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Audit Report Number: ER-BC-91-06 September 13, 1991

SUMM_RY

The Oak Ridge National Laboz'atory (ORNL) is responsible for
developing new and environmentally acceptable energy technologies
that will offer the nation safe options for energy supply and
efficient systems for energy use. Martin Marietta Energy
Systems, Inc., (Energy Systems) operates ORNL under a management
and operating contract. The purpose of the audit was to review
and evaluate the effectiveness of site development planning
activities at ORNL. A site development plan is a long-range
master plan for the acquisition, development, utilization, and
disposal of land and physical facilities at a specific U.S.
Department of Energy (DOE) facility.

ORNL did not have a current site development plan and had
not submitted updates to the old plan. This condition existed
because the DOE Field Office, Oak Ridge (OR), and ORNL management
had not implemented their responsibilities set forth in
applicable DOE orders for site development planning. As a
result, DOE had no assurance that ORNL real property holdings
would be planned and developed economically and efficiently.

The Manager, OR, agreed with the recommendations but did
not agree with the conclusions as to the potential impact of not
having a current and approved site development plan for ORNL.
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PART I

APPROAC_ AND OVERVIEW

PURPOSE AND OBJEgTIVES

The purpose of the audit was to review and evaluate the
effectiveness of site development planning activities at ORNL.
Specifically, the audit objective was to determine whether ORNL
had a site development plan that was:

I. Prepared in accordance with DOE guidelines;

2. Properly approved; and

3. Currently being implemented.

SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

The audit was performed at ORNL in Oak Ridge, Tennessee,
from April 22 through May 31, 1991. The audit involved a review
of ORNL' s site development planning activities. It
emphasized those activities that occurred during October I, 1986,
through May 31, 1991.

Consistent with the specific audit objectives, we:

o Examined applicable DOE orders covering the
responsibilities of OR and ORNL for site development
planning activities ;

o Reviewed OR and ORNL's implementation of DOE policy
guidance on site development plans;

o Evaluated the adequacy of OR oversight of ORNL's site
development planning function;

o Analyzed ORNL's budgeting for construction projects; and

o Determined the accuracy of supporting data used by
ORNL for preparation of site development plans.

The audit was made in accordance with generally accepted
Government auditing standards for performance audits, which
included tests of internal controls and compliance with laws and
regulations necessary to satisfy the audit objective.
Accordingly, we assessed the internal controls involved in the



preparation, approval, and implementation of the ORNL site
development plans. Our assessment consisted of identifying and
reviewing: (i) ORNL's internal controls for complying with DOE
and OR guidance on the preparation and maintenance of site
development plans and the preparation of budget documents for

. implementation of such plans, and (_i) OR's internal controls to
provide effective contract administration of ORNL site
development planning activities• Because our review was limited,

• it would not necessarily have disclosed all internal control
deficiencies that may have existed.

The firm of Irving Burton Associates, Inc., participated
with DOE's Office of Inspector General in conducting the audit.
The Assistant Manager for Financial Management, OR, waived an
exit conference.

BACKGROUND

ORNL is one of three Oak Ridge, Tennessee, plants managed,
operated, and maintained by Energy Systems for the DOE under a
cost-plus-award-fee contract (No. DE-AC05-84OR21400) administered
by OR. ORNL's primary mission is conducting research and
development in a variety of energy-related and other fields for
both DOE and other Federal agencies. A secondary mission is
radioisotopes and stable isotope production. Total employment
was approximately 4,500, and the Fiscal Year (FY) 1991 operating
budget was about $499 million.

ORNL has about 2.6 million square feet of building space
located on about 26,000 acres of land. The estimated replacement
cost of ORNL facilities is in the range of $7 billion to $i0
billion (in FY 1989 dollars).

DOE regulations require that a site development plan be
prepared, approved, and maintained for each major DOE facility.
The acquisition, development, utilization, and disposal of
facilities and land at all major DOE sites should be in
accordance with the approved plan. Each managing and operating
contractor is responsible for preparing and maintaining the site
development plans for its facility. The applicable DOE field

• office is responsible for providing implementing guidance and
contractor administration of the site development planning
activities of the individual managing contractors.

DOE approved the first site development plan for ORNL in
1984. In 1989, ORNL reassigned responsibilities for preparing
and maintaining the ORNL site development plan from the Plant and
Equipment Division to the Office of Planning and Management.
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OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

ORNL did not have a current site development plan.
First, OR had never approved the 1985, 1986, and 1987 annual
updates to the 1984 plan. Furthermore, ORNL had not prepared and
submitted to OR annual updates for 1988, 1989, 1990, or 1991.
These conditions resulted from a lack of attention by senior OR
and ORNL management to assure the effective implementation of DOE
policy guidance on the site development planning. As a result of
ORNL's not having a current site development plan, ORNL:
(I) Could incur additional costs for unnecessary project design
and site preparation work, (2) could not effectively compete for
limited construction funds, and (3) can provide DOE no assurance
that development of ORNL facilities will be planned and
accomplished economically and efficiently. See Part II for
details.

We recommend that OR and ORNL take appropriate
actions to implement LOE guidance covering their responsibilities
for site development planning activities and that ORNL strengthen
its internal control procedures.

The matters described in this report involve internal
control weaknesses and should be considered when preparing ORNL's
yearend assurance memorandum on internal controls.



PART II

FINDING AND RECOMMENDATIONS

• Oak Ridqe National Laboratory's Site Development Planninq pro qram

FINDING

gl

DOE requires that each major DOE facility develop and

maintain site development plans to assure that facilities plan,

develop, and manage real property holdings efficiently and

economically. However, ORNL did not have a current site

development plan. This condition existed because OR and ORNL had

not implemented their responsibilities set forth in applicable

DOE orders for site development planning. As a result, ORNL:

(i) Could incur additional costs for unnecessary project design

and site preparation work, (2) could not effectively compete for

limited construction funds, and (3) can provide DOE no assurance

that development of ORNL facilities will be planned and

accomplished economically and efficiently.

RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend that the Manager, OR:

i. Issue implementing guidance for DOE Order 4320.IB that

would include requirements to establish timetables for

site planning process, set firm dates for submission of

site development plans, and schedule and approve

updates, changes and major revisions to the site

development plan;

2. Conduct and document periodic contractor administration

reviews of site development planning activities; and

3. Direct ORNL to:

a. Develop and update the ORNL Site Development Plan

as required by DOE Order 4320.IB;

b. Issue implementing policies and procedures covering

its responsibilities under DOE Order 4320.IB and

. the applicable OR order;

c. Develop a formal job position description for the

site development planning function;



d. Establish procedures for the prior review and
approval of the ORNL Site Development and Design
Review Committee before funds are expended on
preliminary design or site preparation for
construction projects ;

e. Include the site planner, in the Office of Planning
and Management, as a member of the ORNL Site
Development and Design Review Committee to ensure
that projects are reviewed in the early stages for
their impact on the current ORNL site development
plan;

f. Evaluate the adequacy of resources devoted by ORNL
to site development planning activities; and

g. Implement control procedures to assure that ORNL
Real Property Inventory records are maintained in
accordance with applicable DOE guidance.

MANAGEMENT REACTION

OR concurred with our recommendations b_it did not agree with
the conclusions in the report as to the potential impact of not
having a current and approved site development plan for ORNL.
See Management and Auditor Comments in Part III of the report.

,DETAILS OF FINDING

DOE Guidance on Site Development Planning Activities

In 1981, DOE established Department-wide policies and
procedures that required the development and maintenance of a
Site Development Plan for all DOE facilities. Since that date,
DOE has issued a series of implementing guidance to establish
policies, procedures, and responsibilities for site development
planning activities. These include the following DOE orders:

"Site Development and Facilityo DOE Order 4320. i,
Utilization Planning," dated April 29, 1981;

o DOE Order 4320.IA, "Site Development and Facility
Utilization Planning," dated March 17, 1983;

o DOE Order 4300.IB, "Real Property and Site Development
Planning," dated July I, 1987 ; and



" dated"Site Development Planning,o DOE Order 4320.IB,
January 7, 1991.

The format and contents of site development plans became
- more detailed and specific with each revision to the applicable

DOE orders. The 5-year plan segment of the site development plan
was to be updated annually, and the entire site development plan

_ was to be completely revised every 5 years. Updates and
revisions to the site development plan required DOE approval.

The objective of the site development planning process is to
assure that all DOE facilities plan, develop, and manage DOE real
property holdings efficiently and economically.

ORNL Had No Current Site Development Plan

This guidance notwithstanding, ORNL did not have a current
site development plan. First of all, OR approved ORNL's last
complete site development plan in 1984. Secondly, this
OR-approved plan was not in compliance with the format required
in the applicable DOE order. Thirdly, OR had not formally
approved ORNL's annual updates to the 1984 plan for 1985, 1986,
and 1987. Fourth, ORNL had not prepared and submitted annual
updates to DOE for 1988, 1989, 1990, or 1991. Finally, ORNL's
major revision to the 1984 plan, which began in 1987, had
experienced numerous delays and was still in process at the time
of our audit. ORNL's estimated completion date for the entire
plan was December 1991.

Limited Management Emphasis on Site Development Planning

This condition existed because OR and ORNL had not carried

out their responsibilities identified in applicable DOE orders
for site development planning, as explained in the following
paragraphs.

DOE Field Office, Oak Ridge

The DOE field offices play a key role in the site
development planning process. Specifically, DOE Order 4300.IB

" provides that field offices shall develop the planning process,
provide guidance to the operating contractor preparing the plan,
review progress, set timetables to meet the requirements of the
DOE order, coordinate reviews and approval of the plan, implement



the goals outlined in the plan, and schedule updates, changes,
and major revisions to the plan.

This guidance notwithstanding, OR had not adequately
emphasized site development planning in order to accomplish its
assigned policy and contractor administration responsibilities
for ORNL. Specifically, OR had not:

i. Developed and issued guidance to implement DOE orders
on site development planning since May 5, 1982 (please
see appendix) ; and

2. Accomplished and documented contractor administration
reviews of ORNL's site development planning efforts,
including (a) establishing timetables for the site
development planning process; and (b) scheduling
updates, changes and major revisions to the site
development plan.

Oak Ridqe National Laboratory

ORNL senior management had not adequately emphasized site
development planning and taken those action_ necessary to assure
the implementation of a viable and effective site development
planning process. We identified the following five areas where
management actions were needed to enhance the site development
planning process: (i) Issuing imDlementinq quidance for site
development planning; (2) updating the charter for ORNL Site
Development and Desiqn Review Committee; (3) preparing a position
description for site planner; (4) evaluating the adequacy of
resource allocations to the site development planning function;
and (5) improving the accuracy of real property inventory data
used to support the site development planning process.

ImDlementinq Guidance. ORNL's Standard Practice Procedure
,!

"Site Development and Facilities Design Review,Number 58,
covering the site development planning function was issued in
January 1983. The applicable DOE Orders had been revised several
times, and many operational and organizational changes have
occurred since 1983. For example, ORNL transferred the site
development planning function in 1989 from the Plant and

u

Equipment Division to the Office of Planning and Management.
However, an ORNL operating procedure had not been issued
specifying the responsibilities and authorities of the Office of
Planning and Management relative to the site development plan
(please see appendix).



ORNL's Office of Planning and Management must obtain data
and support from other elements of ORNL to complete the site
development plano Therefore, the responsibilities and
authorities of the Office of Planning and Management must be
clearly delineated so that it may obtain the support necessary
for the efficient and effective preparation of the site
development plan.

ORNL Site Development and Design Review Committee. ORNL
Standard Practice Procedure Number 58 also established a Site

Development and Design Review Committee that reported to the
Director of ORNL. The responsibilities of this advisory
committee include reviewing and recommending approval/disapproval
of proposed sites for new facilities, and changes to existing
facilities to assure compatibility with the site development
plan. The standard practice procedure did not specifically
preclude the initiation of design and site preparation work on
new or existing facilities prior to the review and approval by
the committee.

The site planner, the individual responsible for the site
development function in the Office of Planning and Management,
was not a member of the committee. Since one of the committee's

primary responsibilities is to review proposed sites for new
facilities, then including the site planner on the committee
could significantly assist the committee in accomplishing its ii
mission and assuring that the committee recommendations were Iii
compatible with the site development plan.

Position Description. In 1989, ORNL assigned its Office of

Planning and Management the responsibilities for site planning I_
and added the position of site planner for the expressed purpose i
of preparing ORNL's Site Development Plan. However, at the time '
of our audit, the Office of Planning and Management had not
developed a formal position description for the site planner that
set forth the specific responsibilities and duties of the
individual fulfilling this position. Moreover, no position

descriptions had been developed for individuals working in space i
planning, architectural concepts, or site planning, which are all !_
related functions in the Office of Planning and Management.
Without formal position descriptions, the responsibilities for
these related activities were not clearly delineated to assure
proper coordination of the site planning activities.

Resource Allocations. The Office of Planning and
Management's assigning one individual to prepare the new site
development plan may not be sufficient for the task, considering
the amount of time elapsed thus far in the current site plan



revision effort. For example, revision work began in late 1987,
but ORNL estimates that the plan will not be fully drafted until
December 1991. ORNL had earlier prDjected completion dates for
the first draft but repeatedly extended the completion dates.

Real Pr Q_erty Inventory Data. Since the site development
plan presents information on land use and facilities development,
real property inventory data are important to the site
development planning process. ORNL used the Real Property
Inventory System (hereafter referred to as Inventory System) to
track real property holdings. This system was designed to
provide a comprehensive and accurate data base for all types of
DOE real property holdings, such as land and its natural
resources and an_ man-made alterations and additions, including
buildings, permanent fixtures, and equipment.

The ORNL inventory system did not contain accurate and
complete information and, therefore, could not be used to prepare
the site development plan. For example, the following 25 of the
35 items we reviewed were not included in the inventory system:
20 of 29 trailers used as _fice space at ORNL, 4 of 5 buildings
havi,lg leased office space, and one DOE-owned building with
64,500 square feet of space. This condition occurred because
ORNL personnel were not nrtain as to which items were supposed
to be included in the inventory system.

Impaot of Site Development Planning Defioienoies

As a result of ORNL's lack of an effective site development
planning process, ORNL: (I) Could incur additional costs for
unnecessary project desiqn and site preparation work, (2) could
not effectively compete for limited construction funds, and
(3) can provide DOE no assurance that development of ORNL
facilities will be planned and accomplished economically and
efficiently.

Project Desiqn and Site Preparation Work

We identified four construction projects where ORNL
initiated and later curtailed design or site preparation work
because of site contamination conditions or other site problems,
or the projects had not been reviewed by the site planner before
work began, or both. The ORNL Site Development and Design Review .

: Committee reviewed and approved the site location for all these
construction projects. A brief discussion of the four projects
follows.
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i. Measurements and Controls Buildinq. ORNL changed the
site of this building during the design phase, because
its location interfered with a utility monitoring
station already proposed for the same site. The site

- planner was not involved in the review and approval of
the initial site selected for this project.

_ An OR Performance Evaluation Committee Report on ORNL
for the 6-month period ended March 31, 1991, included a
"deficiency" on the need for a more effective process
for site selection to avoid conflicts in site

development and facility construction planning. A
committee member informed us that the deficiency was
based on the need to relocate the site for the
Measurements and Controls Building.

2. High Flux Isotope Reactor Maintenance Buildinq. The
Energy Systems central engineering group presented this
project to the committee without the ORNL site planner's
prior knowledge or his review of the proposed site.

3. West Office Building. The site planner was not
involved in the review of the initial site selected for

this building. ORNL's engineering group conceptualized,
designed, and located this construction project. The
site selected was later found to be contaminated, which

required work on the project to be discontinued. After
discovering the contamination, the engineers requested
the site planner to assist in identifying a suitable
alternative site for the project. Had the engineers
involved the site planner in the initial planning for
this building, the duplicative efforts and unnecessary
costs of starting and stopping work could have been
avoided.

4. Solid States Division Buildings. officials in the Solid
States Division selected the site approved for these

buildings without the site planner's assistance or
advice. The selected site was subsequently determined
to be contaminated, and the site planner was requested
to find an alternate site. The site planner recommended
an alternate site that was consistent with current site

planning initiatives and located reasonably close to
- other Solid States Division facilities. However, the

Committee did not approve the site proposed by the site
planner but again approved the site originally selected
by the Solid States Division. Before construction work
may begin, ORNL must obtain a National Environmental

II



Policy Act permit. At the time of our audit, ORNL had
no indication as to when it would obtain this permit.

We could not determine from available records the extent of

additional costs, if any, for the four projects. However, ORNL
could avoid the additional design and site preparation costs that
result from changing sites and modifying the site layout of the
construction projects, if it had a current and approved site
development plan and its site planner reviewed and approved the
projects in the developmental stages.

Compete for Construction Funds

The absence of a current site development plan that clearly
focuses on facility shortcomings and requirements has handicapped
ORNL's ability to effectively compete for limited construction
funds. Instead, the budget process has been the driving force in
determining the scope and direction of facilities development at
ORNL. For example, ORNL requested $129.6 million of line-item
construction funds for FYs 1989 through 1991, but it received
only $13.9 million. As result, ORNL leased facilities (about
$772,000 annually) and used general plant project (GPP) funds for
the construction of small buildings. Such actions do little to
assure DOE that ORNL was satisfying its current and long-term
space requirements cost-effectively.

Development of ORNL Facilities

OR had approved ORNL's construction projects without a
current site development plan. In addition to the $13.9 million
in line-item construction funds, ORNL received $17.5 million in
FYs 1989, 1990, and 1991 funds for GPP projects. Without a site
development plan, OR had no assurance that the approved
construction projects would provide for the most economical and
efficient long-range development of ORNL's facilities.

12



PART III

MANAGEMENT AND AUDITOR COMMENTS

- In responding to a draft of this report, the Manager, OR,
concurred with the recommendations but did not agree with the
audit conclusions on pages i0 through 12 of this report.

Management's comments on the audit recommendations and
conclusions and our replies follow.

Oak Ridge National Laboratory's Site Development Planninq Program

COMMENTS ON AUDIT RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation 1. We recommend that the Manager, OR,
issue implementing guidance for DOE
Order 4320. IB that would include

requirements to establish timetables
for site planning process, set firm
dates for submission of site

development plans, and schedule and
approve updates, changes and major
revisions to the site development plan.

Management Comments. The Manager concurred with the
recommendation and stated that the planned OR implementing
guidance for DOE Order 4320.IB delineates the roles and
responsibilities of the various OR organizations.

Recommendation 2. We recommend that the Manager, OR,
conduct and document periodic
contractor administration reviews of

site development planning activities.

Management Comments. The Manager concurred with the
recommendation and stated that the planned OR implementing
guidance provides for periodic contractor administration reviews
by OR's Engineering Services Division of the site development

" planning process. A contractor administration review of ORNL's
site development planning activities is tentatively scheduled for
January 1992.

13



Recommendation 3. a. We recommend that the Manager, OR,
direct ORNL to develop and issue an
ORNL Site Development Plan as required
by DOE Order 4320.IB.

Manaqement Comments. Concur. °

Recommendation 3.b. We recommend that the Manager, OR, d

direct ORNL to issue implementing
policies and procedures covering its
responsibilities under DOE Order
4320.IB and the applicable OR Order.

Manaqement Comments. Concur.

Recommendation 3. c. We recommend that the Manager, OR
direct ORNL to develop a formal job
position description for the site
development planning function.

Manaqement Comments. The Manager concurred with the
recommendation and stated that a formal job description for the
ORNL site development planner is being established.

Recommendation 3. d. We recommend that the Manager, OR,
direct ORNL to establish procedures for
the prior review and approval of the
ORNL Site Development and Design Review
Committee before funds are expended on
preliminary design or site preparation
for construction projects.

Recommendation 3. e. We recommend that the Manager, OR,
direct ORNL to include the site

planner, in the Office of Planning and
Management, as a member of the ORNL
Site Development and Design Review
Committee to ensure that projects are
reviewed in the early stages for their
impact on the current ORNL site
development plan.

Manaqement Comments. The Manager concurred with the
recommendations and stated the following.

14



The complete charter of the ORNL Site Development and
Design Review Committee is being reviewed in order to
clarify the relationships and responsibilities between
the Committee and the Office of Planning and
Management. The goal is to strengthen the complete
facility planning and review process as implemented
within these two groups. We intend to create project
approval requirements from both the Committee and the
Site Development Planner.

Recommendation 3. f. We recommend that the Manager, OR,
direct ORNL to evaluate the adequacy of
resources devoted by ORNL to site
development planning activities.

Manaqement Co r.ments. The Manager concurred with the
recommendation and stated the following.

As a Laboratory-wide function, site-development
planning is funded by the ORNL overhead budget. Each
year as the overhead budget is prepared, all elements
of overhead are reviewed for funding adequacy and
balanced within overall budgetary limitations. We will
continue this practice.

Recommendation 3. q. We recommend that the Manager, OR,
direct ORNL to implement control
procedures to assure that ORNL Real
Property Inventory records are
maintained in accordance with

applicable DOE guidance.

Manaqement Comments. The Manager concurred with the
recommendation and stated the following.

Energy Systems is currently updating the ORNL data in
the Real Property Inventory System to more accurately
represent the full extent of facilities and their
condition.

Auditor Comments. The Manager's comments are generally
responsive to the intent of recommendations. The Manager

. proposed alternative corrective actions for recommendation 3.e.
Rather than include the site development planner as a member of
the Committee, ORNL will implement "project approval requirements
from both the Committee and the Site Development Planner." If
properly designed and implemented, the alternative actions would

15



accomplish the intent of recommendation 3.e. Finally, no
specific corrective actions were provided for implementing
recommendations 3. a. and 3.b.

COMMENTS ON AUDIT CONCLUSIONS

I. ORNL did not have a current site-development plan.

Management comments. The Manager stated the following.

Although we agree that ORNL does not have a site-
development plan that is up to date, we point out that
there is a draft plan update and we do have an active
site development planning process. In addition,
implementation guidance on the site development
planning process is in the draft stage and has been
commented on. We disagree with the statement that ORNL
has not been implementing its responsibilities for site
development planning and note that the primary elements
of proposed siting plans are well defined and
documented elsewhere. ORNL has discussed these plans
and data with OR.

With regard to the lack of a completed and approved SDP
document, OR staff has known through discussion with
DOE/Headquarters (HQ) personnel that the DOE order
governing SDP reporting requirements has been in
revision for nearly two years, and ,consequently, OR
has not emphasized publication of the document until
issuance of the order. That order, which requires
extensive amounts of site analyses and resources data,
was issued in January 1991. OR believes that
preparation of the completed and approved SDP document
in accordance with the new order by May-June 1991 dates
of this audit would be an unreasonable expectation.
Rather than emphasizing early document publication, OR
continued to update and maintain simple maps of overall
site-development plans and to establish a computerized
data base of site maps for future efficiency in
updating and delivering SDP mapping requirements.

We point out that descriptions of these primary
elements of ORNL's site-development plans have been
published as part of ORNL' s Institutional Plan
(prepared annually and last issued in April 1991),
various proposals submitted to DOE for individual
construction projects, and presented at other DOE

16



planning forums, such as ORNL's most recent On-Site
Review conducted in June 1991.

In addition, while we have not yet completed the SDP
document, work has continued on sections of the
document anticipated not to be changed by the new
order, to the extent that a 50 percent draft was
prepared in December 1989. We are now working to

. finish the document consistent with the new order.

Auditor Comments. We agree that O_NL has a site development
planning process. However, we do have reservations as to the
adequacy of this planning process in complying with the
requirements of applicable DOE orders on site development
planning.

Past and current DOE orders on site development planning
require a complete revision of the plan every 5 years, as well
as annual updates to the plan. DOE approved the last ORNL p_=n
in 1984. Therefore, a complete revision was due in 1989. At the
time of our audit, ORNL had not submitted a revised plan and had
been working on the revised plan since at least 1987. With
regard to the annual updates, ORNL had not submitted updates for
1988, 1989, 1990, and 1991.

Management implies that delaying the issuance of a revised
plan was an appropriate course of actions since the DOE order on
site development planning was under revision for nearly 2 years.
The information we obtained during the audit does not support
this conclusion. First, the differences in data requirements
between the 1987 and 1991 orders are minimal. The major
difference being in the formatting of data inthe plan. Secondly,
in June 1989 an official from DOE Headquarters advised ORNL to
use the 1987 order (DOE Order 4300.IB) to develop the revised
ORNL site development plan. Finally, OR officials told the
ORNL site planner in October 1990 to use DOE Order 4300.IB to
prepare the revised ORNL plan.

2. ORNL may have spent construction funds unwisely.

u

Management Comments. The Manager stated the following.

We are unaware of any instances where unwise
" expenditure of construction funds have occurred due to

lack of the completed SDP document. Frequent, daily
discussions between project engineering/construction
staff and planning personnel along with distribution of
the simple siting maps mentioned above minimize the

17



possibility of these occurrences. In fact, simple,
informal maps which are quickly updated and frequent
discussions between planning and engineering staff are
key to the elimination of siting conflicts that could
occur due to rapidly changing project requirements that
sometimes affect siting decisions.

While some siting changes have occurred during the
preconstruction phases of some building projects (as
presented on pages 10-12 of the audit report), these
resulted primarily from recently changing concepts of
environmental remediation activities at ORNL or from a

recognized shortcoming in the site-selection approval
process that will be corrected. It is unlikely that
any of these changes would not have occurred had a site
development plan been published.

The fact that an up-to-date SDP does not exist does not
imply that the projects are not thoroughly reviewed in
relation to known requirements, mission needs, and
other current plans. There are a number of other
planning documents that are used including the
Multi-Program Energy Labs Facilities Support Program,
Five-Year Plan, the ORNL Institutional Plan, and the
Tiger Team Action Plan.

Auditor Comments. We agree that a key factor for
eliminating siting conflicts is frequent discussion between ORNL
planning and engineering staffs. However, that did not occur on
the four construction projects discussed on pages I0 and 12 of
the report. The engineering staff and the ORNL Review Committee
approved the four projects without the prior knowledge and
concurrence of the ORNL site development planner.

At least three of the planning documents cited by management
(ORNL Institutional Plan, Facilities Support Program, and
Five-Year Plan) should be based upon or supported by a current
site development plan. If each of the three plans is developed
independently without consideration of a well thought and
comprehensive master plan for the long range development of ORNL
facilities, the planning documents will not necessarily promote
the economical and efficient development of ORNL real property
holdings.

After considering management's comments we revised the
report to read that "ORNL could incur additional costs for
unnecessary project design and site preparation work."

18



3. ORNL could not effectively compete for limited
construction funds.

Manaqement Comments. The Manager stated the following.

. We do not agree with this conclusion. Facilities
deficiencies and requirements have been documented in
great detail through inspections, Tiger team visits,

.. audits, etc. Although a well thought out and
documented SDP coJ1taining a clear identification of
deficiencies and needs will be a good outline for
assuring that facility needs are addressed, approval
and HQ concurrence will not guarantee that needed
projects will be funded. ORNL gets a fair share of
construction funds, but the total DOE construction
budget, particularly for modernization and
infrastructure needs, falls far short of facilities
requirements.

The statement that "the budget process has been the
driving force in determining the scope and direction of
facilities development at ORNL" is partially correct.
Even though detailed facilities planning is constantly
ongoing, the scope of facilities development will
always be driven, not by the plan exclusively, but by
HQ guidance, new requirements, and budget restrictions.
Use of General Plant Project funds and leasing has been
a necessary way of acquiring facilities or getting them
updated despite the lack of line-item funding for
projects. This has nothing to do with the lack of a
formally approved and current SDP.

Auditor Comments. We agree that a current and approved site
development plan will not assure funding of all facility
requirements. However, we do believe that such a plan would
place ORNL in a better position to convince higher authorities of
the credibility of its facility requirements and thereby enhance
its ability to compete with other DOE laboratories for
construction funds. This view was shared by at least two senior
officials in DOE Headquarters. In 1989, the officials advised
ORNL that the lack of an effective site development planning

" process hindered it in obtaining construction funds.

• 4. DOE had no assurance that approved construction
projects would enhance the ability of ORNL to
economically and efficiently accomplish its mission.

Manaqement Comments. The Manager stated the following.
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We disagree with this conclusion. Separate
documentation for each proposed construction project
clearly states the purpose, justification of need, and
scope of the project. Associated DOE reviews of the
Proposed projects, separate from SDP activities,
thoroughly focus on the need and effectiveness of the
proposed construction.

It is not possible to always provide the "most
economical and efficient long-range development option"
since needs arise that require immediate attention and
funding is always short of that which would provide the
optimal solution. Unfortunately, priorities change and
needs arise on a time scale faster than the annual

updates of the SDP. It is probable only possible to
use the plan in a strategic sense since details of the
plan will be out of date as soon as the next budget is
known, a new need arises, or a priority changes.

Auditor Comments. We recognize various levels of
management reviewed and approved individual construction
projects. But a site development plan looks at and considers
total facility requirements rather than the need for an
individual building. DOE Headquarters considers a site
development plan to be necessary in order to "...plan for the
most effective utilization, orderly future development, and
disposal of land and facilities at an individual site."

However, based on the above management comments, we revised
the audit conclusion in the report to read that "ORNL can provide
DOE no assurance that the development of ORNL facilities will be
planned and accomplished economically and efficiently."
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REPORT NUMBER: ER-BC-91-06 APPENDIX

,!,,MPLEMENTING

POLICIES AND PROCEDURES FOR

• SITE DEVELOPMENT PLANNING

ORNL

Standard Operating
DOE Orders OR Orders Procedures

4320.1 04/29/81 4320.1 5/5/82 58 1/17/83

4320. lA 03/17/83 ....

4300.1B 07/01/87 ....

4320. IB 01/07/91 * * - -

* At the time of our audit, OR had drafted a new OR order to

implement the provisions of DOE Order 4320.IB.






