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ABSTRACT
Identification and prioritization for the recapitalization of deteriorating 
waste processing and storage support infrastructure and information 
technology (IT) is essential for a safe, cost effective, and sustainable 
waste management program.  Funding restraints have limited pro-
grams to performing only maintenance on aging infrastructure support 
systems whose operational costs, technological obsolescence, and 
reliability risks continue to grow without a disciplined and balanced re-
capitalization program.

Savannah River Site (SRS) comprises both Department of Energy Envi-
ronmental Management and NNSA missions, and includes a lab, Sa-
vannah River National Laboratory.  SRS has developed a crosscutting 
identification and prioritization tool and process that provides integra-
tion of all Site mission support infrastructure recapitalization require-
ments and prioritizes into a single database that can be readily ac-
cessed for infrastructure investment decisions.

This database, referred to as the SRS Critical Infrastructure Inte-
grated Priority List (CIIPL) captures risk data that includes impacts 
toward safety, regulatory compliance, mission, and cost for inclusion in 
its prioritization process.  Further, the CIIPL provides a status of each 
entered project’s readiness for execution that includes funding source, 
reliability of current cost estimate, and an out year budget profile.

The SRS CIIPL, created in 2009, was initially comprised of recapitaliza-
tion projects for the Site’s common infrastructure (i.e. shared roads 
and utilities) that supported all Site missions and activities.  As mission 
program funding became constrained, the value for a Site wide inte-
grated prioritization tool became more apparent and the CIIPL grew to 
include all Site mission and tenant activities which included safeguards 
and security requirements.

The SRS CIIPL has become a highly effective tool for achieving senior 
management situational awareness of the Site’s most pressing sup-
port infrastructure and IT needs. The mission programs have used the 
CIIPL to prioritize and fund high risk projects within their own program 
budgets. This past year, the CIIPL was used as a budgeting and deci-
sion making tool to allocate funding for two common infrastructures 
high risk projects for the FY16 Site budget submission and has re-
ceived laudatory comments from DOE headquarters review teams.

The SRS CIIPL and its process can be a benefit to other waste man-
agement organizations by demonstrating a proven approach toward 
the integration of support infrastructure and IT recapitalization require-
ments across diverse mission and tenant boundaries.  The SRS CIIPL 
can provide senior management with an objective decision making tool 
that delivers a balanced evaluation of project requirements in terms of 
multiple risk criteria; safety, regulatory, mission, and cost impacts.

CONCLUSIONS
 DOE Leadership can no longer assume Site maintenance 
funding, previously considered a program operations cost or 
Site overhead expense, will provide the safe and robust infra-
structure necessary to achieve the EM mission.  

 EM Leadership is considering a more centralized approach 
toward allocating infrastructure recapitalization funding across 
the EM Complex to maintain facility mission capabilities and 
readiness.  

 Coupling risk prioritization and project affordability into an 
integrated project database has equipped SRS leadership with 
a necessary tool to make increasingly hard and complex fund-
ing decisions necessary to sustain Site infrastructure and facili-
ties which will ensure mission capability and readiness well 
beyond 2030.  

 SRS decision makers have a three dimensional cost informa-
tion tool that allows a measure of the projects’ definition (mea-
sure of executability or “shovel ready”), a project cost accuracy 
range of 6 classes and up to a 4 year project budget profile 
against a proposed execution schedule.

 SRS Leadership has recognized the CIIPL as a valuable 
budget formulation tool.  Last Spring each SRS program was di-
rected to separate recapitalization projects contained on the 
CIIPL and consider these separately from projected operations 
costs when formulating the  FY16 budget request.

The CIIPL recently impacted the following:

 SRS highest priority project listing

 Ten Year Site Plan development 

 Outyear budget formulation

 The April 2014 EM-Wide Extent of Condition Review on 
Deferred Maintenance 

 The Federal Risk Management Plan and in Contract 
Performance Baseline Risk Register

 The June 2014 Defense Nuclear Facility Safety Board 
site review

SRS ISSUES
 35% of DOE-EM total assets 

 Multiple Site Contractors/Tenants

 Restricted Funding Sources

 Degrading Infrastructure (60+ Years Old)

 Previous Run to Failure Philosophy

 Extended EM Mission time frame (2065)

 Need for long term sustainable approach

 Lack of Integrated Project Prioritization

SOLUTION
Develop a Sitewide Critical Infrastructure Integrated Priority List with 
appropriate risk ranking process to be used as a planning tool for 
current and future budget decisions.

       

DATABASE
The Critical Infrastructure Integrated Priority List (CIIPL) 
Database is the single collection point for project listings and 
information as provided by the CIIPL Team members.  Access 
control is governed by the Guideline for Management of the CIIPL. 
The database is updated by Team members quarterly, or as 
needed. Once the updated CIIPL Database receives Executive 
Board approval, it is frozen, and the next revision cycle is started.

The CIIPL Database contains:

 CIIPL Tracking number (assigned by CIIPL Database 
administrator)

 Descriptive Project Name

 Scope Description

 Project Number or other organizational tracking number

 Projected Project Cost per year

 Comment/Mitigation

 Identify Estimate Class**

 FY Project Cost developed

 Identify Project Phase

 Responsible Site Organization

 Site area that scope will be implemented 

 Responsible DOE Assistant Manager

 Infrastructure Category (e.g., Common Infrastructure, Facility 
Specific Infrastructure, Production Process Infrastructure, 
IT Infrastructure")

 Required funding/PBS source (e.g., PBS 12)

 Planned/Estimated Start Date

 Estimated Duration of project in months

 Project Score

*C=Consequence, P=Probability, W=Weight, SI=Safety Impact, RI=Regulatory Impact, 
MS=Mission Support, CI=Cost Impact
**Estimate Classes developed by the Association for Advancement of Engineering. All estimates 
are unburdened.

PROCESS
 SRS Tenant organizations submit top 

unfunded projects

 Each project pre-rated per established 
Criteria

 Working Team evaluate and approve ratings

 Projects integrated and ranked per overall risk score

 Executive IPT meet and approve CIIPL

 CIIPL updated quarterly or as needed for mission changes, 
emergent needs, or process changes

 CIIPL used in Budget Formulation development

CRITERIA

Cost
Impact (CI)

15%

Mission
Support (MS)

26%

Regulatory
Impact (RI)

28%

Safety Impact (SI)
31%

Criteria Weights

Total Project Risk = (CSI *PSI *WSI) + (CRI *PRI *WRI) + (CMS *PMS *WMS)+ (CCI *PCI *WCI)*
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Funding
Changes
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External
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Develop Priority
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