














“bought back”, the only over baseline compliance request should be those FY 2011 compliance
activities funded with Recovery Act monies.

When developing the FY 2012 component of the IPL sites should identify the over baseline
increment for compliance and any additional accelerated work scope needed to sustain and/or
complete progress initiated as a result of Recovery Act investments. The IPL must be completed
in the IPABS-IS IPL module no later then CO™ ™~ '™ "009.
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eld Management briefings will be held consistent with past practices. The tentative

le is to conduct the briefings June 22-26, 2009, although this will be adjusted if necessary

e receive the final CFO guidance and schedule. Detailed guidance on briefing

'‘ments will be distributed under separate cover. However, below is some general
intormation that will be required within all briefing packages:

e IPL summary accomplishments
* Identification and number of FY 2011 compliance milestones funded with base program
dollars
* Identification and number of FY 2001 compliance milestones funded with Recovery Act
dollars
* Identification of activities funded within baseline (Program of Record) that are
inconsistent with program priorities as outlined above
o Provide rationale and any compliance, workforce and site interdependencies
impacts
* Change in life-cycle cost and site completion estimates resulting from recite or Recovery
Act funds
* Look ahead to FY 2012 when Recovery Act funds are no longer available to supplement
base program activities
o Indentify impacted cleanup activities
o Discuss compliance, work force and site interdependencies impacts
» Carryover (FY 2009 to FY 2010 and FY 2010 to FY 2011)
» Safeguards and security issues

Development (HQ PO L Osik, (301) 90> “°25)

When building your IPL, assume 95 percent confidence for all line item construction projects.
All operating projects should be funded at the 50 percent confidence level. Over-target requests
provided to support Executive Order 12088 compliance requirements should be identified as
such.

To assist you with your IPL development, the IPABS-IPL module will be seeded with your final
FY 2010 IPL as a placeholder. You can use this information as the starting point for your

FY 2011 IPL or cut/paste existing information into new ABBs, if applicable. Detailed
instructions on building your IPL in the IPABS-IS IPL module were distributed via email on
May 27, 2009. Site specific IPLs will be consolidated into an EM IPL. Additional analyses may
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be required from a site to support alternative prioritization options. Subsequent meetings will be
held with Field Managers to review the EM priorities and develop a final EM IPL for submission
to the CFO to support the FY 2011 Corporate Program Review (CPR) process.

nding for site support activities (e.g., California Site Support and NNSA Site
must be requested within respective site cleanup PBSs rather than using

ative support PBSs as has been done in the past. More specifically, funding

t be requested for VL-FAO-0101, VL-FOO-0013B-D, VL-FOO-0100-D, CBC-
-N, CBC-CA-0100-N or any other such PBS.

11  Components

" Building Blocks (ABBs) as IPL Elements

As was done last year, each field office's IPL will be seeded with their ABBs Each ABB profile
will correspond to an IPL summary element. An IPL summary element can be broken into three
sub-IF ele ‘nts:

An element for min safe/essential services

= 1 element for making progress tied to compliance
An element for making progress NOT tied compliance
An element for ARRA activities

The sum of the four sub-IPL summary elements of an ABB must equal the IPL. summary element
(i.e., ABB profile). All funding associated with min safe/essential services activities must be
funded within your base target.

Over-Target Request

Each Field Office may submit an over-target request to support Executive Order 12088
compliance. Over-target will be identified by utilizing the sub-element.

= InFY 2011, identify the over baseline increment needed to be in compliance. Utilize the
making progress tied to compliance sub-element.

= InFY 2011, identify Recovery Act activities which allow EM to maintain compliance.
Utilize ARRA sub-element.

= InFY 2012, identify the over baseline increment needed to be in compliance. Utilize the
making progress tied to compliance sub-element.

= InFY 2012, identify the over baseline increment needed for accelerated work scope to
sustain and/or complete progress initiated as a result of Recovery Act investments.
Utilize the ARRA sub-element.

NOTE: The funding allocations provided within your IPL element breakout are utilized
throughout the budget process to articulate EMs funding needs associated with min
safe/essential services and compliance requirements. Therefore, it is imperative that you
ensure an accurate portrayal of activities within these elements.
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IPL Sub-elements

As mentioned previously, each IPL element profile can be broken out into the following sub-

elements:
1. An element for min safe/essential services -compliance and non-compliance related
2. An element for making progress tied to compliance
3. An element for making progress not tied to compliance
4. An element for ARRA activities

3]

The min safe/essential services sub-element profile would encompass priorities required
to control existing material, waste, and facilities in a safe, stable condition; activities
required to maintain facilities in their current state of operational readiness; and activities
necessary to maintain site infrastructure and the overall current state of the site without
advanci ;the mission. The sub-element is consistent with the definition used to collect
ABB cost profiles for Maintenance of Facility Status costs as part of the out-year
planning initiative. Note: As in previous years, funding requirements ft min
safe/essential services must be funded within the existing baseline; no over-baseline
request will be accepted for min safe/essential service activities.

If the min/safe essential services sub-element activities are in support of Program Driver
Categories 1-3 (noted in Table 1) they are considered compliance; therefore, compliance
driver/impact information and associated compliance milestone information is required.
In these instances, the compliance category must be identified that dictates the necessity
of compliance funding. Additionally, the appropriate compliance milestones must be
associated and fine/penalty information must be provided describing the impact of
missing the milestone.

The “making progress tied to compliance” sub-element profile would encompass
activities that advance the Program Mission Categories outlined in Table 2 and are
required to support Program Driver Categories 1-3 (noted in Table 1). Compliance

" 'ver/impact information and associated con 1ance milestone information 1s required
for these activities. In these cases, the compliance category must be identified that
dictates the necessity of compliance funding. Additionally, the appropriate compliance
milestones must be associated and fine/penalty information must be provided describing
the impact of missing the milestones.

The “making progress not tied to compliance” sub-element profile would encompass
activities that advance the Program Mission Categories outlined in Table 2. These
activities do not support accomplishment of activities contained in Program Driver
Categories 1-3 (noted in Table 1).

The "ARRA" sub-element profile would encompass activities that address ARRA
activities that maintain compliance in FY 2011. In FY 2012, the ARRA sub-element
would encompass activities over baseline needed for accelerated work scope to sustain
and/or complete progress initiated as a result of Recovery Act investments.
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As previously noted, the funding allocations provided within your IPL element breakout are
utilized throughout the budget process to articulate EMs funding needs associated with min
safe/essential services and compliance requirements. Therefore, it is imperative that you ensure
an ac 1rate portrayal of activities within these elements.

II"™ Narratives

For each individual IPL being developed, IPL sub-elements must be accompanied by planned
accomplishment narratives as well as an impact narrative to address the impact of not funding
tl  sub-element activity. Within the narratives, offices should provide specifics regarding
compliance impacts (explicitly identify the year which the anticipated compliance impact will
occur), program scope, schedule and completion dates. As part of the impacts narrative, the
impact on PBS mission completion dates should be indicated.

Performance Metrics (HQ POC: Dan Melamed, 202-5° <739)

Performance metrics should be provided at an [PL sub-element on an incremental basis. The
cumulative sum of sub-clements should represent the planned metric to be achieved for the full
funding level.

-~ pliance Milestones (HQO POC. Bill Levitan, 301-903-3339)

Compliance milestones should only include milestones that have a definitive, regulatory or
otherwise enforceable due date. Enforceable milestones generally have fines and penalties
associated with non-compliance. Any compliance milestone linked to an IPL element should be
consistent with milestones identified and reported in Quarterly Performance Reviews, the

FY 2008 Five-Year Plan, and milestones entered into IPABS-IS. This includes compliance
milestones used to support and defend the FY 2010 Congressional Budget Request.

FY 2011 Proposed ™ ~nsfers (HO POC: George G+~ 301- 903-7948)

EM will collect budget and planning data for proposed transfers to the Office of Legacy
Management, other Program Secretarial Offices, and/or priva entiti.  EM is collecting this
data to support the transfer process and to ensure that the Department has adequate data to
support the FY 2011 budget formulation process, the FY 2009 life-cycle cost estimate, the
Departmental environmental liability estimate, and other Departmental needs. Funding and
programmatic issues regarding these proposed transfers will be resolved during the Department's
budget process this summer.

The following site transfers are currently being proposed for the FY 2011 budget process:

 Inhalation Toxicology Institute — Office of Legacy Management
*  Miamisburg — Office of Legacy Management
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Contractor Pension Plans (HO POC.: Eva Isa, 202-586-1554)

EM has a continuing obligation to reimburse allowable costs for a variety of contractor-
=nonsored pension plans. EM management is developing an overall strategy on how best to
audress the issue of future budget shortfalls. Specific guidance will be provided to the sites at a
later date in an effort to collect cost and other data required for ongoing pension obligations.

I -Level and Mixed Low-Level Waste Disposal Assumptions (HQ POC: Christine Gelles,

N a3 1440

As [ _E 435.1 requires, where feasible, low level and mixed low-level wastes should be
disposed at the site where they are generated. For those wastes that require off-site disposal, the
Nevada Test Site (NTS) is the currently the only Federally-owned, regional disposal facility
available to receive waste generated by other DOE sites. As established in FY 2009, the base
onerations of the disposal LLW and MLLW disposal facilities at the NTS will be direct funded.
-direct funding is expected to provide for approximately 1.5 million cubic feet of waste
rec Therefore, generator sites will not be charged disposal fees during project execution,
uniess ne waste streams require special handling or receipt which results in incremental costs.
Each year, the Nevada Site Office issues "Program Management Strategy for Disposal
Operations,” which delineates the waste forecasting and receipt considerations. Wastes must
n tthe NTS Waste Acceptance Criteria, and waste forecasts must be coordinated with the
Nevada Site Office’s annual waste forecasting process. For questions, call Jhon Carilli, NSO
(702-295-0672) or Dave Mathes, EM-12 (301-903-7222).

e NTS will continue to receive approved LLW streams at Area 5.

e NTS will receive approved MLLW streams at the Mixed Waste Disposal Unit (MWDU),
through November 2010. The MWDU will then be permanently closed. A replacement
MLLW disposal cell is planned at the NTS. This new cell and/or a commercial MLLW
disposal facility are expected to be available to receive off-sitte MLLW in mid FY 2011.
However, it is possible EM sites will be required to provide limited interim storage at their
site in FY 2011.

To the extent that alternate off-site disposal facilities are available to meet generator sites needs,
si ;are encourage to evaluate these alternatives. DOE Order 435.1 provides for use of
commercial disposal facilities on an exemption basis. The Site Manager must certify that that
the facility is compliant and have docun ited the cost effectiveness of this alternative. The
Order requires consultation with Headquarters Office of Environmental Safety and Health, now
the Office of Health, Safety and Security (HS). In order to enable comparison of disposal
alternatives, an “analytical unit rate” for NTS disposal is used. In FY 2009, the analytical unit
rate for NTS disposal is $14.51 per cubic foot for both LLW and MLLW. (This unit rate and
additional information regarding NTS disposal is updated annually by the Nevada Site Office in
their “Program Management Strategy for Disposal Operations.”) The Office of Disposal
Operations (EM-12) will be available to facilitate the cost-benefit analyses, develop the
exemption proposals, and expedite consultation with HS.
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EM intends to continue to provide prime disposal contracts to provide economies of scale. The
current prime contracts with EnergySolution for disposal of LLW and MLLW at the Clive, Utah

;ility, provide unit prices for specific waste steams. Information on these contracts can be
obtained by contacting the Office of Disposal Operations.

T ilitate complex-wide planning and analysis, EM-12 will also continue to collect updated
fc sts for the volumes of LLW and MLLW that will be generated by EM and other DOE
programs. The annual update of the Baseline Disposition Data (BLDD) is conducted each fall.
> next annual update is scheduled for late 2009, and Sites' updates  »uld reflect approved
baseline plans as of that time. It is expected that the fall update will generally align with the
sites’ FY 2010 Congressional Request and the developing FY 2011 budget request. For
questions regarding cost-benefit analyses, commercial contracts and BLDD forecasts, contact
Doug . unkay, 301-903-7212)
- - 71’;377— 7&-—“»-“»4:‘”5, TIMN DN mLlosas L (‘,71, ’791 NN2 1£LLNH
The National TRU Program, working with EM-12 and the TRU Corporate Board, establishes the
annual shipping goals for TRU waste sites. Corporately, EM plans to maintain an average
shipping rate of 21 contact handled and 5 remote handled shipments per week. The site-specific
details of this average rate, however, are subject to a number of factors. To inform the outyear
planning, TRU waste generating sites should identify within the FY 2011 request, the total
number of shipments needed, and the desired weekly rate. Efforts will be made to optimize
shipments. However, the rate of shipments is ultimately dependent on the availability of
certified waste ready for disposal. Therefore, sites are encouraged to focus on activities related
to waste preparation, remediation and delivery to the Central Characterization Project within the
FY 2011 budget request.

It 1s expected that the TRUPACT III will be certified and available for shipme of over-sized
waste boxes beginning in FY 2011. It is expected that shielded canisters will be also be
approved and available to support optimized shipment of high gamma and high neutron emitting
TRU waste streams. Details on these canisters and their use should be directed to the National
TRU Program Director at the Carlsbad Field Office.

Specific questions regarding challenging transuranic waste streams (e.g. suspect non-defense
TRU wastes) and requests for additional guidance should be requested from the National TRU
Program Director and/or EM-12.

Sites should not assume shipment of TRU waste streams to WIPP that are not approved within
the WIPP baseline inventory.
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Within the constraints of the ABB definition and criteria listed above, there is flexibility in how
the EM scope at a site can be divided into ABBs. Specific rationale for doing so is highly site
dependent and should be based on:

Distinct geographic areas of the site

Site management structure

High stakeholder visibility

Difficulty of execution

Project phase (e.g., operations versus construction)
Contractual constraints

O 0O O O 0 0

Assigning Analytical Building Blocks to Program Mission Categories

EM has tablished 12 Program Mission Categories in which cost and quantity information will
be gathered and used to communicate programmatic goals, alternatives, and achievements. A
Program Mission Category represents key mission elements of the EM program. Each ABB can
only be assigned to one Program Mission Category. Several ABBs will roll up into a single
Program Mission Category and several Program Mission Categories will then roll up to a PBS
(see Attachment 2). In the event an ABB cannot be fully attributed to a single Program Mission
Category, select the Program Mission Category that the majority of ABB funding supports.

Analytical Building Block Costs

In aggregate, the ABBs for a given site must capture the entire EM scope ar  equal the PBS life-
cycle cost totals in the sites’ current Baseline. All ABBs must be linked to an existing PBS. An

ABB cannot roll up into more than one — ——————-——]
PBS. ABB costs are divided into two Maintenance of Existing Facility Status Costs I

categories within each ABB -- encompass activities required to control existi
“Maintenance of Existing Facility material, waste, and facilities in a safe, stable
Status " and/or “Making Progress”. condition; to maintain facilities in their current
state of operational readiness; and to maintain
“Maintenance of Existing Facility site infrastructure and the overall current state
Status " costs are the costs of maintaining of the site without advancing the mission.

tl site d facilities in their current
state—maintaining the status quo—
without making progress. “Making
Progress” costs are costs specifically
required to advance EMs Program
Mission Categories 4 through 12. Note
that in some instances the increment
between “Maintenance of Existing Facility Status” Costs and “Making Progress” costs could be
quite small. All costs for TD&D and construction are considered “Making Progress.”

Making Progress Costs encompass activities
under Program Mission Categories 4 through 12
attributable to advancing the mission as

measured by an increase in at least one

associated progress quantity. I
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