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ABSTRACT

At the U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Field Office (DOE-RL) Hanford Site, environmental
restoration is conducted under a Tri-Party Federal Facility Agreement between DOE-RL, the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Washington State Department of Ecology
(Ecology). One result of a di,.,.;uteresolution was the requirement to conduct an independent
review of the policies, procedures, processes, and work practices associated with remedial
investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) activity at Hanford with a goal of reducing it to 30 months.

Sixteen experienced and respected federal Environmental Restoration Program/Project Managers
were brought to Hanford for a two-week intensive review of the program. This paper outlines the
reasons for this tactic, the mechanics of funding the process, and the benefits of this unique
approach.

BACKGROUND

DOE's Hanford Site has been conducting its Environmental Restoration Program under a Td-Party
agreement (TPA) since June 1989. When that agreementwas signed, Hanford had already
begun the RI/FS process at 12 of 78 operable units. An extension was requested for a workplan
milestone for one of the operable units. The regulatorsagreed to the extension with the
stipulation that an outside team of experts be brought in to review the RI/FS process and
associated DOE-RL and Maintenance and Operation (M&O) contractor procedures and
determine what it would take to reduce the process to 30 months. Battelle's Environmental
Management Operations (EMO) was asked to take on this task because of their previous
experience.

Instead of building a team of experts from the world of environmental contractors, DOE-RL sought
out the best and the brightest of the federal environmental managers and technical experts with
recognized outstanding track records in ali aspects of environmental restoration activities. Since



EMO had considerable experience in conducting environmental restoration activities at DOE and
other federal sites, EMO was in a position to identify and invite the recognized "fast burners" to
participate in the Hanford study.

To provide a starting point and structure for the federal team study, DOE-RL commissioned, and
EMO conducted, a "self-evaluation" of the RI/FS program at Hanford by interviewing over 35
selected personnel (D©E-RL, DOE contractors, EPA & Ecology) who played prominent roles in
the RI/FS program at Hanford. Based on this review, a set of six topical areas was selected to
structure the forthcoming federal team effort. These six key issues were as follows:

1. Management Structureand Processes: Delivering Work to the Field.

2. Technical Approach to the Site: Optimizing the Technical Process.

3. Sampling and An31ysisActivities at Hanford.

4. Policy, Legal, and Regulatory Issues.

5. Technical Document Review Process.

6. Procurement of Goods and Services.

IDENTIFYING THE TOP FEDERAL ENVIRONMENTAl.. MANAGERS

Using the above six key issues as an indicator of skills requiiredof a team of experts, the lead
environmental managers within the Department of Energy (DOE), Department of Defense
(DOD), Army, Navy and Air Force Secretariats, US Army Corps of Engineers (COE), EPA,
Department of Justice (DOJ), and Office of Management and Budget (OMB) were personally
contacted and asked for their recommendations for study candidates. A pool of more than 60 top
environmental performers was establishedand their qualifications cross checked. EMO had
earlier determined that a two-week period of intensive study was about the length of time required
to produce a good product; it was also thought to be the time limit EMO could attract and hold top-
notch performers. The two-week period was also taken into consideration when a team of 18
team members was selected; EMO often targeted the deputy program manager based on his/her
assumed availability as compared to the program manager.

A team size of 18 was deemed optimum so that EMO could address three key issues the first
week with three teams of six and repeat the process the second week. EMO was successful in
securing participation from 16 of the 18 individuals originally selected. The 16 federal team
members were augmented with two experienced individuals from Versar Inc. to maintain the
18-member team and to balance out the overall skill base. Ali of the above-mentioned federal
agencies were represented with the exception of OMB, who could not accept DOE-RL funding
for travel and per diem nor did they have sufficient travel funds of their own.

MECHANICS OF SECURING INTERAGENCY COOPERATION AND FUNDING
TRANSFER

Concurrent with sending out invitations to the 18 team members, their supervisors and/or upper
level managers were contacted and urged to allow their staff to participate in this important and
unique effort. Every one of these managers recognized that this two-week effort would bring
benefits back to their parent organization and readily agreed to allow their people to participate.
With this "upper level" support, EMO had little difficulty in securing the willing and enthusiastic
participation from those selected as team members. Because EMO knew the invited participants
so weil, the letters of invitations were tailored to appeal to areas that would be of value to them
and their own agency. For example, the DOD team members were always eager to leam of
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better ways to conduct a regulated program. The COE was eager to demonstrate their
understanding of what it takes to manage a large, complex program. Gaining a deep
understanding of how DOE thinks and functions was the appeal for the EPA members.

EMO worked hard to fulfill the promise to the participants that the administrative and financial
procedures associated with their "loan" would be transparent to them. The biggest challenge
faced was to work the mechanisms of funding the team members' traw_l and per diem costs
through their parent organizations. The study was conducted from 14-25 September, 1992,
which meant that the funding accounts would not be closed until well into the next fiscal year;
there was even some doubt that DOE-RL could transfer funds to the participating federal agency
on a timely basis. Nevertheless, the funding issues were resolved, often on an individual basis
and with a great deal of trust and a positive attitude on the part of the "loaning" federal agency.

When one federal agency wishes to fund the temporary duty of staff from another
federal agency, one method is for the traveler to be given and to use the fund cite
of the requesting agency. In such a case, the accounting and appropriation data
are simply sent to the traveler who prepares the orders with the requesting agency's
data.

Another method to accomplish the same results is to transfer interagency funds.
Either advance payments are made or the funding provided is treated as a ceiling
and the requested agency then bills against this commitment. With an advance
payment, the using agency applies the funds to the need (travel or otherwise) and
returns any overage. In the latter case, the requesting agency simply pays the biI!s
of the requested agency. Here's an example. The traveler is invited to r:articipate
in some effort with assurances that the travel/per diem bills will be paid bJ the
requesting agency. The traveler accomplishes the trip, files the travel voucher, and
is reimbursed by his/her own agency. The requested agency then bills the agency
that issued the invitation.

In the case of the Schedule Optimization Study, a contractor (EMO) of a (ederal
agency was involved. Therefore, the first method (1st paragraph) is obviated.
However, both of the mechanisms in the second paragraph can be used. In one
instance, the person was invited and an agreement was proposed; however, the
requested agency wanted to be paid in advance. The contractor (EMO) paid the
agency in advance based on a travel estimate. The person traveled on the
advanced funds and the remainder was reimbursed. In most of the other cases, staff
traveled and were paid by their own agency. Their agency then billed the contractor
(EMO) who paid their travel/subsistence.

Inviting federal employees outside the host agency and paying for their travel and
subsistence is possible. Granted it is somewhat unique; however, a key to success
is the attitude of the people involved in handling the unusual.

FACILITATING THE STUDY

In order to maximize the time the team members spent studying the issues, EMO assigned a
facilitator to each of the six Issue groups and one for the study group as a whole, lt was their job
to keep the effort focused, on schedule, and to assure that the participants were satisfied that
their views and opinions were incorporated into the process and the products. EMO also
identified an array of technical experts who were familiar with the Hanford Environmental
Restoration Program. These experts could make contact with DOE-RL personnel and the
appropriate M&O contractor offices to bring the documents and individuals in front of the team
members during their deliberations. Both the facilitators and the technical experts received training
in their respective roles prior to the study.



A local hotel, central to the Hanford operations, served as both residence and work place for the
team. A control center at the hote_was staffed with secretarial and v-ord processing capabilities
and was made accessible to the team members almost on a 24-hour basis, including the
weekend. Several team members brought their own personal computers and EMO made sure
that ali computers could interface. Ample time was set aside at the beginning of the study for the
individuals to tour the Site and get to know each other before the bulk of the work was attempted.
EMQ tried to make the interface between the six team efforts and the DOE-RL/Site contractors as
informal and non-threatening as possible. At the end of each of the six study efforts, our Site
contacts were briefed on the findings and recommendations to assure that EMO had the facts
correct.

lt is believed that one of the key ingredients to success with this and similar efforts is that the
agency served (DOE-RL) had to demonstrate that management was totally supportive of the
effort and deeply appreciative of the individual efforts. DOE-RL staff manifested this by
devoting most their time to serving the informational needs of the team members and by providing
evening briefing sessions as required to communicate details of the Environmental Restoration
Program.

In recognition of the old saying that "ali work and no play makes Jack a dull boy," EMO hosted
ice breakers, arranged group dinners for the team at a variety of restaurants,toured the Hanford

; reservation on the Colombia River by jet boats, and arranged social events for the middle
Sunday during tile study (Saturday was a work day).

THE RESULTS

Three things were paramount as the end of the study period neared. First, EMO had to focus the
team on producing the results on time in a structuredformat. Second, the editing department had
to provide the "word smithing" and polish to the report without losing the buy-in of team members.

I Third, the recommendations had to be expressed such that the report could serve as a template
for an implementationplan.

._ The team provided a briefing of the results on the last evening the study, briefing wasof The
prepared and presented without direction or participation by DOE-RL or EMQ. The opinionsz

expressed were solely those of the team. The TPA members, local and headquarters DOE staff,
and Hanford contractor staff were present for the out briefing. Ali agreed that the findings,
conclusions, and recommendations were accurate, credible, and appropriate. The report was
finalized and returned to ensure that it accurately representedtheir views. A formal draft report
was issued in November and the final report was published in December 1992. Copies may be

-- obtained by writing to DOE Office of Scientific and Technical Information, 5285 Port Royal Road,
Springfield, Virginia, 22 _61and requesting document number EMQ-1080 Vol. 2, "Schedule
Optimization Study Hanford RI/FS Program Volume 2: Final Report."

Finally, EI'.tOprepared and submitted to DOE-RL an implementation plan that dovetailed with the
team report. Although not explicitly stated during the effort, the motivation for doing the study and
the urgency in its production was to be able to lay the groundwork so that DOE-RL could set the
ERMC1concept up for success (selected in January, to transition March to June, and operational
on July 1 1993).

BENEFITS YET TO COME

EMO was impressed with the talents that the original pool of 60 environmental experts
possessed and in the strength that any grouping of them offered to federal a.gencies. The
Hanford effort focused on streamlining the RI/FS schedule and on identifyingnmpedimentsto

1 EnvironmentalRestorationManagementContract-
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success. EMO could use a similar approach as the basis for establishing a team to look at other
related issues such as risk assessment, the "how clean is clean" question, the future land
excessing and ultimate land use issue, and remedial action decision making.

The Hanford experience has left DOD with a first-hand understanding of how important it is to
exchange information and ideas on a program/project manager basis. DOJ now appreciates how
one agency's interpretation of a law (e.g., NEPA or CERCLA) affects ali other federal
environmental programs. EPA gained a better understandingof the bureaucratic and budget
constraints hindering compliance, and should be able to direct more efforts towards team-building
assistance rather than more enforcement. Finally, D©E-RL gained immeasurably from this
experience and it should go a long way to setting Hanford on a path of completing its
environmental restoration program as soon as possible. We highly recommend that you harness
and use this federal environmental engine.
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