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ABOUT THE COVER PICTURE

The figure on the cover contrasts the current condition with an artist’s concept of the Rocky
Flats Environmental Technology Site (RFETS) in the year 2003 after completion of the
Accelerated Site Action Project (ASAP). More that 425 facilities and most Site utilities and
roads have been demolished and their foundations removed or covered by the protective cap
shown in the center of the picture. A small protective cap covers the current 800 area and
another covers the current sanitary landfill. Only two buildings are shown, one for interim
storage of plutonium and another for containerized waste storage. The east-west road is a county
road with public access connecting Highway 93 and Indiana Avenue, with minor service roads to
the two buildings. This depiction reflects only the RFETS mission needs in 2003. Additional
facilities which have been converted for other mission needs, either federal, state, local, or

commercial have not been shown but could exist in numerous locations south of the current
Central Avenue.

ABOUT THE DOCUMENT

This document describes concepts and technical logic concerning the major issues and tasks at the
Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site. As such, it presumes the reader has an
understanding of basic Rocky Flats mission elements, chemical hazards, radioactivity, and

environmental regulations at the Site. A glossary is provided to provide some assistance with
specific terms that may be unfamiliar.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
ROCKY FLATS ACCELERATED SITE ACTION PROJECT (ASAP)

INTRODUCTION

The Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site is developing and implementing a project, the
Accelerated Site Action Project (ASAP), to radically decrease the Site risks and increase land
availability for potential other uses as compared to the Site’s current course of action. This draft .
plan document represents the first step in the process to determine a possible feasible alternative
to accomplish the vision. Further, the document describes a feasible alternative (among many)
for achieving the most rapid and economical stabilization of the Site. - This stabilization will make
the Site nearly risk free for on- and off-site populations and will provide for alternative uses of
most of the Site’s 6500 acres.

This feasible alternative begins to bracket what is possible at Rocky Flats before the next phase
of planning begins. This was necessary to shatter certain cost and schedule paradigms at the Site
that, if left unchecked, could have prevented the eventual cleanup. The following phase
(described at the end of this summary) will build on this work to develop and evaluate additional
alternatives while continuing to increase the value per dollar spent.

PROBLEM DEFINITION AND PROJECT STRATEGY

The fundamental problem at Rocky Flats is that the current nuclear material stabilization and
environmental cleanup activities are far too slow, too uncertain in outcome, and too costly.

The DOE Plutonium Vulnerability Study identified the Site as having the highest-risk facilities in
the nation, and these facilities are located within 50 miles of the Denver metropolitan area’s 2
million people. ‘

Compounding this problem is that even with past high funding levels, the Site has had difficulty
making meaningful progress toward cleanup. In July 1995 a new contractor operating under a
new performance-based contract took over operations at Rocky Flats. Now as the Site is poised
to make progress, the budget is falling to levels that allow for little expenditure on risk reduction
in the face of high nuclear facilities baseline safety costs. The projected outyear funding profile
cannot address DOE’s commitments for plutonium and waste treatment and stabilization, or
environmental cleanup.

Even with the dramatically lower overall costs represented by this feasible alternative, its costs
are still significant and will likely not be fully funded without strong alignment among the
interested parties.

The Site’s new management strategy is based on the following elements.

¢ To continue to seek ways to achieve early removal of plutonium and waste from the Site.
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* To enable the DOE, Contractor, and workforce to bring the Site to a stable, interim closure
state at the earliest possible date. Additional closure actions could be accomplished after this
date at a lower overhead rate and higher efficiency than the current Site structure allows.

* To challenge current strategies for environmental restoration, waste management, and
plutonium stabilization and storage to achieve risk reduction and land use value for much
lower costs and with faster schedules.

 To recognize that the march of time represents the greatest cost at the Site. The Site has
spent over $700 million per year in the past with little progress. The baseline for keeping the
plutonium facilities safe and stable is about $400 million. Therefore, every month of
inactivity or indecision on a path forward is costing taxpayers more than'$30 million. This
opportunity cost, which was simply accepted in the past, must be factored in to all future
decisions.

* To aggressively challenge existing baseline activities and costs, including both DOE and
environmental regulatory burdens.

* To view and manage Site activities as projécts to better align DOE, the Contractor, and the
employees and to increase accountability for scope, schedule, and cost.

* To establish a unifying vision of an interim state for the Site that will simultaneously reduce
risks and budget outlays and that can be achieved in the professional lifetime of the people
working at the Site.

THE FEASIBLE ALTERNATIVE
The key features of this feasible alternative are described below.

Plutonium and Waste. The plutonium and containerized waste will be in safe, stable storage
awaiting the earliest possible shipment from the Site.

Land Use Criteria. While actual future land use was not in the scope of this project, the
- following land uses would be enabled by this alternative.

* The outer 5,000 acres of buffer zone would support unrestricted use, including open space.
* Aninner 1,000 acres of buffer zone would meet standards for use as unoccupied open space.

» Of the remaining 500 acres associated with the industrial area or landfills, 300 acres would be
cleaned up to allow future industrial or commercial development, if desired. The 200 most
contaminated acres, including the current plutonium processing area, would be safely closed
with a long-term landfill cap with long-term monitoring to ensure cap performance and
integrity. A groundwater diversion system and passive reactive barriers would be installed.
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» Bulk low-level cleanup and demolition waste would be placed under the cap.

» Most buildings, except those with a future economic value, would be demolished or covered
by the cap. See Exhibit 0.1 for a pictorial representation of the feasible alternative.

Importantly, the feasible alternative will not compromise the ability to clean up the entire Site in
the future (i.e., to residential standards), including the demolition of the minimal plutonium and
waste storage facilities.

Cost and Schedule. As shown in Exhibits 0.2 and 0.3 this plan can be accomplished for about
$6 billion, compared with the current estimate of more than $20 billion. However, it requires
larger annual budgets through the year 2002 than are currently anticipated. Alternatively,
preliminary estimates indicate that the work represented by this feasible alternative could be
accomplished with the currently projected funding scenario by about 2015 for about $10 billion.
Even this scenario represents a reduction of more than 50% from the current projection for
Rocky Flats in the FY95 Baseline I:vaironmental Management Report (BEMR)

Exhibit 0.4 shows the baseline work logic to accomplish the project by the year 2003. It is
important to note that the schedule reflects some activities starting in FY96 that have not been
funded. The critical path items are plutonium processing (stabilization), the final
decommissioning of building 707 and its support buildings, and the placement of the landfill cap
over the Protected Area.

- By the end of 2003 (or 2015 at current funding levels), the Site population could drop to less

than 300 from the current figure of more than 5,000. The annual operating cost could be less than
$40 million, down from more.than $600 million currently. The remaining facilities will be
configured such that the final closure cost, the demolition of the plutonium and waste storage
facilities, will cost less than $200 million. Bringing the 1,500 acres that are currently not
designated as residential capable to that standard would cost an additional $5 billion and take an
additional decade to complete.

There will also be additional costs, yet to be estimated, associated with the final disposition
(shipment) of stored plutonium and waste. These outyear (beyond 2003) costs could be several
hundred million dollars depending on disposal costs and criteria.

KEY ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED

Some of the key issues to be resolved in subsequent planning phases of the project include the
following.

* Considering the logical array of alternatives that address most stakeholder concerns and
determining aggregate stakeholder priorities.

* Evaluating methods to expedite plutonium and waste shipment from the Site.
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* Achieving a fundable alternative. It is not clear that the current alternative, even with its
dramatic cost and schedule savings, will be funded in preference to a longer duration project.

* Achieving consensus on the strategies for plutonium and waste storage and facility
decommissioning.

¢ Determining the level of plutonium and waste processing, consistent with national interests
that should be done before the materials are placed in potentially long-term storage.

b

* Establishing the prudent planning horizon for the possibility of long-term storage of
plutonium and waste.

* Determining the optimum remediation or stabilization strategy for soil and groundwater to
identify the cost-benefit tradeoffs.

* Determining the appropriate authorization basis and safety controls necessary to balance
safety and efficiency in proceeding with plutonium, waste, and decommissioning activities.

TECHNICAL SUMMARY

The draft document that follows this executive summary presents the feasibility analysis that
was performed to determine whether an accelerated decommissioning of RFETS is possible. Six
major tasks were evaluated as a part of the ASAP: Plutonium Consolidation and Stabilization,
Waste Management, Facility Decommissioning, Interim Closure, Site Infrastructure, and
Implementation. It is important to note that a number of the following tasks discussed are
continuations of currently planned activities, such as major plutonium stabilization, while others,
such as facility decommissioning, are new.

Plutonium Consolidation and Stabilization

This task selected a feasible alternative, considering recent analysis and plans, with the following
attributes: '

» Highly enriched uranyl nitrate (HEUN) solutions will be bottled and shipped off the site.

* Plutonium (Pu) metal and oxides will be packaged to meet DOE-STD-3013-94 in double,
welded stainless-steel containers.

» Pusolid residues will be processed to meet safe, long-term storage criteria. Where possible,
residues will only be repacked and managed as Transuranic (TRU) waste.

* Puliquid residues will be moved from their current containers and stabilized for long-term
storage.

» The Pu and residues to be managed as Special Nuclear Material (SNM) will be stored in a
newly constructed storage facility (vault) after consolidation for staging in Building 371.

* Puand residue processing will be conducted primarily in Building 707.

» Pupits will be packaged in approved shipping containers. ‘
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The estimated cost for this activity is $800M, of which about $150 to $200M is for the new
vault. The critical path schedule for both residue and Pu stabilization is expected to continue
through 2001. Continued planning and analysis are needed to shorten the required schedule. The
post 2003 operating costs are estimated to be $20M.

Issues that remain to be resolved include the following:

» The on-site Pu storage location (new vault, Bliilding 371, or other alternative);

* The implementation methods to meet the criteria for safe, long-term storage of residues;

* Schedule compression, including technology choices for residue stabilization; and

* The quantity and types of materials to be shipped to Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) or
other locations. '

Waste Management

The feasible alternative is to construct a new hardened TRU waste storage facility. This facility
may store up to 3,000 kgs of plutonium within the waste matrix of approximately 20,000 drums.
Other parts of the feasible alternative include the following elements:

* Bulk Low-Level Waste (LLW), Low-Level Mixed Waste (LLMW), and remediation and
decommissioning waste would be disposed of in an on-site disposal facility located in the
industrial area (probably in the Protected Area). Some waste may be shipped off-site and
most waste will be disposed of in such a way that will facilitate future off-site disposal if it
becomes cost effective. _

* Waste treatment would be accomplished only as necessary regardless of regulatory
imperatives to ensure safety for long-term storage or disposal.

» Waste would be stored temporarily in existing buildings outside the Protected Area while
long-term storage capacity is constructed.

« All landfills and waste facilities would be closed by the end of 2003.

The cost for this alternative is about $550 M with about $100 M required' for the new hardened
TRU waste storage facility. This new facility would be expected to be operational in the year
2000. Long-term Operations and Maintenance (O&M) costs after 2003 are estimated to be
about $3M per year.

Some issues for further consideration include
* On-site vs. off-site storage/disposal of all waste types;
» Treatment criteria for long-term storage or disposal for all waste types and regulatory

alignment with criteria; and
» Lower-cost options for storing TRU waste than in a hardened facility. _
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Facility Decommissioning

There are more than 425 facilities at the Site to be decommissioned in some fashion. The feasible
alternative has the following attributes.

* Most buildings are not radiologically contaminated and will be dismantled except for those
deemed economically valuable (e.g., National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP)).

 The major plutonium buildings and Building 881 will be partially dismantled with the lower-
level portions entombed. This would involve removing significant contamination and then
filling the basement areas with demolition debris, entombing the basement with material such
as impervious clay slurry, and covering with a landfill cap. ‘

* Many of the plutonium buildings must remain operational for several years in order to
consolidate and stabilize plutonium and waste. The approach will therefore be to remove
administrative and ancillary buildings first in order to clear space and to level the workload.
Major plutonium facilities, such as Buildings 371 and 707, will be the last to be completely
decommissioned.

Current planning indicates most facilities can be decommiséioned by the end of FY02 at a total -
cost ranging from $1.5 billion to $2 billion.

The remaining issues to be addressed include further refinement of building sequencing and
further development of a detailed logic, safety authorization basis, and cost estimates for all
buildings. Other issues include

* Ensuring on-site and off-site safety during decommissioning;

* Determining the cost-benefit tradeoffs regarding the degree of contamination to be left with .
the building rubble or placed in a disposal cell;

» Defining the regulatory process for decommissioning; and

* Determining the workforce composition and skill mix.

Interim Closure

The feasible alternative for interim closure results in the unrestricted use (from a contamination -
perspective) of 5,000 of the Site’s 6,500 acres. An additional 1,000 acres would be suitable for
use as unoccupied open space, and 300 acres would be suitable for industrial reuse. The
remaining 200 acres would be placed under a landfill cap, which includes the current landfill
(OU7), the 800 old uranium processing area, and the plutonium processing area (Protected Area).

Groundwater and surface water would be protected to national standards for water leaving the
site by upgradient diversion and down-gradient passive reactive barriers.

About 40 of the 173 individual hazardous substance sites (IHSSs) that are high or medium ranked

from a risk perspective would be remediated. The remaining 133 Sites have low enough
contamination and risk levels that they can be released without further action.
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The cost for this activity is about $400M with about half the cost for IHSS remediation and half

the cost for landfill caps and water management. Long-term monitoring will cost about $3M per
year after 2003. S

The final cap is on the critical path schedule. It will take about two years to complete and extend
about six months after the last building (Building 707) has been fully decommissioned.

Issues to be resolved include the acceptability of the land use restrictions of the feasible
alternative and the standards that apply to those land use criteria. Additionally, there are many
who favor a “greenfield” site cleanup that would cost another $5 billion or so to achieve. This
alternative will be developed in the next planning phase. Other issues include

* The methods to be used for surface and groundwater control (e.g., reactive barriers) and water
quality standards;

* Integration with the issues to be resolved for waste management and facility decommissioning
regarding on-site disposal of waste and decommissioning materials;

* The design of the landfill cap to ensure long-term integrity; and

* The impacts of excavating and placing the more than 2,000,000 cubic meters of material
needed for the landfill cap.

Site Infrastructure

The feasible alternative requires a site infrastructure to support the remaining plutonium and
waste storage facilities and about 300 total staff. The strategy for site infrastructure is to relocate
most infrastructure off-site. This would be accomplished by using public or commercial utilities
to provide power, gas, water, sanitary solid waste, etc., service directly to buildings. Sewage
would be managed on-site in a small lagoon or septic system. Except for the protective security
force, most emergency and health services would also be contracted for off-site. All office and
support facilities would be located off-site to reduce the demand for expensive on-site
infrastructure.

This commercial approach would have the advantage of bringing utility trunk services to the Site
to support future private industrialization at the discretion of land use authorities.

It is estimated to cost about $70M to develop the infrastructure for commercial service to the
Site and convert other site infrastructure to the new configuration. The post 2003 annual
operating costs are estimated to be $12M. There are no critical path schedule items in this
conversion.

[ssues to be resolved include verifying the desirability of this fairly radical reconfiguration and the
ability and willingness of the commercial and public utilities and emergency services to serve the
Site. Additionally, once the configuration is approved, the timing for its implementation (sooner
or later) needs to be evaluated.

Rev. 1 - 10/9/95 DRAFT - p.ES-7




Implementation

Some key implementation strategies include the following..

Regulatory Alignment. The regulatory structure and process needs must be aligned to
accomplish the Site closure mission. Currently, the Site is regulated as an operating facility,
which creates regulatory road blocks to an expedited cleanup that would not exist at a typical
Superfund site.

Workforce Restructuring. DOE and the contractor will need to carefully coordinate realignment
of required work, skills mix, and retraining to provide the most productive use of the workforce.
A human resource plan must consider the inevitable downsizing of the workforce.

Stakeholder and Political Alignment. A scope, schedule, and funding package needs to be
developed that meets the consensus needs of both the funders (i.e., Congress, DOE/HQ) and the
beneficiaries (e.g., Colorado and the nation at large) of the project. A series of working sessions
and briefings will be conducted to accomplish this over the next several months.

Site Productivity. The Contractor and DOE need to continue to evaluate procedural and
motivational methods to increase the Site’s productivity and cost, scope, and schedule
accountability. It is believed that this preliminary integrated vision for the Site’s new mission
will be a key factor in this effort.

Projectizing. The implementation plan calls for projectizing the Site, as indicated by the word
‘project’ in the ASAP. Projectizing has some significant structural and process implications for
DOE, the Contract, and the Contractor. One of the most important enablers would be to align
DOE and Contractor performance measures to specific scope accomplishments rather than by
fiscal year.

STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT AND PROJECT PRECURSOR MILESTONES

Background. This ASAP concept, which had its formal beginning on August 1, 1995, had many
important precursor events, described below. ASAP incorporates many of the features of
previous work at RFETS.

* In 1993, the Site mission was changed from production to cleanup.

* In 1994, the Site responded to the mission change by issuing a request for proposals to
procure a new performance-based integrating management contractor for the Site to carry out
the new mission.

* Inearly 1994, the Site began negotiating a new cleanup agreement with the US Environmental

Protection Agency (EPA) and the State of Colorado to reflect the fact that the previous
agreement, the Interagency Agreement (IAG), did not reflect the mission change.
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« In 1994, the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board issued two important recommendations
(94-1 and 94-3) dealing with plutonium stabilization and storage at the Site.

* In 1994, the Site issued a Strategic Plan with input from various stakeholder groups.
* Inearly 1995, a series of public meetings were held regarding the then-proposed solar pond

remediation plan, which involved construction of a Corrective Action Management Unit
(CAMU) waste disposal facility by the solar ponds.

* Inearly 1995, the Site had several important interactions with regulators and stakeholders to |

review the path-forward options for the Site. One of the most important of these was the
March 4 summit. At the summit there was a consensus to place a higher priority on risk
reduction by stabilizing plutonium than on environmental remediation. On-site disposal was
also discussed by many attendees as a way to cut costs to enable more risk reduction.
Another important event was the April regulatory summit, at which similar conclusions were
reached. '

* Inearly 1995, Kaiser-Hill was selected as the new contractor to carry out the mission.
Kaiser-Hill assumed responsibility for the Site on July 1, 1995.

* In June 1995, the Future Site Use Working Group issued a consensus opinion that the buffer
zone should generally be open space and the industrial area should be for industrial use.

* A series of meetings were held in the summer of 1995 with the state of Colorado, regulators,
and many stakeholders regarding the alternatives for plutonium storage at the Site, including
the possibility of constructing a new vault. The possibility of long-term storage of
plutonium at the Site was addressed.

Involvement In This Draft Plan. It is important to note that essentially most elements in this
plan have enjoyed a stakeholder/regulator dialog in the past. However, this is the first time all the
issues have been integrated into one product. The integrated concepts in this plan have been
presented to representatives of the following groups: '

+ USEPA,

*  Colorado Governor’s Office,

¢ Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE),
» The Rocky Flats Citizen’s Advisory Board,

+ DNFSB,

* DOE Headquarters,

*  Congressmen Skaggs and Schaefer,

* Rocky Flats Local Impact Initiative, and the

*  General public (through the Site’s monthly stakeholder meeting).

Participants’ key areas of concern appear to be ensuring that
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* Everything is being done to remove the plutonium and waste from the Site at the earliest
- possible time.

* The plutonium is stored in the safest possible conﬁgufation.

* The implications and choices are clearly outlined and openly made.

*  There will be an adequate stakeholder involvement program.

* The tradeoffs among cost, schedule; and final cleanup criteria have been properly balanced.

Future land use options, including both dedicated open space and economic conversion, have
been accounted for and enabled.

NEXT STEPS

This document describes the first planning phase of the project. The Site is currently making
adjustments in its FY96 operating activities to accommodate the most basic features of the
strategy.

- The next phase of the plan, to be accomplished by the end of 1995, will be to develop and

evaluate alternatives to address the key policy choices and issues described at the front of this
summary. This process will also look at outyear (beyond 2003) scenarios to ensure that the final
Site strategy is represented.

It is expected that a preferred plan will emerge from this phase that will allow an even greater
shift of resources during the FY96 execution year. This process will include rigorous stakeholder
and regulator involvement to ensure mutual understanding and to arrive at a “best solution” that
balances competing needs and concerns.

Once the draft master plan has been developed, key decisions and issues will be segregated to
determine decision pathways and time frames and more detailed stakeholder involvement in the
alternatives involved in those second-tier decisions.

Stakeholders will need to consider important milestones over the next few months. Some of
these are described below.

* The October 10 and 11 Workout Session between DOE, EPA, CDPHE, the DNFSB, and
Kaiser-Hill to conceptually agree on the regulatory framework for the path forward. The
new regulatory agreement, which may result from this workout, will be out for public
comment in the November 1995 time frame.

* InNovember 1995, the Assistant Secretary is to make a recommendation regarding plutonium
storage at the Site to respond to DNFSB recommendation 94-3.
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Also in November 1995, DOE will receive public comment on the June 1995 Future Site Use
Working Group recommendations.

A formal public review process will be under way soon to decide on the possible
construction of a waste facility for storage or disposal of LLW and LLMW on-site. This
expands on the disposal concept developed for the solar ponds remediation project and

presented to the public in early 1995.

As part of this process, in the next several months, the public will be evaluating the treatment
and storage concepts for containerized waste on site. Additionally, the facility
decommissioning alternatives will be discussed.

The draft Sitewide Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS) is due out for public comment

~ early in 1996. The SWEIS will reflect the preferred ASAP alternative.
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TASK 1: PLUTONIUM CONSOLIDATION AND STABILIZATION

1.1 SUMMARY
1.1.1 Goals

The desired goal for Rocky Flats is to safely ship all plutonium-bearing materials from the Site as
quickly as possible to allow full closure of the site and reduce the risks associated with this material.
The ASAP will place all currently unshippable plutonium-bearing materials in a form that is appropriate
for shipping. Further, the material will be stored in a safe, stable configuration until the Nation identifies
sufficient vault capacity or waste repository space in other parts of the United States or allied foreign
countries to store it.

The objectives of this activity are to

. Enable the earliest possible shipment of material off the site when receiver sites become
available by placing the material in a safe shippable form.

. Ensure safe on-site storage through the interim period, recognizing the uncertainty of available
off-site storage and the potential need to store the material for a considerably longer time frame
than is desired. Prudent management requires that safe storage be planned for an indefinite
period to ensure that stakeholders and the environment are protected as long as nuclear
materials remain at the site. ' -

. Strive for the lowest-cost responsible implementation alternative that provides safe storage for
the indefinite interim period.

. Strive for a safe storage configuration that will allow final disposition of the material without
significant additional processing and additional costs.

Many credible alternative approaches were identified and evaluated to address these objectives, and the
following approach has been developed as a feasible alternative.

. The highly enriched uranyl nitrate (HEUN) solutions would be shipped off the site for
treatment and disposal, and the plutonium-contaminated solutions would be processed and
stabilized on-site. This will eliminate the storage of plutonium and uranium liquids at Rocky
Flats.

. The plutonium metal and plutonium oxides would be stabilized and packaged according to the

current DOE safe storage standard for metals and oxides (DOE-STD 3013-94) in double,
welded stainless steel cans.
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. The plutonium and HEU parts willb be placed in approved shipping containers for transport in
Safe Secure Transports (SSTs) to other DOE sites outside Colorado.

. The stable plutonium metal, oxides, and pits would be stored in a new storage facility (vault).

. Plutonium-bearing solid residue materials would be processed as necessary using a variety of
proven technologies to ensure they can be safely and predictably stored until an off-site
repository is available.

. The plutonium materials would be staged into a single building, B371, and processed and
stabilized in another single building, B707, to allow decommissioning of the other plutonium
buildings as quickly as possible. This will foster early mortgage reductions and simplify the
logistics of the stabilization activities.

The sequencing of the nuclear materials movement throughout the consolidation and stabilization
activities leading up to the building decommissioning is depicted in Exhibit 1.1. B371 and B707 would
be decommissioned and closed immediately after the material stabilization and repackaging activities have
been completed and the material moved to the new storage facilities. The new storage facilities would be
designed to minimize handling, maintenance, and surveillance and to facilitate their own demolition; they
would be taken down as soon as all the plutonium-bearing materials have been removed from the site,
estimated to be about 2020.

Consolidation of material into the staging building, B371, has been initiated consistent with existing
program plans. Material processing and stabilization activities will be initiated in 1996 and completed
by the end of 2001. Exhibit 1.2 summarizes the key cost, staffing, and schedule features of this plan.
The total cost of these activities, including stabilization and consolidation of the nuclear materials and
residues and the construction of the new plutonium storage facility, is estimated to be between $700M
and $800M. The annual cost of operating the new material storage facility is estimated to be $11M.
The breakout of the costs is shown in Exhibit 1.3. '

The new plutonium storage facility is expected to be about 75,000 square feet and constructed both
above and below .ground. Its cost is estimated to be $150M to $200M, based on the estimated cost for a
similar new facility at the Los Alamos National Laboratory. The material would be stored in a o
configuration that would enable the general public to use any area outside the protected area boundary
which would be about 100 yards from the facility perimeter.
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SUMMARY OF PLUTONIUM AND ENRICHED URANIUM STABILIZATION,
CONSOLIDATION, AND STORAGE PLAN

EXHIBIT 1.2

Activity Description Start Schedule End Program O&M Oo&M
Schedule Cost Staffin Cost
PROCESSING
Pu liquid Drain and solidify 30,000 L of In progress June 1999 $63M NA NA
stabilization solution, containing 143 kg of
actinide, stored in tanks, piping,
and bottles in B771 and B371
Pu metals Brush to remove loose oxide and Brushing in progress; | Dec 2001 $35M to NA NA
package to DOE-STD-3013-94 packaging to DOE- $45M
STD-3013-94 January
1997
Pu oxides Stabilize and package to DOE-STD- | Stabilization in Dec 2001 $45M to NA NA
‘ 3013-94; incorporate additional progress; packaging $55M
processing if identified to be cost to DOE-STD-3013-
effective 94 January 1997
Pu solid RTR all drums, certify for WIPP or October 1995 September | $335 to NA NA
residues-all process as described below 2001 $350M
-Pu solid Repackage to interim standards and | October 1998 September NA ‘NA NA
residue— salts | if needed scrub Alloy MSE Salts & 2001
Oxidize all salts.
-Pu solid RTR dry combustibles, wash/ October 1998 September | NA NA NA
residue— immobilize ion exchange resins, 2001
combustibles calcine greases/sludges, wash/dry
wet and nitrate-containing
combustibles and acid-containing
filters, thermal desorption of
organic-containing filters,
repackage to interim standards
-Pu solid Calcine and repackage to interim October 1998 September NA NA NA
residue—ash standards in pipe component 2001
-Pu solid Declassify shapes, surface decon, October 1998 September NA NA NA
residue— dry Raschig rings, repackage to 2001
inorganics interim standards in pipe compon.
CONSOLIDATION
Pu staging B371 | Consolidate all Category I and II In progress March $35M to NA NA
SNM into B371 1999 $40M
Pu vault Plan, design, license, construct, and | Predecisional work Oct 2000 | $150M to 35 $18M
) start up new vault complex, in progress $200M to
including new PA boundary $20M
Pu Move Category I and II SNM from FY00 Mar 2001 $1M to NA NA
consolidation B371 to new building $3M
SHIPMENT
HEUN liquid Drain 2700 L of liquids from tanks | In progress Sept 1996 $30M NA NA
shipment and lines in B886 and ship off-site
in liquid form :
Pu/eU shipments | Shipment of Pu and eU to off-site In progress September $8M to NA NA
locations (2400 items) 1999 $10M
TOTAL $700M to
$835M
Notes:

1. All costs are above baseline, which supplies basic infrastructure but includes direct infrastructure costs for the activity.
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EXHIBIT 1.3

FUNDING AND RESOURCES REQUIRED TO IMPLEMENT THE FEASIBLE OPTION

Notes:

CASH FLOW
(Numbers are +20% except where noted.)

Subtask | FY96 | FY97 | FY98 | FY99 | FY00 | FY01 | FY02 | FY03

Processing :

Liquids 17 27 17 8 0

Pu Metals + Oxides! 19 18 10 23 23 23

Solid Residues 47 101 82 55 41 18 1 1

Consolidation

Staging 11 24 13 6 1 1 0

Pu Vault2.3 2 20 50 50 50 25 10 10

Shipment

HEUN 22 9 0 0 0

Total 118 199 172 142 115 67 11 11
DIRECT FUNDED PEOPLE

Subtask [FY96 [Fy97 [Fy98 [Fry99 [Fyoo [FYor [FY02 |FY03

Processing

Liquids 82 203 93 44 0 0 0 0

Pu Metals + Oxides 90 75 50 85 75 75 0 0

Solid Residues 37 74 105 100 100 85 5 5

Consolidation

Staging 75 140 65 22 3 3 0 0

Pu Vault2,3 5 35 75 75 75 50 35 35

Shipment

HEUN 47 15 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 336 542 388 326 253 213 40 40

1 $1M contingency funding has been included in FY96 and FY97.
2 The reliability of this numbe