differs slightly from the funding allocation for the High Planning Scenario
without performance enhancements. The funding allocation for the High Planning Scenario
with Enhanced Performance includes investments at the Rocky Flats Field Office, the Ohio

Table 4.2 Life-Cycle Cost Estimates with Enhanced Performance
Under (a) ngh and (b) Low Planmng Scenauos
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(a) 82 sites required cleanup as of the end of 1996.

{(b) After the Richland Operations Office submitted their February 28, 1997, draft Site Ten-Year Plan, the site
provided additional data that could materially increase the difference between the Low and the High Planning
Scenarios assuming enhanced performance. This data would increase the Headquarters projection of life-cycle
cost under the Low Planning Scenario to $48.7 billion. EM chooses to be conservative and not include this case
in this Discussion Draft due to the lateness of receiving the data and the limited time to understand the underly-
ing assumptions. However, this latest case may confirm EM’s belief that there are other large opportunities to
decrease life-cycle costs at higher funding levels.

(c) After the Savannah River Operations Office submitted their February 28, 1997, draft Site Ten-Year Plan, the
site provided additional data that could materially increase the difference between the Low and the High Planning
Scenarios assuming enhanced performance. This data would increase the Headquarters projection of the life-cycle
cost under the Low Planning Scenario to $25.5 billion. Similar to the Richland Operations Office case discussed in
footnote (b) above, EM chooses to be conservative and not include this case in the Discussion Draft.

(d) The cost difference between the High and Low Planning Scenarios for the Albuquerque, Chicago, Nevada,
and Oakland Operations Offices do not show when rounded to the nearest hundred million dollars.

Field Office, and the Nevada Operations Office that are necessary to meet the closure dates
of 2006 established for those sites. It also includes investments at the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant to allow the plant to receive transuranic waste at a rate that will accommodate the need
of other EM sites to ship transuranic waste off-site. Additional amounts were added to the
planning levels for the Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory to help
ensure compliance with the settlement agreement for that site. The Low Planning Scenario
with Enhanced Performance is based on the same funding allocation among sites as the Low
Planning Scenario without performance enhancements. Attachment H provides an Office-
by-Office summary of funding allocations for the planning scenarios.
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4.4.1 S1TE COMPLETIONS AND COST ANALYSIS

Tncorporation of initiatives to enhance performance into its program will enable EM to
achieve its completion goals. Under the High Planning Scenario with Enhanced Perfor-
mance, all sites except the Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory, the
Oak Ridge Reservation, the Savannah River Site, and the Hanford Site can achieve closure
by 2006, although doing so will require great effort at the Rocky Flats Environmental
Technology Site. Under the Low Planning Scenario with Enhanced Performance, the
Nevada Operations Office, the Ohio Field Office, and the Rocky Flats Field Office would
also not achieve the closure goal.

The life-cycle cost for the High Planning Scenario with Enhanced Performance is about $110
billion (constant FY 1998 dollars), a cost savings of $36 billion over the original scenario. The
life-cycle cost for the Low Planning Scenario with Enhanced Performance is $117 billion
(constant FY 1998 dollars), a cost savings of $39 billion over the original scenario.

Under the High Planning Scenario with Enhanced Performance, 47 percent of the costs are
incurred after 2006. That figure represents a significant reduction from the 60 percent
projected before enhanced performance was considered. As expected, most costs to be
incurred after 2006 (93 percent) will be expended to manage high-level waste ($33 billion)
and transuranic waste ($15 billion) at the Hanford Site, the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, the
Savannah River Site, and the Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory.
Figure 4.3 illustrates costs by major category under the High Planning Scenario with En-
hanced Performance.

Cost of surveillance and monitoring to ensure adequate protection of human health and the
environment extend for many years after completion of work at a site. Long-term surveillance
and monitoring costs currently are estimated at approximately $100 to $250 million per year.
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4.4,2 COMPLIANCE

EM could achieve compliance, as well as fund site acceleration initiatives and other high-
priority initiatives, at all sites under the High Planning Scenario with Enhanced Perfor-
mance, but further adjustments in funding and the acceleration of schedules may be neces-
sary at some sites. Every effort will be made to resolve such issues before the draft National
2006 Plan is issued later this year. Under the Low Planning Scenario with Enhanced
Performance, achieving compliance could be even more difficult at several sites. Neither site
accelerations nor other high-priority activities would be possible under this scenario.

4.5 CoMPARISON OF INITIAL SuBMISSIONS WITH ENHANCED
PERFORMANCE SCENARIOS

This Section compares the two low scenarios with each other and then the two high scenarios
with each other. First, the Low Planning Scenarios with and without Enhanced Performance
are compared in the areas of site closure, cost, and compliance. Then, the High Planning
Scenarios with and without Enhanced Performance are compared for the same three factors.

4.5.1 Low PLANNING SCENARIO AND Low PLANNING SCENARIO WITH
ENHANCED PERFORMANCE

Table 4.3 compares the Low Planning Scenarios with and without enhanced performance by
site completion, life-cycle cost, and compliance.

T able 4 3 Comparlson of the Low Planmng Scenarm wnth
the Low PIamun Scenano with Enhanced Performance P

COMPLEnoN'BY 2006 i COMPL!ANCE e

my all thc sites
ported that they wouid '
be unable to meer
ympliance reqmrements
id still maintain other
high-priority activities.

Aﬂ Albuquerque and
S Chlcago Operations'
b sxtes completed No

ompliance difficulty if
t high-priority projects
-to be maintained, but
easil ‘,eyﬁwnh ad}ustments
between sites.. .

Performance ) accelerauon ‘actwmes

Cost Analysis - As Table 4.3 illustrates, if EM achieves 100 percent of its performance
enhancement goals, a cost reduction of approximately $39 billion, or 25 percent, would be
realized over the life-cycle of the program.
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Completion - The table above shows that, with enhanced performance, only one more
Operations Office will be completed by 2006. However, it does not illustrate the true
progress being accomplished by the complex as a whole. The completion dates for indi-
vidual sites accelerate in all cases.

Compliance - Almost all sites reported an inability to meet compliance requirements and
maintain other high-priority activities under the Low Planning Scenario without enhanced
performance. The sites also indicated that other high-priority mortgage and risk reduction
projects would not be funded.

4.5.2

HiGH PLANNING SCENARIO AND HIGH PLANNING SCENARIO WITH
ENHANCED PERFORMANCE

Table 4.4 compares the High Planning Scenarios with and without enhanced performance
by life-cycle cost, site completion, and compliance.

;Table 4 4 Comparison of the ngh Planmn Scenano wi
: the Hngh Planmng Scenario with Enhanc I’crformanA

'Scmmo 19972070
. Lire-CycLE COsT-
(BILLIONS OF {CONSTANT

COMPLETION BY 2006

- 1998 DoLrars) , ’
1463 All Albuquerquc, Chxcago,
' Oakland, and Ohio |
Operations Office sites - | anc
completed. Few accelera- | mai
tion activities.
| 1099 |Siwesarsix Operations | All s

| Offices complete. Sitesat | con
| 'the Idaho, O'ak'Ridge,t e

| Richland, and Savannah |

| River Operations Offices

not complete. Significant

site acceleration activities.

Cost Analysis - As Table 4.4 illustrates, if EM achieves 100 percent of its performance
enhancement goals, a cost reduction of approximately $36 billion, or 25 percent, would be
realized over the life-cycle of the program.

Completion - Table 4.4 shows that, without enhanced performance, sites at only four
Operations Offices would be completed by 2006; sites at six Operations Offices would be
completed by 2006 if 100 percent of the performance enhancement goals were realized.
Under the High Planning Scenario with Enhanced Performance, the completion date at the
Savannah River Operations Office would be accelerated by 44 years. Similarly, under the
High Planning Scenario with Enhanced Performance, the Richland Operations Office’s
completion date would be accelerated by 15 years, and the Idaho Operations Office’s
completion date would be accelerated by 15 years (see Tables 3.1 and 4.2).
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Compliance - Under the High Planning Scenario, most sites reported that all compliance
goals would be met. However, some sites requested additional funds above their allocations
to meet those goals. At $6 billion per year, the additional needs could be met by changing
the allocations of funds. Under the High Planning Scenario with Enhanced Performance, all
compliance requirements would be met. In addition, work on other high-priority programs
and national initiatives would be accelerated.

4.6 CONCLUSIONS

The analysis indicates that enhanced performance will result in significant life-cycle cost
reductions regardless of the funding level. If EM realizes 100 percent of the performance
enhancement goals, approximately $36 billion to $39 billion in cost reduction can be
achieved, and significant accelerations in site cleanup would occur as well. EM realizes that
implementing such enhanced performance is the key to life-cycle cost reduction, and
therefore, site accelerations. In Chapter 5, this document presents for discussion various
management initiatives that could enhance performance.

The High Planning Scenario with Enhanced Performance approaches achievement of EM’s
compliance and closure goals, although there would be challenges in doing so. The Low
Planning Scenario with Enhanced Performance places primary emphasis on compliance,
extending the dates for completion and adding $7 billion to life-cycle costs. Without
enhanced performance, it would be difficult to achieve the completion goals or even meet all
compliance requirements. As Table 4.5 illustrates, under the High Planning Scenario with
Enhanced Performance, acceleration of cleanup is realized for all sites completed after 2006,
except the Savannah River Operations Office. Under the High Planning Scenario, comple-
tion dates for the Idaho, Nevada, Oak Ridge, Ohio, Rocky Flats, and Richland Operations/
Field Offices will be accelerated by an average of approximately ten years each.

Table 4581te Acceleration Table w1th Performance -

; ~ Enhancements i
. Orerarions/Fiep  CompieTion OF  COMPLETION OF  Dpima
- OFFICE AL LA:STSITE'(HIGH), “LasT SITE (Low) - (YEARS) -
 Albuquerque 1 2005 [ 2005 1 0
Chicago | 2004 | 2006 | - 2
_ National Programs | [ b
andCarlsbad | NA | NA | NA
oIdaho | 2035 2045 & 10
S Nevada | 2006 | 2010 | 4
“Oakland - 2006 | 2006 ) -0
-~ QakRidge | 2012 }- 2015  } 3
Ohio L 2005 ] 2030 | = 25
RockyFlas | 2006 | 2018 1 12
Richland | 2033 | 2040 -} 7
 SavannahRiver | 2026 2026 1 0
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Despite the limitations of the data, this analysis indicates clearly that improvements in the
productivity of the Environmental Management program must have the highest priority if
EM is to achieve its goals. Nevertheless, depending on performance improvements yet to be
identified involves a certain amount of risk. Since it appears that total funding will be
limited, the only practicable alternatives to this strategy would require setting new priorities
and dropping some current objectives of the program.
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MANAGEMENT

Achievement of the performance targets by the Office of Environmental Management (EM)
will require strong management and continual commitment. Section 5.1 discusses the man-
agement initiatives that will be used to achieve the performance enhancement targets. Section
5.2 describes the new Integrated Planning, Accountability, and Budgeting System.

5.1 MANAGEMENT INITIATIVES

The Environmental Management program uses a wide array of initiatives to improve the
effectiveness of its operations. The following initiatives will be crucial in achieving
enhanced performance:

*  Reduce support costs

*  Create the right incentives

*  Optimize project sequencing

*  Privatize

*  Deploy innovative technology

*  Follow up on U.S. Army Corps of Engineers effort
o Use benchmarking

*  Implement pollution prevention

*  Integrate activities among sites

*  Conduct work-outs

5.1.1 Rebpuce Surrort CosTs

The Environmental Management program has undertaken an aggtessive effort to reduce
support costs. Reduction of support costs is consistent with private sector actions over the
past few years to focus resources on value-added activities. When support costs are reduced,
more funds are available for field work. Some Operations/Field Offices already have reduced
support costs substantially, as Figure 5-1 illustrates. Although the target of reducing support
costs to 30 percent will not be attainable at all EM installations, it can be achieved at most,

and that achievement will improve productivity. If all reductions in support costs were
achieved, EM could perform about $3.5 billion in additional field work.
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5.1.2 CRrEATE THE RIGHT INCENTIVES

Creation of the right incentives for both contractors and DOE staff is necessary. To support
a productive culture, DOE has been turning from management and operating contracts to
performance-based contracts. Such contracts provide incentives for actual performance, and
contractors share in cost savings at many sites. In some cases, workers also are awarded
incentives for improved performance. EM opened all but two of its major environmental
contracts to recompetition and is conducting recompetition at the Oak Ridge Reservation
and at the Mound Plant.

The procurement at the Oak Ridge Reservation represents a significant departure from past
practices. The contractor will be chosen to manage the overall effort, but the actual field work
will be conducted by subcontractors, primarily under fixed-price arrangements. In general,
fixed-price and privatization contracts are 30 to 50 percent cheaper than cost-type contracts.

5.1.3 Or1iMIZE PROJECT SEQUENCING

EM is trying to resequence projects in a manner that reduces fixed costs while meeting other
objectives. Currently, the fixed costs of maintaining many EM facilities in a safe and secure
condition are high. If the facilities could be decontaminated, most of those fixed costs could
be eliminated. The savings realized through completion of projects that have high mainte-
nance costs then can be applied to other projects.

For example, the Rocky Flats Field Office, in concert with stakeholders and regulators, has
established cleanup priorities and identified the activities required for closure. The high-
priority activities identified include stabilization of plutonium metal, oxides and residues;
and removal of plutonium, enriched uranium, and transuranic waste from the site. These
activities reduce the site’s highest risks and free funds for completion of the remaining
projects at the site. For example, if several projects are conducted at the same time, a single
startup cost is incurred for all those projects, rather than a separate startup cost for each.

The additional funds then can be reallocated to other closure projects. The resequencing was
one of the reasons the estimate of the cost of completion at the site dropped from $37 billion
in 1995 to $6 billion today, under the High Planning Scenario with Enhanced Performance.
By setting priorities among projects, certain types of costs can be reduced or even eliminated.
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As another example, optimal sequencing of stabilization and deactivation at the Savannah
River Site could accelerate completion, producing substantial savings in life-cycle cost and
shortening project schedules. Cost savings realized by resequencing of projects could be used
to accelerate other cleanup activities and to reduce life-cycle costs and schedules.

5.1.4 PRIVATIZE

Privatization is a key component of EM’s
contracting strategy to meet cleanup challenges
despite declining budgets. This approach helps
to accelerate cleanup despite budget constraints
because budget outlays are deferred until
products and services that meet performance
specifications are delivered. The $1 billion
request submitted for the President’s budget for
FY 1998 equals 13 percent of the total EM
budget request. Privatization is an acquisition
strategy that, under appropriate circumstances,
can accelerate cleanup and reduce costs through
competition, financing by the private sector,
and application of private-sector technology
and experience.

Within DOE, a team has been established to
ensure effective implementation of the
privatization program. DOE believes that
privatization will play a key role in future
cleanup activities because substantial cost savings
can be realized through the development of such
working relationships between the government
and private industry.

5.1.5 DEeprLOY INNOVATIVE TECHNOLOGY

DOE places high priority on the successful development of new technology. The draft Site
Ten-Year Plans identified 523 innovative technology initiatives that, if deployed, could realize
savings from $12 to $27 billion. EM plans to determine which of the potential projects are
technically feasible, cost-effective, and acceptable to regulators. EM then will establish firm
management commitments to those projects.

EM has supported efforts of the Western Governors’ Association and Southern States Energy
Board to foster cooperation among the states to facilitate deployment of new technologies.
In addition, in the FY 1998 budget request, DOE proposed a technology deployment
initiative to facilitate the use of technically feasible ar.d cost-effective innovative technologies.
The Technology Deployment Initiative is designed to overcome barriers and deploy innova-
tive technologies. The objectives of the Technology Deployment Initiative program are:
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o To provide for deployment of cleanup technologies or processes to numerous sites
within two to four years

o To conduct cleanup efforts that reduce EM’s morsgage and support achieve-
ment of program goals

o 10 provide incentives to sites by reinvestment of cost savings

Even if there is significant progress between now and 2006, substantial post-2006 spending
will be necessary in several areas, such as treatment of high-level waste. For such projects,
investments in new technology could lead to a significant reduction in cost. Investments in
basic scientific research now can lead to breakthroughs in the innovative cleanup methods
and technologies of the future.

5.1.6 ForLow upr ON U.S. ArMY CoRpPs OF ENGINEERS EFFORT

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has conducted an independent review of environmental
management cost estimating procedures and cost estimates for DOE sites. The review
identified opportunities to reduce the costs of the work without altering the scope of the
work. This review identified $4 billion in potential savings through 2006. EM plans to
follow up on the recommendations of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

5.1.7 UsE BENCHMARKING

The Environmental Management program has used benchmarking as a process improvement
tool for several years. In 1993, the EM Benchmarking for Cost Improvement study demon-
strated the overall benefits of benchmarking and identified the broad range of performance
improvements that could be achieved through benchmarking. EM is measuring its own
processes against a number of other benchmarks in the areas of health and safety, cost of
waste disposal, cost of project and program management, overall project cost and schedule
performance, level of facility maintenance, and other business benchmarks. Many
benchmarking studies have been conducted on specific activities or processes at particular
sites. The studies have enabled sites to identify which of their costs are higher than costs at
other sites and how “best-in-class” performers conduct similar work more economically.

5.1.8 IMPLEMENT POLLUTION PREVENTION

EM is committed to minimizing future generation of waste through DOE’s National
Pollution Prevention Program. Pollution prevention represents a major shift from a culture
that accepts and manages large volumes of waste to one that aggressively prevents the
creation of waste. EM will avoid the generation of new wastes from its operations whenever
it is economically feasible to do so and undertake pollution prevention to achieve compli-
ance as its preferred approach. EM has begun to identify cases in which small, up-front
investments in pollution prevention can reduce significantly the costs of managing newly
generated waste.

The 2006 strategy includes as a planning assumption that, by FY 2000, the generating programs
will assume financial responsibility for management of newly generated waste. EM is currently
conducting a series of pilot projects in order to determine the feasibility and attractiveness of
returning waste management functions to the waste generarors. However, no decision concerning
the transfer of responsibility for future waste management has yet been made.
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5.19 INTEGRATE ACTIVITIES AMONG SITES

Integration throughout the weapons complex of DOE’s capabilities to treat and dispose of
wastes offers opportunities for cost savings. Historically, communities and states have
resisted such efforts. Once the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant has opened, however, DOE will
begin to move wastes from sites, and greater equity will be possible in the total waste flows in
and out of sites.

The Discussion Draft includes few new site transfers, except for those into the Waste Isola-
tion Pilot Plant. DOE will be using various venues to request Tribal Nations’ and stakehold-
ers’ comments on a broader range of intersite transfers. The Waste Management Program-
matic Environmental Impact Statement discusses current proposals for integration and
presents analysis and comments on several options currently under consideration. Future
integration opportunities will be pursued in accordance with the National Environmental
Policy Act.

In July 1996, to supplement the 2006 planning process, EM challenged senior executives of
contractor organizations to seek out strategies to achieve the vision of maximizing the
amount of cleanup performed over the coming decade. The result of this challenge was the
formation of an Environmental Management Integration Team for the entire weapons
complex that would work independently to identify, analyze, and recommend opportunities
for technical integration that can reduce costs and risks, accelerate cleanup schedules, and
further the goals set forth in the Discussion Draft. Using a systems analysis approach, the
team has identified numerous opportunities in its report “Contractor Report to the Depart-
ment of Energy on Opportunities for Integration of Environmental Management Activities
Across the Complex” (see Attachment G for more information).

The report will be circulated under separate cover as a discussion document. The contrac-
tors’ report is not the current EM policy, nor is it a planning document. The document
presents an engineering analysis, based strictly on engineering and economic considerations.
The contractor group was not asked to deal with any political or other issues associated with
transfer of waste among sites. The opportunities identified in the report represent a poten-
tial savings of $500 million by 2006 and more than $17 billion in life-cycle savings.

Although many of EM’s Integration Team’s recommendations are controversial, this report
should provide a useful contribution to the debate over treatment, transportation, and
disposition of nuclear waste and materials. The National Action Plan, which is included as
Attachment G, provides a brief description of each of the recommendations under consider-
ation. Substantial barriers, such as the need to change current requirements and transport
more wastes among sites to implement certain recommendations, are associated with many of
the recommendations. Therefore, EM invites Tribal Nations and stakeholders to comment on
the recommendations, or to propose alternative strategies. To the extent that agreement is
reached with states and stakeholders, EM will incorporate some of these opportunities into the
draft National 2006 Plan to be released later this year. The strategies also will be discussed in
the workshops planned for a forthcoming “National Dialogue.”

Implementation of every element of this Discussion Draft and any future integration options
will be contingent on completing evaluations required under the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) and other applicable regulations. Many actions likely to implemented
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during the next four years have already been or are currently being evaluated under NEPA in
documents like the Waste Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement.

5.1.10 CoNbpucTt Work-OuTts

In April 1995, DOE’s Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management initiated a series
of “work-out” sessions to address environmental needs despite declining budgets. The
sessions, which brought together senior Headquarters, field, and contractor managers and
senior representatives of federal and state regulatory agencies, were aimed at finding more
cost-effective ways to meet goals and commitments related to environmental management.
Work-outs have been held at five of EM’s major sites -- the Hanford Site, the Idaho National
Engineering and Environmental Laboratory, the Oak Ridge Reservation, the Rocky Flats
Environmental Technology Site, and the Savannah River Site.

Through the effort to work cooperatively in a joint, site-by-site problem-solving effort, oppor-
tunities have been identified to reduce costs significantly, increase efficiency, find alternative
solutions to regulatory challenges, and define better ways of managing resources and environ-
mental objectives. Sites at which work-outs or related efforts have been conducted continue to
work to implement the agreements reached, in particular the specific cost-saving targets and
performance enhancements identified during the work-out sessions. During the summer of
1997, a new series of work-outs will focus on the performance enhancement targets.

5.2 THE MANAGEMENT FOUNDATION

The goal of the Environmental Management program is to do as much work as possible by
2006. That goal was the moving force behind both the National and the Site Discussion
Drafts. The plans establish proposed paths forward for accomplishing EM’s mission by
setting targets and making commitments annually. To ensure that sites are performing their
work in a timely manner, EM plans to institute a new management system that integrates
budgeting, planning, and measurement.

The Integrated Planning, Accountability, and Budgeting System will support the 2006
Vision through a series of fundamental changes in the way the program conducts business.
The vision will be incorporated into the draft National 2006 Plan, a document that will be
updated periodically. Annual budgets will be based on review of progress toward realizing
the goals of the 2006 Plan, as well as the need to continue meeting those goals at each site.
Specific management commitments will be made once the annual budget is enacted. Those
commitments will be tracked and will be subject to management reviews.

The Integrated Planning, Accountability, and Budgeting System will call for the reorganization
of all EM activities into projects, including those not traditionally thought of as projects. Each
project will be made up of a group of similar or associated activities, each of which has a
defined scope, a schedule, and a cost that support a defined end state. EM currently has
identified 381 projects that will become the building blocks of the new management system.
Once those projects are in the system, they will be tracked from planning through budgeting
and execution. DOE believes that this management focus on projects will increase efficiency,
reduce costs, and provide a more stable and understandable reporting structure.
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The new system will transfer the majority of management responsibility and accountability
to the field where the work is performed. For projects assigned to Headquarters, a program
manager will be assigned as project officer and located appropriately. For highly visible or
highly sensitive projects, the level of involvement of Headquarters in the routine decision-
making process will increase (see Attachment I for a list of high-visibility projects initially
identified). Although most management responsibility will be transferred to the sites, Head-
quarters will continue to provide long-range planning and track corporate performance.

The corporate performance measures will focus on EM’s mission and planned end-states. The
measures include: cubic meters of waste treated and disposed of; number of release sites
completed; number of facilities deactivated and decommissioned; and quantity of nuclear
material and spent nuclear fuel moved to secure, dry storage. The corporate performance
measures also will include various other measures, such as the number of fixed-price contracts
and health and safety incidents. As an integral part of the 2006 process, site-specific perfor-
mance goals that include these corporate measures will be established at the project level.
During the budgeting process, information about performance will be used to justify and
defend EM’s budget to the Office of Management and Budget, Congress, Tribal Nations, and
stakeholders. Work will be executed in accordance with approved work scope. Program results
will be evaluated against the sites’ measures during periodic reviews by senior management.

Implementation of management initiatives will be necessary to achieve the objectives of the
Discussion Draft. The management tools all will be used to help reduce costs. The Inte-
grated Planning, Accountability, and Budgeting System will be used to keep the 2006 Plan
on course and to ensure the accountability of managers.
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STRATEGIC APPROACHES AND
INVOLVEMENT OF TRIBAL NATIONS
AND STAKEHOLDERS

The process set forth in this Discussion Draft is designed to give stakeholders an opportunity
to help shape the Environmental Management program. The public participation plan
encourages interaction on many levels. It provides opportunities for written comments on
this Discussion Draft, a national meeting of Tribal Nations and stakeholders, a series of
regional meetings of Tribal Nations and stakeholders, and a planned “National Dialogue” on
intersite transfers of waste.

6.1 OVERALL STRATEGIC APPROACHES

Traditionally, the Office of Environmental Management’s (EM) funding priorities have been
determined by a number of strategic approaches. Those approaches include meeting compli-
ance requirements, reducing risks, reducing mortgages, developing new technologies to
reduce program costs, maintaining equity among sites, and accelerating cleanup at sites.

The two planning scenarios set forth in this Discussion Draft were based primarily on
extrapolations from current funding distributions and priority-setting strategies based on
those approaches. Traditionally, however, the Environmental Management program has not
been able to consider how to balance those approaches over the long term. EM instead
focused funding priorities on the upcoming budget year. The 2006 planning process will
provide EM, as well as Tribal Nations and stakeholders, with the capability to consider how
to balance approaches between now and 2006.

EM would appreciate Tribal Nations and stakeholder comments on the importance of the
various strategic approaches. The strategic approaches discussed below have been suggested
by various stakeholders. EM is interested in Tribal Nations” and stakeholders’ views on the
strategic approaches and the most effective combination of any or all of them for fulfilling
the 2006 Plan Vision. The strategic approaches are:

Meeting Compliance Requirements: This approach would base priorities primarily on
maintaining compliance with applicable environmental laws and regulations, the require-
ments of enforceable cleanup agreements, and Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board
Recommendations. This approach may fail to address some concerns of Tribal Nations and
stakeholders or take advantage of long-term cost savings associated with accelerating cleanup.

Reducing Risk: This approach would base priorities s’olely on achieving the greatest possible
reduction in overall risk in the shortest time possible. Although risk currently is a factor in
setting priorities, this approach would make reducing risk the paramount consideration. It
would provide somewhat greater near-term protection to the public but would probably
require renegotiation of some milestones in compliance agreements. It would fail to take
advantage of many opportunities for mortgage reduction.
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Reducing Mortgages: This approach would focus on completing projects with attractive
financial returns on investment and/or maximizing site closure as the primary priority of the
Environmental Management program, therefore reducing fixed costs. Under this approach,
only base program activities would be funded at each site, thereby freeing up funding to
achieve site closure beyond routine facility operations and maintenance. This approach
could require significant reallocations among sites.

Deploying New Technologies: This approach would rely on new technology as the chief
tool of the program. Cleanup would be deferred in some cases until new technology could
be developed and applied. The cost savings from deployment of new technology ultimately
may allow the program to succeed at lower cost, but could require renegotiation of some
milestones in compliance agreements and could result in deferment of some closures.

Accelerating Cleanup at Sites: This approach would focus on completing work at as many
sites as possible as quickly as possible. This approach would reduce the life-cycle costs of
cleanup at EM’s sites, but could require renegotiation of some milestones in compliance
agreements. It also could increase short-term risks.

Preferred StrategicApproach

EM’s preferred strategy would pursue enhanced performance aggressively. This strategy
would incorporate all the approaches described above, but its priorities would be compliance
and acceleration of cleanup. Similarly, the strategy would be accomplished without increas-
ing risk to human health and the environment. The preferred approach would maintain an
appropriate level of technology development because of the potential new technology has to
reduce life-cycle costs and accelerate closure dates.

EM would appreciate Tribal Nations” and stakeholders’ comments on the importance of the
various strategic approaches described above in two contexts:

»  To support EM’ effort 1o set priorities

o 1o provide alternatives if funding is less than expected or if the effort to meet
the enhanced performance targets falls short

EM realizes that two events could prevent the program from achieving its completion and
compliance goals: low funding or failure to meet enhanced performance targets. If either
such event should occur, it would be imperative that DOE work closely with regulators and
other stakeholders to address compliance requirements, to perform other activities at sites,
and to establish appropriate priorities and the levels at which those priorities should be
funded. The Department would be required to obtain approval from regulators before
adopting any proposed modifications. This practice has been used several times in the past.

6.2 Equity CONSIDERATIONS

EM recognizes that equity considerations among communities are important in balancing
compliance and completion goals described in this Discussion Draft. Additional invest-
ments are necessary to meet the closure date of 2006 established for several sites. The
Department is interested in exploring equity considerations regarding any investment that
may change site allocations from year to year. EM intends to work with Tribal Nations,
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stakeholders, Congress, and the Office of Management and Budget to optimize achievement
of these goals. Examples include: expanding the scope and funding of the closure fund;
balancing decisions related to intersite transfer of waste and material with future site mis-
sions; redistribution of resources among sites to maximize site closures; and liquidating
DOE'’s excess land and equipment.

INVOLVEMENT OF TRIBAL NATIONS AND STAKEHOLDERS

Development of a national consensus on the Environmental Management program will be
challenging. EM is asking the public to help it formulate a long-term approach to cleaning
up the weapons complex and to help EM deal with issues that often have been submerged.
The task is substantially more difficult than merely commenting on annual budgets. Tribal
Nations and stakeholders have provided invaluable assistance in the past. If EM, Tribal
Nations, and stakeholders can develop an understanding about the future of the Environ-
mental Management program, the program will be better able to preserve its momentum by
retaining support, both in Congress and among the public.

EM is interested in Tribal Nations” and stakeholders’ comments on all components of this
Discussion Draft. EM wishes to hear about whether the performance targets appear credible
as a means of achieving all its compliance and closure goals. If not, how should EM set
priorities? Which of the strategic approaches should be emphasized? Which approaches
should be deemphasized? In essence, EM is asking Tribal Nations and stakeholders to share
the dilemmas EM faces in shaping its future.

EM is requesting public comments on the Discussion Draft by September 9, 1997. In
addition, EM is planning a series of meetings with Tribal Nations and stakeholders to discuss
the effects of the Discussion Draft, both at the national level and at each site.

EM, in a parallel effort, has asked sites to involve Tribal Nations and stakeholders in the
formulation of the site-proposed FY 1999 budget. The EM FY 1999 budget is being
developed concurrently with the Discussion Draft. In July 1997, EM will be holding a
national feedback session to discuss the EM national FY 1999 budget. The options and
alternatives described in this Discussion Draft and future iterations of the 2006 Plan will
impact budget formulations and execution activities. This planning process will allow EM to
develop annual budgets in the context of long-term strategies.

6.4 PusLic CoMMENT PROCESS

A 90-day public comment period will follow immediately upon the release of this Discussion
Draft. Throughout the comment period, Headquarters and site personnel will hold public
meetings, interactive workshops, or briefings to help Tribal Nations and stakeholders exam-
ine this Discussion Draft and to elicit comments from the public. The workshops will
complement a series of educational workshops to be conducted as part of the planned
“National Dialogue.” DOE’s Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management will visit
the major sites and hold teleconference calls for other sites to gain a personal understanding
of the concerns of Tribal Nations and stakeholders.
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Attachment A sets forth a number of specific questions Tribal Nations and stakeholders may
wish to address. Attachment B provides detailed information about submitting comments
on the Discussion Draft. After receiving comments, EM personnel will work with interested
parties to address issues and comments before the development and release of the draft
National 2006 Plan later this year. In the case of any key issues that cannot be resolved
before the release of the draft National 2006 Plan, EM personnel will pursue Action Plans
that outline the process of resolving the issues. EM intends to release the Initial National
2006 Plan in early 1998, after a second comment period on the draft National 2006 Plan.

A concurrent process will be followed in developing and releasing the Initial Site 2006 Plans.

Each Site Discussion Draft includes draft Action Plans for issues related to the site that
remain unresolved, including end states and final land uses. Current Action Plans, including
the National Action Plan developed by Headquarters, which addresses issues affecting
numerous sites, as well as the supplement Issues/Opportunities Related to the Discussion Draft,
detail the known issues that must be resolved before EM can write a credible draft National
2006 Plan. Efforts to resolve those issues will continue with Tribal Nations and stakeholders.
Attachment F presents a list of issues and Action Plans.

As detailed in Attachment B, comments about issues of general concern at sites or com-
ments on the Discussion Draft should be submitted to EM Headquarters. Comments
about specific sites should be directed to the appropriate site. If there is uncertainty about
where comments should be sent, they should be
submitted to EM Headquarters, as discussed in

Attachment B. ;' Due Date for Comments

The comment process is designed to give stake- ‘ DISC ssxon; Draft Septembﬂ,? 1997
holders an.unprece‘dentcd opportunity to partici- AttachmcntA provndes questlons for 1
pate meaningfully in the development of the draft 'Tnbal Natnons W d s« akchol ders
National 2006 Plan. As it has in the past, EM is
providing a forum to elicit comments from
stakeholders. However, the opportunity to
comment on this Discussion Draft will provide
Tribal Nations and stakeholders the means to
affect EM’s long-term priorities and objectives.
As Tribal Nations and stakeholders engage in
developing the strategic long-term outlook,

they help shape the entire Environmental
Management program.

; ;prowdcs more mformatlon
at the ubhccommentproccss
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ATTACHMENT A KEY IsSUES

Although Tribal Nation and stakeholder input on any component of this Discussion Draft is
welcome, EM is particularly interested in input with regard to performance enhancement
targets, EM management initiatives, strategic approaches, and Tribal Nation and stakeholder
involvement. The list below provides questions for discussion in each of these areas.

Alternative Scenarios with Enhanced Performance (Chapter 4)

* Do you think that the performance enhancement targets are realistic?

* Do you believe that EM can do better than the performance enhancement
targets identified in Chapter 4?

Management (Chapter 5)

*  What other initiatives could help EM achieve accelerated site cleanup and
long-term cost reduction?

Strategic Approaches and Involvement of Tribal Nations and Stakeholders
(Chapter 6)

* Do you believe that any of the strasegic approaches outlined in Chapter 6
would be superior to the Planning Scenarios presented in Chapters 3 and 4?
If s0, why?

*  How can EM improve stakeholder involvement in the 2006 planning process
at both the local and national levels?

*  Would any other options for performing the Environmental Management
Program be superior to the Planning Scenarios presented in Chapters 3 and 4?
If so, why?

*  Should any of the strategic approaches be given additional or lessened priority
from now until 2006?

Other

* Do you have any ideas on how to improve performance at any specific sites?

* Do you know of any success stories at individual sites from which other EM
sites can learn?
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ATTACHMENT B: PusLic CoMMENT PERIOD

The 2006 Plan Vision clearly recognizes EM’s need to work with Tribal Nations and
stakeholders in developing this Discussion Draft, with the goal of making better decisions
that reflect public concerns and priorities. In order to incorporate comments into the
planning process, EM is holding concurrent public comment periods on the National and
Site Discussion Drafts. A public comment opportunity begins with the release of this
Discussion Draft and ends on September 9, 1997.

Between the release of this Discussion Draft and September 9, 1997, EM will work with
Tribal Nations and stakeholders to address issues, refine data, and provide continued
analysis to support release of the draft National and Site 2006 Plans later this year and the
Initial National and Site 2006 Plans early in 1998. The primary avenues for public involve-
ment in the development process will be through workshops, meetings, and other activities
at the individual DOE sites. Additionally, the Assistant Secretary for Environmental
Management will either visit or hold video conferences with Tribal Nations and stakeholders
at all sites.

In addition, a National Stakeholders Feedback Forum Meeting is tentatively planned to be
held following the public comment period to discuss issues and receive feedback from
stakeholders on this Discussion Draft.

EM, in a parallel effort, has asked sites to involve stakeholders in the formulation of the site-
proposed FY 1999 budget. The EM FY 1999 budget is being developed concurrently with
the Discussion Draft. In July 1997, EM will be holding a national feedback session to
discuss the EM national FY 1999 budget. The options and alternatives described in this
Discussion Draft will impact budget formulation and execution activities. This planning
process will allow EM to develop annual budgets in the context of long-term strategies.

At the national level, EM is focusing on ways to enhance performance and make the best use
of its resources across the Environmental Management program. Comments focused on
issues related to this Discussion Draft or comments concerning cross-site or policy issues
should be submitted directly to EM at the following address:

U.S. Department of Energy

Mr. Gene Schmitt

PO. Box 44818

Washington, D.C. 20026-4481
FocusOn2006@EM.DOE.GOV

Comments on the individual Site Discussion Drafts should be provided directly to the
appropriate site points of contact identified below. If uncertain about the appropriate site
point of contact, please provide comments to Mr. Gene Schmitt at DOE Headquarters using
the address provided above.

B-1
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U.S. Department of Energy
Albuquerque Operations Office
Ms. Tracy Loughead
Pennsylvania & H Street
Kirtland Air Force Base
Albuquerque, NM 87116
505/845-5977

U.S. Department of Energy
Carlsbad Area Office

Mr. Dennis Hurtt

PO. Box 3090

Carlsbad, NM 88221
505/234-7485

U.S. Department of Energy
Chicago Operations Office
Ms. Mary Jo Acke

9800 South Cass Avenue
Argonne, IL 60439
630/252-8796

U.S. Department of Energy
Idaho Operations Office
Ms. Kathy Whitaker

850 Energy Drive

Idaho Falls, ID 83401
208/526-1062

U.S. Department of Energy
Nevada Operations Office

Mr. Kevin Rohrer

2621 Losee Road

North Las Vegas, NV 89030-4134
702/295-0197

U.S. Department of Energy
Oakland Operations Office
M:t. Ron Duvall

1301 Clay Street

Oakland, CA 94612-5208
510/637-1812

U.S. Department of Energy
Ohio Field Office

Mzt. Ken Morgan

1 Mound Road

Miamisburg, OH 45342-3020
937/865-3968

U.S. Department of Energy
Oak Ridge Operations Office
Mr. Walter Perry

200 Administration Road
Oak Ridge, TN 37830
423/241-6417

U.S. Department of Energy
Richland Operations Office
Mr. Jon Yerxa

825 Jadwin Avenue
Richland, WA 99352
509/376-9628

U.S. Department of Energy
Rocky Flats Field Office

Mr. Mike Konczal

Highway 93 & Cactus Road
Golden, CO 80402
303/966-7095

U.S. Department of Energy
Savannah River Operations Office
Ms. Virginia Gardner, PM&CD
Aiken, SC 29801

803/725-5752

The public comment period will extend through September 9, 1997. Requests for copies or
further information should be directed to the Center for Environmental Management

Information (CEMI) at 1-800-736-3282.
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ATTACHMENT C: SiTeS INCLUDED IN THis Discussion DRAFT

"The 2006 Plan also includes the sites already completed by EM to EM is also responsible for remediating the Separations Process Research Unit (SPRU). SPRU
cover surveillance and monitoring. has been assigned to the Ohio Field Office. However, since funds have not yet been allocated
Uranium Mill Tailings Remedial Action Project (UMTRA) sites.

to the Ohio Field Office for SPRU, the Ohio Field Office Discussion Draft funding profile
. - .. does not include SPRU remediation. EM is committed, as part of the process of developing
Revocation (Tf.UMTRA d‘esxgna.tlon anticipated. the Initial National 2006 Plan, to identify planning funding for SPRU starting in FY 2000,
Formerly Utilized Remedial Action Program (FUSRAP) sites. and remediation funding starting in FY 2001,
Underground nuclear test sites outside of the Nevada Test Site.
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The 2006 Plan also includes the sites already completed by EM to cover surveillance and monitoring.

Uranium Mill Tailings Remedial Action Project (UMTRA) sites.

Revocation of UMTRA designation anticipated.

Formerly Utilized Remedial Action Program (FUSRAP) sites.

Underground nuclear test sites outside of the Nevada Test Site.

EM is also responsible for remediating the Separations Process Research Unit (SPRU). SPRU has been assigned to the Ohio Field Office. However, since
funds have not yet been allocated to the Ohio Field Office for SPRU, the Ohio Field Office Discussion Draft funding profile does not include SPRU
remediation. EM is commitred, as parr of the process of developing the Initial National 2006 Plan, to identify planning funding for SPRU starting in FY
2000, and remediation funding starting in FY 2001.

wos w N = %
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ATTACHMENT D: DEFINING END STATES AND LONG-TERM
STEWARDSHIP REQUIREMENTS

Through the 2006 planning process, sites are accelerating cleanup and reducing out-year
costs. While the emphasis is on what can be accomplished from 1997-2006, DOE also
recognizes the importance of defining potential future uses of sites and on-going require-
ments after cleanup is completed. At many DOE sites, “cleanup” consists of stabilizing and
containing radioactive and hazardous waste and contamination on-site, followed by some
form of site use restrictions to prevent exposure to residual contamination. The reason for
this “cleanup” practice is that it is often technically or economically infeasible to return sites
to unrestricted use. As part of the 2006 planning effort, DOE is analyzing site end states
and post-cleanup activities (i.e., long-term stewardship requirements).

Each site’s end state is defined as that point when all environmental restoration, waste
management, or nuclear materials and facility stabilization activities are complete (see section
1.1). The end states will be determined through negotiated agreements between the DOE,
Tribal Nations, states, regulators and other stakeholders by assigning cleanup levels and
assumed land use categories (i.e., agricultural, residential, industrial, recreational, open space,
or restricted access). For instance, cleanup goals at a site or a portion of a site intended for
future industrial use will generally be less stringent than the cleanup levels needed at a site
intended for residential use. Whatever end state is selected as the goal of cleanup, it is
important to clarify this goal as soon as possible in the cleanup process. The management
axiom -- “begin with the end in mind” -- is particularly applicable for the complex technical,
economic, and social issues incorporated in waste site cleanup. Once a clear goal is estab-
lished and agreed upon, it is much easier to focus the efforts of staff, contractors, and the
community, and provides an invaluable sense of accomplishment once the goal has been met.

Because many sites have not reached decisions regarding their end states, assumptions have
been developed in previous analyses and in Site Discussion Drafts in order to define the
technical approach for remediating the site. Table D.1 provides a high-level summary of the
end states proposed by the sites in the draft Site Ten-Year Plans. However, these assumptions
in no way preclude the formal Tribal Nation and stakeholder process that is ultimately used
to make future use decisions. Public input, especially local stakeholder involvement, is key
in developing sound end state assumptions. During the next several months, DOE and
contractor personnel at sites and headquarters will work with Tribal Nations and stakehold-
ers to better define the site end states, develop better information on the long-term steward-
ship activities that will likely be required, and begin to develop better estimates of the costs
of long-term stewardship activities.

Long-term stewardship is defined broadly to encompass all activities required to maintain an
adequate buffer between human and environmental receptors and the remaining nuclear
materials, waste, and contamination after the end state is achieved. Some of these activities are
prescribed by regulation or compliance agreements, while others have not yet been defined.
Stewardship activities can range from varying degrees of surveillance, monitoring, and mainte-
nance at sites with residual contamination, to access restrictions at sites with hazards of greater
concern. Stewardship activities can include safeguarding nuclear materials, conducting
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groundwater pump-and-treat operations, inspecting disposal cells, enforcing
physical access restrictions, implementing permits and other legal and institutional
controls, maintaining relevant information, and generally providing responsible
long-term care of the sites.

Based on end state information in previous documents and Site Discussion
Drafts, most sites will require some level of long-term stewardship. For example,
DOE will have to monitor and maintain low-level waste disposal cells and
monitor contaminated groundwater at many sites. Some sites, such as the
Hanford site and the Savannah River Site, will also have facilities (e.g., nuclear
reactors and processing canyons) that will require long-term stewardship. Sites
with nuclear materials will require more intense levels of stewardship. At most
of the larger sites, only portions of the land will have land use restrictions, while
significant parts will likely be available for unrestricted use. In addition, some
smaller sites, such as certain Formerly Utilized Site Remedial Action Project
sites, will be released for unrestricted use and will not require any on-going
stewardship activities.

In addition, DOE will increase efforts to work with Tribal Nations and stake-
holders on the question of future ownership and appropriate organizational
entities to carry out long-term stewardship. In some cases, the Federal govern-
ment will continue to use land and facilities indefinitely; in other cases, land and
facilities will be used, managed, and owned by state or local governments ot
private interests. Taking into consideration the site landlord, the future use, and
on-going stewardship requirements, DOE, Tribal Nations, and stakeholders
need to raise the question of what entity is best suited to carry out stewardship
responsibilities at each site or portions of sites for long periods of time.
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ATTACHMENT E. EXcess FACILITIES

A key element of the 2006 planning process is to accelerate cleanup and complete as much
work in the EM inventory as possible by 2006. Therefore, this Discussion Draft assumes
that the Environmental Management program will have a stable scope and will not require
constant replanning to accommodate new activities or facilities. This assumption may be
significantly affected by the outcome of an analysis being conducted on the Department’s
policy for managing future excess facilities, requested by former Secretary Hazel O’Leary.

The Excess Facilities Special Project is working to identify the number of facilities not
currently within the scope of the Environmental Management program that may become
excess by 2006 as well as the potential costs for surveillance, maintenance, and disposition of
these facilities. In addition, the National Academy of Public Administration (NAPA), an
independent group of experts, assessed possible organizational alternatives for managing
excess facilities, including the current Departmental model in which all excess facilities are
transferred to EM for cleanup and disposition.

The results of the internal analysis of numbers and costs and the NAPA organizational recom-
mendations will be presented to the Secretary for decision. Depending on the outcome of that
Secretarial decision, future iterations of the 2006 Plan may need to be modified accordingly.

The scope of the excess materials and facilities problem is significant. Currently the Depart-
ment owns approximately 22,500 facilities of which about 20,500 were constructed and
operated in support of the nuclear weapons research, development, and production complex.
These facilities range in size and complexity from guard stations, cafeterias, office buildings,
and storage facilities, to large industrial production facilities such as uranium enrichment
facilities and nuclear reactors. About 10,300 (approximately 45 percent of the universe) of
these facilities have already been transferred to EM. Over fifty percent of these facilities are
more than twenty years old, with 25 percent having been constructed prior to 1954. As these
facilities continue to age, the costs associated with their maintenance also continues to increase.

Four DOE programs -- the Offices of Environmental Management (10,300), Defense
Programs (7,000), Energy Research (2,500), and Nuclear Energy (700) -- currently manage
the majority of these facilities. Management of active facilities is the responsibility of the
“owning” program. This includes funding all operating activities, as well as conducting and
funding surveillance and maintenance costs. The owning program may declare a facility
excess for a variety of reasons including end of mission, age, safety concerns, and reduced
funding. Once a facility has been declared excess, these facilities and their surveillance and
maintenance budgets previously were transferred to EM for disposition. However, EM has
not been accepting new excess facilities since 1996, in an effort to stabilize the scope of its
program and allow it to focus resources on its current facilities.
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The ongoing special project analysis, based on data from Operations/Field Offices and
model projections, shows that an additional 800-1500 facilities will become excess by 2006.
This projection may understate the number of facilities to become excess because it assumes
the current state of affairs (e.g., current mission plans, funding levels, and arms control
treaties). Approximately one third of these facilities are expected to be contaminated with
hazardous or radioactive constituents or both. About eight percent of these facilities are
expected to contain excess materials that will also need to be managed and dispositioned.

The costs of addressing just the new excess facilities are expected to range from a total of
$450 million to $2 billion for surveillance and maintenance between 1997 and 2006 if
nothing is done to disposition these facilities. If a reasonable (20 percent) investment is
made in disposition activities for these facilities, the cost over the same period would range
from $800 million to $2.7 billion. It is important to note that these cost estimates do not
include funding to address all materials that may come with the facilities. Surveillance and
maintenance costs alone for these materials could add $200 million annually to these
estimates. Although no estimates of the materials disposition costs can be made at this time
(because of insufficient information on the identity, amount, and condition of these excess
materials) it is safe to assume that these costs would add significantly to the overall program
costs. Like the estimates of the number of facilities that are likely to become excess during
this period, the costs for managing and dispositioning these facilities may also be signifi-
cantly understated.

The budget implications of this issue are significant for the Department, and potentially
for the Environmental Management program, depending on the Secretary’s decision on
the policy for managing newly excess facilities. At present, Defense Programs, Energy
Research, and Nuclear Energy are budgeting only for a level of surveillance and mainte-
nance of newly excess facilities necessary to ensure that the safety of workers and the
public is protected. EM is budgeting for surveillance and maintenance as well as disposi-
tion of those facilities that have already been transferred. As these budget issues are
resolved, the 2006 Plans may need to be revised accordingly.
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ATTACHMENT F. 2006 PLAN Issues/ OpPPORTUNITIES REQUIRING
AcTioN PLANS

In accordance with its overall stakeholder involvement policy, DOE has worked to involve
stakeholders in the development of the 2006 Plan from its eatliest drafts. DOE shared
preliminary July 1996 versions of individual draft Site Ten-Year Plans with stakeholders, and
has worked to consider comments from Tribal Nations and stakeholders in further develop-
ing this Discussion Draft.

The Department identified over 300 issues/opportunities in the comments received on the
July 1996 draft Site Ten-Year Plans. In December 1996, Headquarters issued guidance,
detailing how each of these issues was to be resolved:

*  Headquarterswillreviseor clarify the 2006 Plan development process,
purpose, andanalysisrequirementsforsubsequentversions of the National
2006 Plan (the December 1996 guidance containedtheprocesschanges/
clarificationsto resolve these issues/ opportunities);

o Siteswillrevisetheir July 1996 draft Sive Ten-Year Plans to addressissues,
reflectingresolutionintheir Discussion Draft; or

»  Sitesand Headguarters willdevelop Action Plans, definingplanningassump-
tionstobeusedinthe Discussion Draftandapath forward to resolveeach
issue(forissuesexpectedrorequire longertime framesforresolution—beyond

June1997).

This attachment provides details on each of these last category of issues: those requiring Action
Plans (see Table E1). Each Action Plan describes in detail how the Department intends to
resolve an issue, clarifying the decision to be made, the decision maker, opportunities for public
involvement in the decision process, and the schedule for resolution. The December 1996
guidance identified issues that required Action Plans. Since then, sites and Headquarters staffs
have worked these issues with Tribal Nations and stakeholders. As a result, some issues, which
in December 1996 appeared to require an Action Plan, have instead been resolved and incor-
porated into Site Discussion Drafts. Other issues, which in December appeared easily resolv-
able and were expected to be incorporated into the Site Discussion Drafts, instead require more
time to resolve and are now captured in Action Plans.

Since Table E 1 lists only issues and opportunities requiring Action Plans, the table omits
many issues. The complete list of issues from the December 1996 guidance is not included
here because of its size. However, information on the disposition of other individual

issues is available through the Center for Environmental Management Information at
1-800-736-3282. The full Supplemens: Issuesand OpportunitiesRelatedrotheTen-Year Plan,
is also available upon request.
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Table E1 is organized by the office responsible for issue resolution and provides both a brief
description of the issue, as well as the status of the issue. The status indicates whether:

o Theissuehasbeenresolvedandisincorporatedin a Site Duscussion Draft;

»  Theissuehasnotbeenresolvedandis reflectedinan Action Planattachedtoa
Site Discussion Draft; or

*  Theissuehasnotbeenresolvedandiscapturedin the NationalAction Plan
forcross-sitewastetreatmentanddisposalissues.

The National Action Plan rolls together many individual issues for joint resolution. Though
the December guidance indicated there would be two National issues, these have since been
combined to form a single National Issue. The draft National Action Plan is provided in
Attachment G.

With the release of this Discussion Draft and ensuing public comment period, DOE may
need to further refine the Action Plans and possibly develop additional Action Plans.
Through the Action Plan process, necessary changes to the 2006 Plan will be identified,
planned, discussed with the public, decided by DOE management, and implemented.

This Discussion Draft includes few new site waste or material transfers, except for those into
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant. DOE will be using various venues to request Tribal Nations’
and stakeholders’ comments on a broader range of intersite transfers. The Waste Management
Programmatic Environmentallmpact Statement discusses current proposals for integration and
presents analysis and comments on several options currently under consideration. Future
integration opportunities will be pursued in accordance with the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA).

Implementation of every element of this Discussion Draft and any future integration options
will be contingent on completing evaluations required under NEPA and other applicable
regulations. Most actions likely to be implemented during the next four years have already
been or are currently being evaluated under NEPA in documents like the Waste Management
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement.
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G IssuE Status

: ddressed in
National

: 'Act,‘lyo‘n Plan;

¢ | incorporates
36 individual
sub-issues and

] Issue 10.15
ield | addressed in
| National Action
‘”‘P,Ian‘~ L

Issue 20. 41

five | addressed in

: Natxona] Action
Plan (mcmerator
not conmdered as
1 optlon)

| Issue 20,42
‘addressed in-

‘]Nauonal Action

Issues 4.27 and

| 2.22 addressed in
, «‘Natiorial Action

| Plan - ‘

| }Issue 205
addressed in
Natibxial Action -

V,éddressed in :
J lNatxonal Action
i Plan '
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‘ . : " TableF. 1
Issuesl Opportunmes Requu'mgActmn Plans (CO nt'd)

Issaun STATEMENT

IssuE Status

g DOE necds to deczde on a cons;stent transuramc ‘waste pollcy that

Issue 21.2

i Idk'aﬁb;;l\kle’
- Oak Ridg

' ldaho

ranic strategy that mcludes the economics of treatment vs.

o ;,consxders waste acceptance criteria and treatment standards, addressed in
consistency of deﬁmtmns, retrieval of “pre-1970 buried waste, Pu- | National Action
238 bearmg transuranic waste, and Waste Isolanon leot Plant - Plan

’ udlsposal Capacxty ' '
7Thc dlsp sition of Pu»238 bmrmg wastes and rhe 1mpact on Issue 4,13
nsuranic waste packagmg and shlpment to Waste Isolation Pilot | addressed in
.Plant must be resolved by the transuranic waste. 51tes, Carlsbad National Action
,Area Oﬁ‘icc, and HQ S : Plan
‘ EM needs to work towards the tlmcly development of a-trans: Issue 4.18

addressed in

i tion past 2006

jArca Group 3 ( i

the Idaho Chemical PrOCc:ssmg Plan) restora-

charactemauon National Action
: : Plan
- ' ussion Draﬁ: : hould deﬁne the cleanup process, end Addressed in
. state, ﬁu:thty integratio and sxgmﬁcam issues to complete Wiaste - | Idaho Action

Plan for Issue
10.14

‘Idahos stcussxon Draft should mcludc dehstmg/ pamal delisting

| and release of | portions of the Idaho National Engineering and
- Environmental: Laboratory from Environmental Management -

ﬁtro “release should be accelerated from 2010 to 2006.

Addressed in
Idaho Action

- Plan for Issue

15.8

% Transportanon should be mmimlzed whenever possxble, thh more

Issue 16.4

“term trategy, while analyzmg potential accelerated separations and

waste form alternatives to the use of vitrified glass.

astes managed at their point of ofigin to reduce both the number | addressed in
E[‘“Rlchland, of shlpments and the overall rlsk incurred from transportatlon : National Action
: Savannah River| Accident risk and the need for adcquate ‘waste acceptance criteria Plan
: i and procedures should be’ evaluated : o
Idaho | EM should continue to calcme llquxd hlgh-level waste as the near- | Addressed in
S Idaho Action

Plan for Issue

20.9
Idaho Natlonal Engmcermg and Envuonmental Laboratorys Addressed in
' Discussion Draft should evaluate the storage of EBR-1I spent - - Idaho Action

| nuclear fuel safely indry ntenm momtored storage facxlmes orin
: long~term reposxtorxcs :

Plan for Issu¢
8.18

k iKey mxlestoncs should be devcloped for the decontamlnatlon and
+ decommlssxomng of the Expenmﬁntal Test Reactor and Materials

Test Rﬁactor at Waste Arca Group 2 [1 e the Test Reactor Area]

Addressed in
Idaho Action
Plan for Issue -

8.25
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E : S i ISSUE STATUS

fAdﬂressed in -
‘Nevada Action
, Z'Plari for Issue-8.9

| Addressedin
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| OikRidge

OFRICE

Oak Ridgé,

~envm)nmental restoratlon programs and from acuve operations
| 'should meet on—sxte waste acccptance criteria.

- addreSSCd in
| National Action
; Pla‘n"

' OakRidge |

: ,Oak R1dge s ]uly 1996 draft Slte Ten-Year Plan assumed remote-

o Sav:m’nah'River

kAddreyss‘c:d in
| handled solids would not be retrieved from Storage Area 5N; the [ Oak Ridge
| State of Tennessee expects this materlal to be. retrieved and trans- | Action Plan for
ported o Waste Isolatlon Pilot Plant. o Issue 4.8
Rocky Flats, Provxdc more detazl on Rocky Flats baselme case for shlppmg - Issue 20. 14

:Rocky Flats scrub. allo‘ 7 olSavannah RIVCI‘ for processmg and
L mtenm storage L -

': | Plan

addressed in f
Nanona.l Action |

, Issu'e 20.16

| National Action

yadd'r[‘esrs'ed in

; Plaﬁ ’
1 Issue 20 200
Raverf ‘ :  will- ,_addressedm '
o i,,Savannah ch for stablh tion and interim storage, untl cmgomg | National Action
| studies, analyses, iscussions and subscquent Records of Dcclslon | Plan
, e arecomplete e R , : i
" “Rocky Flat's,;’ e Savannah Rwers Dlscusswn Dra& should mclude rccelpt of sand | Issue 20.24
- Savannah River| slag, and cruc1ble as wdl as scrubbed salts from Rocky Flats as addressed in
S ;ian alternatlvc ' o | National Action
ey e F Rt T e , Plan o
~ Rocky Flas | Rocky Flats end state is dependent ona seluuon for plutomum TIssue 8. 22
Dol gy and hlghly;i mched amum’storage and movmg matenals offmte addressed in-

{ Nanonal Acuon




ACCELERATING CLEANUP; FOCUS ON 2006

F9



DIisCUSSION DRAFT

F-10



ACCELERATING CLEANUP; FOCUS ON 2006

ATTACHMENT G. ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT’S NATIONAL AcCTION PLAN ON THE
INTERSITE TRANSFER OF WASTE AND NUCLEAR MATERIALS (DiscussioN DRrAFT)
ATTACHMENT TO AccELERATING CLEANUP. Focus on 2006

Introduction

In June 1996, Assistant Secretary for Environmental
Management (EM) Al Alm articulated a vision of
completing cleanup at most EM sites by 2006. Each of
the 10 Operations and Field Offices is preparing a draft
strategy discussing its possible approach to achieving
the 2006 Vision, with DOE Headquarters preparing a
National Discussion Draft entitled Accelerating
Cleanup: Focus on 2006 (herein called Natinal Discus-
sion Draft) that addresses EM’s sites and its wastes,
facilities, and plutonium, as well as the projects neces-
sary to achieve the vision. EM is developing the 2006
Plan in collaboration with state governments, Tribal
Nations, regulators, and stakeholders.

In July 1996, draft Site Ten-Year Plans were released by
the DOE Operations and Field Offices for comment,

which resulted in more than 300 issues for resolution

Nanonal Issue Statement

| EM needs an’ overall consistent,
‘and integrated approach to
address national policy issues
- relating to programmatnc, cross-
- programmatic, or intersite
 decisions, mcludmg but not
 limited to, intersite transfer of
- waste and plutomum, mixed
 low-level waste, low-level waste,
- and transuranic waste dxsposal
: iand transportatnon g

by the Department of Energy (DOE) and EM. In analyzing the issues, EM recognized that
many of them could only be addressed from a national, complex-wide perspective. EM

merged these “national issues” into a “National Issue Statement.”

To clearly articulate the issues

to be decided and chart the resolution path for these issues, EM developed this “National
Action Plan” that describes its decision making process and mechanisms, and describes how
stakeholders can be involved. A secondary purpose for this National Action Plan is to describe
the overall decision process and related stakeholder involvement process being planned for
implementation during the remainder of 1997. These efforts will focus discussions at the site
level, in national discussion forums, and in specific dialogue with the elected officials and
regulators. At the end of these activities, EM hopes to make and document decisions that can
be supported by the stakeholders and therefore be sustainable, providing a solid path forward

for the EM program.

Recommendations for increasing efficiency and cost savings have been identified by the
Complex-Wide EM Integration Team, a team composed of DOE contractors. These recom-
mendations have been submitted for DOE’s consideration, and are discussed in this National
Action Plan . Also, the Department will soon release 2 Waste Management Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS). This PEIS presents important analyses of the
potential roles of major DOE sites in the management of five waste stream types. Stakeholder
discussions scheduled for the remainder of 1997 will also include consideration of the Integra-
tion Team recommendations and the Waste Management PEIS analyses. By discussing EM
programmatic options, along with the Integration Team recommendations and WM PEIS
analyses, stakeholders are provided the full view of strategic options which the EM program
must now consider to respond to budget pressures. Stakeholders can view and discuss all of the
strategic options before decisions must be made by the EM Assistant Secretary.
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The National Action Plan

EM is developing an efficient and effective system for
managing wastes and plutonium that may require
shipment between sites. Pending decisions regarding
the configuration of storage, treatment, and disposal
sites, and the mode and volume of transportation, are
of great interest and concern to Tribal Nations,
regulators, State and local governments, and the
public. Many of the concerns center around equity;
that is, “Is my state or community taking more than
its fair share of ‘dangerous’ waste and material?” or
“What is the benefit to me of this waste or material
coming to/through my community?”

To date, DOE/EM has used a variety of decision
making processes. These decision processes will
continue to be used, and will document and formal-
ize the decisions made by EM based on its discussions
with stakeholders and consideration of environmental
and budgetary impacts, effi-

ciency, and cost savings.

f;spec:iﬁc lssucs‘

| the deaswn maker is’ andmcludc o
S‘:heduks and stakeholder involve- |

" ment opportunities. In addition -

e O‘,Lk‘hls Natlonal ‘Action Plan, site-

‘specific action plans have been |
| developed at the Operatlons and :
| Field Offices to address site-

Some of DOE’s decision
processes are based on statutory
requirements, such as those in
the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA), the Re-
source Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA), the
Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act (CERCLA), and
the Federal Facility Compliance
Act (FFCAct). Others have
been developed by DOE/EM,
such as the budget decision
making process and strategic
planning. All decision pro-
cesses involve input from state
governments, Tribal Nations,

regulators, and stakeholders to
some degree, and require
various levels of evaluation and
analysis of options.
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For example, DOE-host States raised equity concerns during the development of FFCAct
mixed waste! Site Treatment Plans. To resolve those concerns, DOE and the States devel-
oped a set of State’s Principles to guide the decision making process. The principles focus on
minimizing cross site transfers, and establish a protocol for cross site transfers when they do
occur. Working closely with the States, DOE developed a configuration for mixed waste
treatment that was integrated and cost-effective, and also minimized transfer of waste. DOE
now has enforceable Site Treatment Plans and Orders approved by the States, governing
mixed waste treatment at 32 sites. As an outgrowth of the FFCAct, DOE continues to work
with the States in identifying, from among the sites currently storing or expected to generate

mixed low-level waste (MLLW), those that might be suitable for the disposal of MLLW.

Building on what has been learned through the FFCAct and similar processes, the National
Action Plan provides an overall, consistent approach to address national policy issues relating
to programmatic, cross-programmatic, or intersite decisions, including but not limited to,
intersite transfer of waste and nuclear materials, transuranic waste (TRU), MLLW, and low-
level waste (LLW) disposal, and transportation. The topics addressed in the National Action
Plan are listed in the above box. Appendix A provides a more detailed description of the
resolution path for each issue.

Process, Participants, and Schedules

A team of EM representatives has worked to develop the resolution pathway for issues identified
in this National Action Plan, along with other issues/decisions which are intersite and cross-
programmatic in nature. DOE has demonstrated its concern for the issues by taking an “overall
programmatic approach” in the development of this National Action Plan. The decision maker
for the National Action Plan is the Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management. Collabo-
ration with Tribal Nations and stakeholders will be sought and maintained.

The issues facing EM are in various stages of readiness for decision making, depending on
the level of discussion, analysis, and magnitude of the issue. To enable the identification of
appropriate processes, participants, and schedules, EM has divided the issues and the
decisions into three categories, as listed below. Appendix A provides more detail regarding
the decisions to be made and the analyses underway to support them. Although not offi-
cially accepted by EM as issues requiring resolution, the recommendations of the Complex-
Wide EM Integration Team are discussed in Appendix B and identified according to their
potential resolution pathway.

1. Issues that are ready for near-term decision making.

DOE expects to make these decisions after release of the Waste Management Programmatic
PEIS and after public comments are received on the National and Site Discussion Drafts.
Included in this group are decisions concerning:

*  LLW treatment

*  MLLW treatment

*  TRU waste treatment and storage
*  TRU waste disposal axr WIPP

"Mixed waste is waste that contains both hazardous waste and radioactive material.
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2. Issues that require more discussion.

State, Tribal Nation, regulator, and stakeholder input concerning these issues and the deci-
sion making process will be sought through the ongoing NEPA processes and a series of
local, and national workshops. Although not raised as an issue during discussions on the
July 1996 draft Site Ten-Year Plans, high-level waste storage will be addressed in this process.
Included in this group are decisions concerning:

»  LLW disposal

*  MLLW disposal

*  High-Level Waste (HLW) storage

*  Rocky Flats Plutonium Residues and Scrub Alloy treatment

*  Plutonium disposition
*  Greater-Than-Class C (GTCC) low-level waste disposal
*  Transportation

The processes follow a dual-track approach. The first track supports detailed discussions on
the 2006 Plan and focuses on workshops at major sites to inform, discuss, and reccive
comments on the Site and National Discussion Drafts. The Waste Management PEIS and
the Complex-Wide EM Integration Team recommendations will also be discussed at these
workshops. In addition, a National Stakeholder Video Conference is planned to focus on
the overall 2006 Plan review process and EM budget formulation. Feedback from these
workshops will feed into the second track.

The second track is a series of educational meetings to be conducted as part of the planned
National Dialogue, focusing on decisions to be made with respect to EM and other DOE
waste and material transfers (emphasis on disposal and transportation). The Waste Manage-
ment PEIS and the Complex-Wide EM Integration Team recommendations will also be
discussed. Additional meetings may be held later to discuss options for addressing equity,
should such issues be raised through public comments on the Discussion Drafs.

3. Decisions that will be made with state government, Tribal Nation, regulator, and
stakeholder input through processes other than those previously described.

This includes issues concerning CERCLA and the DOE Order on Radioactive Waste
Management and the comprehensive decision for disposal of all TRU waste. Following is
the decision making process that will be used for these decisions.

CERCLA and DOE Order on Radioactive Waste Management

In May 1996, the Department issued a policy requiring development of a roadmap to
demonstrate that a LLW disposal facility that is evaluated, designed, constructed, and
operated under CERCLA will also meet the substantive requirements of DOE Order
5820.2A, Radioactive Waste Management. DOE Order 5820.2A is currently being revised,
and among the changes is incorporation of this May 1996 policy. A draft of the revised
order (which will be renamed DOE Order 435.1) will be made available for public review
and comment, currently scheduled for June 1997. The revisions should resolve a concern
expressed by stakeholders where it appeared that “different rules” were being used for LLW
disposal facilities built under CERCLA compared to those operating under the authority of
the Atomic Energy Act.
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Because the DOE Order on Radioactive Waste Management will have a discrete public
comment period as part of its revision process and because it does not involve future deci-
sions about intersite transfer of waste, DOE proposes that it not be included in the stake-
holder discussions expected to occur as part of the 2006 Plan collaborative process. If
comments are received contrary to this opinion, DOE will reconsider the need to blend the
two public involvement processes.

Comprehensive Decision for Disposal of All TRU Waste

Certain TRU waste does not meet the acceptance requirements for disposal at the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) including non-defense generated waste or waste exceeding
defined physical and/or radiological characteristics. Based on ongoing discussion with state
government, Tribal Nations, and stakeholders, about one year after the initiation of WIPP
disposal operations, DOE will develop the Comprehensive Disposal Recommendation. This
report will make a recommendation on disposition of this waste.

The recommendations made by the contractors in the Complex-Wide EM Integration
Report are not ready for decision making. Through the action plan process and the site and
cross-site discussions, input will be gathered to assist DOE in their decision making on
acceptance or rejection of the contractor recommendations.

Conclusion

EM will continue to address the concerns of state government, Tribal Nations, regulators,
and stakeholders, and will work to incorporate their ideas into a revised National Action
Plan to support the release of the draft 2006 Plan later this year.
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APPENDIX A OF ATTACHMENT G

Descriptions of Issues and Decision Process

In accordance with its overall stakeholder involvement policy, DOE has worked to involve
stakeholders in the development of the 2006 Plan. In July 1996, DOE shared draft Site
Plans with some of its stakcholders, and worked to consider the comments from the stake-
holders, regulators, DOE staff and contractors in further developing the 2006 Plan. These
issues and opportunities were catalogued in the December 20, 1996, Guidance, which
directed the sites to develop Action Plans on those issues that would not be addressed within
the June 1997 time frame.

As the Department worked with these issues and comments, the intersite transfer of waste
and materials emerged as an issue that needed to be addressed at the national level because of
its cross-cutting, intersite and policy implications. In order to identify the important
components of this issue, DOE defined eight groups of like issues and comments, as de-

picted in Figure A.1 and described in this Appendix.

LLW Disposal '\ | f/ TRUW Treatment; { |
Configuration |4 TRUW Disposal : Plutonium
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Other comments have since been resolved through clarification or changes to the 2006 Plan
development process or by incorporation into the June 1997 Discussion Drafts. The
disposition of individual issues can be obtained by calling the Center for Environmental
Management Information at 1-800-736-3282.

Low-Level Waste Disposal Configuration - DOE has LLW disposal capability at the Nevada
Test Site, Hanford Site, Los Alamos National Laboratory, Idaho National Engineering and
Environmental Laboratory, Oak Ridge Reservation, and Savannah River Site. The Depart-
ment is constructing a facility at the Fernald Environmental Management Project to be used
for disposal of LLW generated by onsite cleanup activities. DOE also uses commercially
available LLW disposal. Through the development of the Waste Management PEIS, various
disposal configuration alternatives were analyzed.

The Waste Management PEIS and subsequent discussions regarding the disposal of LLW will
drive the decision to select a LLW disposal configuration. A disposal decision is needed to
support the continued compliant management of LLW, and to meet the goals of the 2006
Plan. A coordinated strategy and configuration for future disposal of LLW will be devel-
oped, and will use the analyses done under the Waste Management PEIS and by the Low-
Level Waste Disposal Cost Study. A draft strategy including commercial disposal options
will be developed and then refined, leading to the development of a ROD under the Waste
Management PEIS.

Two LLW issues are being addressed by the WM PEIS process (Box #2 in Figure A.1 has issue
10.15 and 4.30)

Mixed Low-Level Waste Disposal Configuration - While the FFCAct established plans for
treatment of MLLW;, it did not specifically address disposal of the treated MLLW. DOE has
MLLW disposal capability at the Nevada Test Site (for onsite generated waste only) and at
the Hanford Site (not yet operational), and also uses commercial disposal. Through the
development of the Waste Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
(WM PEIS), various disposal configuration alternatives were analyzed. Additionally, DOE
established the FECAct Disposal Workgroup to work with the States in identifying, from
among the sites currently storing or expected to generate MLLW;, those that might be suitable
for the disposal of MLLW.

The WM PEIS and subsequent discussions regarding the disposal of MLLW will drive the
decision to select a MLLW disposal configuration. A disposal decision is needed to support
the continued compliant management of MLLW, and to meet the goals of the 2006 Plan. A
coordinated strategy and configuration for future disposal of MLLW will be developed, and
will use the analyses done under the WM PEIS and by the FFCAct Disposal Workgroup as
the basis for discussion under the NGA facilitated process (shown in Figure 1). A draft

strategy including commercial disposal options will be developed and then refined, leading
to the development of a ROD under the WM PEIS.

Four MLLW issues are being addressed by the WM PEIS process (Box #1 in Figure A.1 has issues
4.17, 4.30, 20.28, and 20.41).
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Rocky Flats Plutonium Residues and Scrub Alloy Treatment - Although a NEPA analysis
has been completed and activities are underway to stabilize approximately 106 metric tons of
solid plutonium residues for storage at Rocky Flats (as required to meet commitments in
response to Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board Recommendation 94-1), further or
alternative treatment of approximately 43 metric tons of the residues (and about 0.7 metric
tons of scrub alloy) is required to enable disposal or other disposition of this material. Since
this additional or alternative treatment is not discussed in other NEPA analysis, DOE is
preparing an EIS to evaluate alternatives for treatment. Alternatives being considered
include both onsite treatment or processing at Rocky Flats and the offsite shipment and
subsequent treatment or processing of some of this material at three sites: the Savannah River
Site, Los Alamos National Laboratory, and Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory.

Five issues will be addressed in the Rocky Flats Plutonium Residues and Scrub Alloy Treatment
EIS process (Box #4 in Figure A.1 has issues 2.22, 20.14, 20.16, 20.20, and 20.24).

Plutonium Disposition - DOE issued a ROD for the storage and disposition of
weapons-usable fissile materials on January 14, 1997. Based on the storage decisions in this
ROD, Rocky Flats pits will be shipped to the Pantex Plant and Rocky Flats non-pit metal
and oxide will be shipped to the Savannah River Site for storage pending disposition, if a
subsequent decision is made to immobilize plutonium at the Savannah River Site. The
storage of EM owned or managed plutonium at the Hanford Site will remain in their 2006
Plan baseline until the ultimate plutonium disposition decision is made.

DOE will prepare a follow-on EIS that will examine reasonable alternatives for the siting,
construction, and operation of the facilities needed to disposition surplus plutonium. These
facilities include a pit disassembly and conversion facility, an immobilization facility, and a
mixed oxide fuel fabrication facility. The EIS will be based upon the decisions reached in the
January 14, 1997, ROD, in that the disposition facilities will be located at one or more of
the four sites - the Hanford Site, Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Labora-
tory, Pantex Plant, and Savannah River Site.

Although EM is responsible for the stabilization, storage, and stewardship of EM owned or
managed surplus plutonium until disposition occurs, disposition is not part of the EM
mission. Therefore, EM needs to assure that the Departmental element charged with
implementing the plutonium disposition mission is adequately funded, and determine how
this new mission will impact the EM mission at affected sites and adjust accordingly.

Three issues will be addressed through the Plutonium Disposition EIS (Box #5 in Figure A.1 has
issues 8.22, 20.19, and 20.23).

Management of Greater-Than-Class C Waste and DOE High Activity Wastes - GTCC
waste programmatic interim storage and disposal decisions need to be defined. Approxi-
mately 2,000 cubic meters of GTCC wastes are expected to be produced by the commercial
sector. DOE has the responsibility for the disposal of these wastes. By regulation, these
wastes will require disposal methods other than shallow land disposal. In addition, DOE has
some high activity wastes which will also require enhanced disposal. DOE is currently
examining options for the management of these wastes. Starting with information garnered
through the 2006 planning process and National Dialogue discussions, DOE will evaluate
its alternatives and, in cooperation with Tribal Nations and stakeholders, embark upon the
most appropriate decision making process.
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Two issues are being addressed on Greater-Than-Class C Waste (Box #8 in Figure A.1 bas issues
2.33 and 2.37).

Transportation - Transportation and packaging stand out as major elements in decisions
about treatment, storage, and the ultimate disposition of plutonium and wastes resulting
from cleanup of DOE’s sites. Options for keeping materials on site or consolidating ship-
ments may emerge from NEPA and CERCLA transportation analyses and from public input
on the alternative actions. Although transportation is a sub-issue to the larger decisions
about where treatment and disposal occur and the technologies to be used, it is of interest to
Tribal Nations and a variety of stakeholders because transportation decisions may affect
many communities. The concerns range from mode of shipment (rail versus truck), schedul-
ing shipments, packaging performance, to routing and issues of emergency preparedness and
response along the shipping corridors.

The National Transportation Program is tasked with identifying the transportation issues
related to 2006 Plan decisions, and identifying the technical and data needs associated with
the Plan. That information will be integrated with the overall National Action Plan pro-
cesses. DOE has outlined a transportation planning process with a three tier resolution
approach for transportation issues. The first tier, defined by the 2006 Plan process and its
interface with national transportation stakeholder groups and state government, Tribal
Nations, would identify transportation issues and concerns related to the Plan. These
groups, which include the Local Government Network and the Transportation External
Coordination Working Group (TEC/WG), enable DOE/EM staff to reach national and
regional associations of Tribal, State, and local governments; professional and technical
organizations concerned with transportation and emergency preparedness; and industry and
trade associations.

The second tier is defined by the institutionalization of a transportation planning process
that has been used by various DOE Program Offices for the past several years. The develop-
ment of a National Transportation Plan, utilizing transportation recommendations adopted
during the first tier, would be developed for each material type addressed in the 2006 Plan.
DOE will directly consult with key Tribal Nations, State and local officials, and stakeholders
near DOE sites and along transportation corridors as these National Transportation Plans are
developed. National Transportation Plans would be developed within 6-9 months after the
issuance of the relevant ROD. Features of the Plan would include implementation informa-
tion, such as the responsible DOE organization, schedules for activities, processes to involve
stakeholders, and a description of packaging and general logistical information.

The third tier of the process is concurrent with the development of the National Transporta-
tion Plan. Site-specific and material-specific transportation plans would be developed by the
site, with programmatic responsibility for the shipment 6-12 months after the ROD, and
would be consistent with the National Transportation Plan and its overall procedures
developed during the second tier process. These specific plans are developed by convening a
working group of the appropriate regional and Tribal Nation organizations (e.g., Southern
States Energy Board, Western Governors’ Association, Council of State Governments, etc.),
cognizant Federal agencies other than DOE (e.g., Department of Transportation, Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, EPA, Federal Bureau of Investigation, etc.), and other State and
local officials directly impacted by the shipping campaign. These site-specific plans provide
operational detail about roles and responsibilities, shipment mode, general schedules,
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communication and public information protocols, shipment tracking, routing, security, and
emergency preparedness procedures. The National Transportation Program sponsors
assistance (e.g., specific information materials, equipment, and expertise), provided through
a DOE regional technical assistance program, to implement the transportation specific plan.
The National Transportation Emergency Preparedness Program is another element which
provides training and technical assistance to the external training community for response to
DOE transportation accidents. DOE provides technical assistance through DOE headquar-
ters, regional offices, and cognizant program offices.

Four issues are concerned with transportation of materials and are subsets of other decisions on
disposition andlor storage (Box #6 in Figure A.1 has issues 4.25, 4.31, 16.2, and 16.4).

Requirements for Onsite Disposal of LLW under CERCLA and the DOE Order on
Radioactive Waste Management - A number of sites have identified a preference for use of
onsite disposal cells under CERCLA to dispose of wastes generated by site cleanup activities.
Some stakeholders have expressed a concern that the requirements for disposal of operational
LLW under DOE Order 5820.2A, Radioactive Waste Management, are not the same as the
waste disposal requirements under CERCLA, and therefore may lead to different conclusions
on the acceptability of siting a new waste disposal facility.

For any new DOE disposal facility built under the authority of CERCLA, sites are expected
to use the “Policy for Demonstrating Compliance with DOE Order 5820.2A for Onsite
Management and Disposal of Environmental Restoration Low-Level Waste Under the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act, May 31, 1996.”
The implementing requirements of the referenced policy call for a “roadmap” to be devel-
oped for each onsite CERCLA LIW disposal facility. The roadmap is to demonstrate that a
facility that is evaluated, designed, constructed, and operated under CERCLA will also meet
the substantive requirements of DOE Order 5820.2A.

DOE Order 5820.2A was issued in 1988, and has not been updated to include the above-
referenced May 1996 policy. Currently, DOE Order 5820.2A is being revised and will be
renamed DOE Order 435.1. One of the proposed changes to the Order acknowledges LLW
disposal cells built under CERCLA authority, and incorporates the crosswalk and equiva-
lency determination requirements that are

in the May 1996 CERCLA/DOE Order 5820.2A Policy. The schedule for developing DOE
Order 435.1 is as follows:

»  June 1997 - draft DOE Order 435.1 expected to be issued for public comment
o September 1997 (tentative) - issue DOE Order 435.1

Because the DOE Order on Radioactive Waste Management will have a distinctive public
comment period as part of its revision process, and due to the fact that this issue does not
involve future decisions about intersite transfer of waste, DOE proposes that it not be
included in the stakeholder discussions expected to occur as part of the 2006 Plan collabora-
tive process. If comments are received contrary to this opinion, DOE will reconsider the
need to blend the two public involvement processes.
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Three issues are concerned with the requirements for siting a new LLW disposal facility under
CERCLA as compared with the requirements of DOE Order 5820.2A, Radioactive Waste
Management (Box #7 in Figure A.1 has issues 2.25, 4.7, and 15.5).

Disposal of All Transuranic Waste - A comprehensive path forward for the treatment and
disposal of all TRU waste is needed; the issues which must be addressed include WIPP
acceptance criteria and treatment standards, potential for retrieval of pre-1970 TRU waste,
the capacity of the WIPP, and the disposal of non-defense TRU waste. DOE policy for the
disposition of TRU waste is driven by the WIPP Land Withdrawal Act of 1992 and the
WIPP Land Withdrawal Amendments of 1996. These laws define TRU waste that can be
disposed at WIPE, the DOE regulator, the criteria by which TRU waste will be managed and
ultimately disposed, as well as limits for the current disposal capacity. EPA standard (40
CFR 191) and compliance criteria (40 CFR 194) are being used to certify WIPP.

Certain TRU waste does not meet the acceptance requirements for disposal at WIPP, includ-
ing non-defense generated waste or waste exceeding set physical and/or radiological charac-
tefistics. Based on ongoing discussion with state government, Tribal Nations, regulators, and
stakeholders about one year after the initiation of WIPP disposal operations, DOE will
develop the Comprehensive Disposal Recommendation. This report will make a recommen-
dation on disposition of this waste.

The current WIPP program has proven to be an excellent example of an integrated transpor-
tation program. The WIPP’s Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement-II (SEIS-II) is
considering this integrated program in the decisionmaking process. Extensive outreach
programs with Tribal, State, regional, and local governments were utilized during the devel-
opment of WIPP’s integrated transportation planning for TRU waste truck shipments.
DOE developed a truck versus rail study for TRU waste in February 1994. The DOE’s
current policy is to use trucks to transpogt TRU waste to WIPP in Type B containers
(TRUPACT-II); however, this would not preclude the possibility of further study for rail
transport. All waste types will be reviewed and modal choice will be further refined during
implementation planning.

Nine TRU waste issues had been identified for resolution in the December 1996, Ten-Year Plan
Guidance and are now included in this Action Plan. These issues are being addressed through the
NEPA process and the Comprebensive Disposal Recommendation Report (Box #3 in Figure A.1
has issues 2.22, 4.13, 4.18, 4.27, 20.5, 20.6, 20.36, 20.42, and 20.48).

Ovther Issues - This National Action Plan incorporates issues and opportunities raised as of
December 1996. It is anticipated that the National Action Plan will be revised over time to
incorporate additional issues raised in public comments and other DOE initiatives, such as
the Complex-wide EM Integration Team described in Appendix B.
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Complex-Wide EM Integration Team Recommendations

Complex-Wide EM Integration Team Process

In July 1996, senior executives of eleven major Environmental Management site contractor
organizations were challenged to look for innovative breakthrough strategies to achieve the
vision of maximizing cleanup in a decade. The result of this challenge was formation of a
team to independently identify, analyze, and recommend technical integration opportunities
which reduce costs and risks, shorten cleanup schedules, and further the goals of the 2006
Plan. Using a systems engineering approach, this team identified numerous opportunities,
which if adopted, could result in significant potential cost savings over the life-cycle. Rec-
ommendations of the team have been developed independently and must now be carefully
evaluated by EM. These recommendations are included here for comment and will be
discussed during workshops during Y1 summer of 1997. This Discussion*)raft requests

‘ input on some of these reccommend:’ions. Some of these recommendatior’; may be incorpo-
f rated into later versions of the 2006 lan, included in revised versions of tt is National
Action Plan, or have separate Action Plans written for their resolution.

The Complex-Wide EM Integration Team’s recommendations are included in a discussion
draft report, A Contractor Report to the Department of Energy on Environmental Management
Baseline Programs and Integration Opportunities, May 1997. Copies of the report are available
by writing to:

U.S. Department of Energy

Mr. Gene Schmitt 1
PO. Box 44818 L
Washington, D.C. 20026-4481°
FocusOn2006@EM.DOE.GOY

Many of the recommendations developed by the contractors may not be acceptable to the
Department or stakeholders and in fact may need further environmental analysis. DOE has
reviewed the draft report and believes that there are 25 recommendations that should be
further considered. EM would appreciate comments and advice on these alternatives. More
details are provided in the contractors’ draft report.

Eleven recommendations reflect cross-site transfer alternatives and will be considered further
through development and implementation of action plans:

*  Consolidate Transuranic Waste Storage from sites with small inventories to
sites with greater inventories.

*  Pursue a Parh Forward for Disposal of All Transuranic Waste not currently
acceptable at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant.

*  Maximize Use of Existing DOE Operating Facilities for Mixed Low-Level
Waste Treatment to achieve the best cost efficiency.
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Use Combination of DOE and Commercial Mixed Low-Level Waste Disposal
Capacity by continuing disposal at existing commercial facilities and initiat-
ing centralized disposal at Hanford Site with Nevada Test Site, as backup, to
achieve cost efficiencies.

Consolidate Low-Level Waste Disposal Operations at Nevada Test Site and
Hanford Site to obtain cost efficiencies.

Disposition Special Case Low-Level Waste through a defined final disposi-
tion path.

Use Existing Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory
Cesium/Strontium Storage Capacity for long-term storage of separated cesium/
strontium wastes from Hanford Site (includes both existing cesium/strontium
capsules and cesium/strontium wastes resulting from potential future pretreat-
ment) to minimize new facilities.

Move West Valley Demonstration Project High-Level Waste Canisters to
Savannah River Site by developing and deploying a process for shipment of
vitrified high-level waste canisters from West Valley to Savannah River Site for
interim storage.

Transport and Store Idaho National Engineering and Environmental
Laboratory High-Level Waste at Hanford to expedite completion of ldaho
National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory high-level waste
vitrification, AND

Use Hanford Vitrification Capabilities for Idaho National Engineering and
Environmental Laborarory High-Level Waste to minimize new facilities.

Reduce Hanford High-Level Waste Volume disposal costs by obtaining
significant volume reduction of Hanford Site high-level waste through
aggressive pretreatment similar to a process proposed for the ldaho National
Engineering and Environmental Laboratory. This enables better separation of
the low-activity waste fraction reducing volumes and better dissolution of
solids in the high-activity sludge.

Other recommendations developed by the Complex-Wide EM Integration Team are not
particularly related to cross site decisions. DOE is requesting comments and advice on these
alternatives also. Eleven alternatives that are site-specific or national in nature will be
considered further through development and implementation of action plans:

Improve Transportation Systems for Transuranic Waste by expanding or
developing improved transportation methodologies for the shipment of both
contact-handled and remote-handled transuranic waste to improve efficiency,
avoid large-scale fixed-plant operations, and overcome current limitations.

Use Consolidated Procurement for Mixed Low-Level Waste Analytical
Services to obtain necessary characterization and certification of mixed low-
level waste in lieu of individual site contracts, thereby minimizing the number
of audirs conducted at the same facilizy.

Establish De Minimus Radioactivity Levels for Mixed Low-Level Waste levels

for radionuclide content in mixed low-level waste to enhance capability to
segregate “below-regulatory-concern” hazardous-only and mixed low-level waste.
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Standardize Mixed Low-Level Waste Characterization based on common
characterization standards which satisfy requirements that are necessary and
sufficient to allow mixed low-level waste to be accepted at any treatment, storage,
or disposal facility in the complex without multiple characterization steps.

*  Expand Use of National Procurement Contracts for Mixed Low-Level Waste
to enable treatment of mixed low-level waste that can not be treated through
existing DOE capabilities.

* Accelerate Calcine Separation of Idaho National Engineering and Environ-
mental Laboratory high-level waste.

*  Implement Risk-Based High-Level Waste Retrieval and Tank Closure (e.g.,
remove waste from tanks that pose highest health and safety risks first)
primarily at Hanford Site and ldaho National Engineering and Environmen-
tal Laboratory

s Establish Performance-Based Spent Nuclear Fuel Storage and Disposal
requirements for geological disposal of spent nuclear fuel based on assessment of
fuel groups that verify acceptable performance during interim storage and
enable direct disposal as a viable alternative for a significant portion of the
unprocessed spent nuclear fuel. This will minimize repackaging and enable
cost-effective repository acceptance of the majority of DOE-owned spent
nuclear fuel.

»  Establish Complex-Wide Uniform Radiological Cleanup Standards for
Environmental Restoration to reduce costs and schedules associated with
remedial activities at each site and accelerate cleanup. Promulgate 10 CFR
834 with clear unambiguous “as low as reasonably achievable” criteria. Have
a formal, mutually acceptable land use agreement with stakeholders and have
remedial action based on an established set of future land use assumptions.

o Implement Accelerated Remedial Process for Environmental Restoration to
reduce costs and schedules associated with remedial action reporesiplans,
streamline reportiplan preparation, review, and approval cycles for environ-
mental restoration activities across the complex.

*  Share Environmental Restoration Expertise and Resources through an
established system across DOE installations.

In addition to the above, three of the contractors’ recommendations are already being
implemented and do not require action plans:

»  Use Mobile (Transportable/Modular) Systems for Transuranic Waste for
transuranic waste preparation, packaging, treatment, and loading to avoid
redundant systems at several sites.

»  Accelerate Transuranic Waste Shipments and Closure of Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant, in keeping with the Departmental policy being pursued to clean-up
sites as efficiently as possible.

*  Minimize Storage and Treatment of Low-Level Waste to minimize cost and
personnel exposure; direct dispose of low-level waste and process only when cost
effective andlor where required.
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AcronyMs UseD IN ATTACHMENT G

CFR
CERCLA
DOE
EIS

EM
EMI
EPA
FFCAct
GTCC
HLW
LLW
MLLW
NEPA
NGA
PEIS
RCRA
ROD
SEIS
TEC/WG
TRU
WIPP
WM

Code of Federal Regulations

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
Department of Energy

Environmental Impact Statement
Environmental Management

Environmental Management Integration

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Federal Facility Compliance Act
Greater-Than-Class C Waste

High-Level Waste

Low-Level Waste

Mixed Low-Level Waste

National Environmental Policy Act

National Governors’ Association

Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Record of Decision

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Transportation External Coordination/Working Group
Transuranic Waste

Waste Isolation Pilot Plant

Waste Management
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ATTACHMENT H: ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PLANNING SCENARIOS

Operations/Field Offices submitted their draft Site Ten-Year Plans and the supporting Project
Baseline Summary (PBS) spreadsheets to Headquarters on February 28, 1997. Upon receipt
at Headquarters, each site plan and PBS was reviewed for completeness and to ensure that no
double counting or inadvertent exclusions existed. Discussions were held with sites in March
1997 to discuss data gaps and to notify the sites of some adjustments that were necessary to
make all of the plans consistent with the overall accelerated cleanup vision.

*  Costs for Federal salaries and support (that is, “Program Direction”) were
removed from each Operations/Field Office estimate and consolidated into a
single “National Programs and Carlsbad” account.

»  Funding to handle newly generated waste was removed for FY 2000 and
beyond since this plan assumes that these costs will be transferred back ro the
generating program.

¢ Non-EM costs were removed,

Preliminary planning projections contained in this attachment are based on the initial site
submissions. Significant data gaps have been filled in iterative discussions with the sites and
the aforementioned adjustments have been made. The data are presented in current year
dollars (that is, the actual dollar amounts contained in future budgets) and constant FY 1998
dollars (that is, buying power of the budget dollars adjusted for projected inflation). Sites
submitted their data in current year dollars; the data were adjusted to constant FY 1998
dollars using the inflation factor of 2.7 percent per year recommended by the Office of
Management and Budget.

The tables that follow provide annualized planning projections for each Operations/Field
Office through FY 2006. The “National Programs and Carlsbad” line consolidates the
annualized planning projections for the following activities:

»  EM Headquarters and Program Direction (that is, Federal salaries and
support at Headquarters and in the field).

*  Carlsbad Area Office (the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant).

*  National Science and Technology Development Program.

»  Environmental Management Science Program.

*  Pollution Prevention Program.

*  National Transportation, Characterization, and Risk Programs.

*  National Environmental and Regulatory Analysis.

H.1 Preliminary Planning Projections (as submitted with adjustments)

Table H.1 presents the annualized planning projections through FY 2006 based on the initial
(that is, February 28, 1997) submission of the High and Low Planning Scenarios. Parts (a)
and (b) of Table H.1 are in current year dollars, consistent with how the sites developed their
estimates. These planning levels have been adjusted relative to what was submitted by the
sites as discussed above. Parts (c) and (d) of Table H.1 have been corrected for inflation and
are presented in constant FY 1998 dollars. These constant 1998 numbers are consistent with
the numbers presented in Chapter 3 of this Discussion Draft.
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Table H.1 Annual Planning Projections (as submitted by the Field with adjustments)
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H.2 Preliminary Planning Projections (with Enbhanced Performance Goals)

Table H.2 presents annual planning projections with the enhanced performance goals
applied as discussed in Chapter 4. These planning levels also have been adjusted relative to
what was submitted by the sites as discussed at the beginning of this attachment. The overall
impact of achieving enhanced performance is the ability to accomplish additional work
scope for a given planning level. This is the main mechanism that will permit accelerated
cleanup.

In the process of developing the scenarios with enhanced performance it was necessary to
address the cases in the initial site submissions where sites exceeded their allocation of the
$6.0 billion or $5.5 billion per year ceiling. Therefore, the following tables include the
necessary adjustments to meet the $6.0 billion or $5.5 billion per year limitation. Addition-
ally, some shifting of planning levels among sites occurred to support the accelerated site
closure objectives discussed in this report. Parts (a) and (b) of Table H.2 are shown in
current year dollars; parts (c) and (d) are in constant 1998 dollars, consistent with the
numbers discussed in Chapter 4.

Table H.2 Annual Planning Projections (with Enhanced Performance Goals)
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