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The Secretary of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

November 7, 1994

The Honorable John T. Conway
Chairman

Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board
625 Indiana Avenue, N.W.

Suite 700

Washington, D.C. 20004

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This letter provides the Department of Energy revised Implementation Plan for
Recommendation 92-4. The enclosed revision of the Implementation Plan
responds to the comments in the Board's June 2, 1994, acceptance letter. This
revision includes discussion on implementation and integration of systems
engineering in the Tank Waste Remediation System Program and commits the
Department to completing an in-depth design review prior to starting
construction of new tank facilities.

The Department completed the Office of Hanford Waste Management
Operations commitments for Staffing Analysis and Individual Development
Plans on March 31, 1994, and May 30, 1994, respectively. The Staffing
Analysis and Individual Development Plans will be revised when standards
required by the Recommendation 93-3 Implementation Plan are completed.

Your staff provided much appreciated assistance in the development and
revision of this Implementation Plan. As specified in the Plan, the Department
will apprise the Board of its progress in implementing the Plan by providing
the Board with the deliverables for each commitment.

If you have further questions, please contact me, or have a member of your
staff contact Mr. Thomas Grumbly, Assistant Secretary for Environmental
Management, at (202) 586-7710.

Sincerely,

Ao/ 0

Hazel R. O'Leary

Enclosure
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Hanford Site radioactive‘waste‘from defense production is stored in
177 underground tanks. Many of these tanks are over 40 years old and are
deteriorating. Consequently, their condition has raised potentially serious
public health and safety concerns. These concerns include leakage of
radioactive waste, periodic release of flammable gases, development of
potentially unstable organic and ferrocyanide compounds, release of
potentially toxic vapors, nuclear criticality concerns, and excessive heat
generation. These tanks and other Hanford facilities need to be c]eaned up 1n
a systemat1c manner. _ :

In December 1991 the Department of Energy (DOE) initiated the Tank
Waste Remediation System Program (TWRS) to resolve the waste tank safety
issues and remediate the tank waste. As part of TWRS, a new project was
started to design a Multi-Function Waste Tank Fa011ity (MWTF). The facility -
would contain six new tanks for diluting and storing waste removed from old
tanks that have priority safety issues, ‘ ‘

During 1992, the Defense Nuc1ear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB),
hereafter referred to as "the Board," initiated its reviews of the
MWTF project. Conceptua1 design of the MWTF was being completed at the time.
‘As a result of the review, the Board submitted Recommendation 92- 4 to the
Secretary of Energy on Ju1y 6, 1992. -

The Board, in Recommendation 92- 4 recommended that DOE do two th1ngs
(1) the DOE should establish a plan and methodology that results in a project
management organization for the MWTF project team that ensures that both
DOE and the contractor organization have personnel with the technical and
managerial competence necessary to assure effective project execution; and
(2) the DOE should identify the design bases and engineering principles and
approaches for the MWTF Project that provide the data and rationale to show -
that the design for the MWTF conservat1ve1y meets the quantitative safety
goals described in:the Department s Nuclear Safety Po11cy (SEN-35-91). -

Having reviewed the s1tuat1on at Hanford in 1xght of the Board’s
recommendations and comments, DOE concluded that the MWTF problems that led to
the recommendations were symptomatic of a more general and fundamental problem
at Hanford -- the lack of an integrated systems approach to defining,
planning, controlling, and executing the Hanford mission. Therefore,

DOE reconsidered its overall approach to cleaning up Hanford by 1nterpret1ng
the Board’'s recommendations on a broader scale. The emphasis in this plan is
initially directed to the TWRS program. As the owner, DOE sets policy, -
establishes high-level requirements, and approves Westinghouse Hanford Company
(WHC) -proposed actions to implement these requirements.

iv
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. DOE accepted the Board’s recommendations on August 28, 1992, and
proposed -an implementation plan on February 4, 1993. This p]an recognized
that solving the MWTF issues raised by the Board required an integrated
approach to the Hanford Mission. Therefore, the proposed plan considered the
MWTF project within the context of the TWRS program. ' In the Board’s response
of April 23, 1993, to the proposed plan, the Board strong]y endorsed DOE’s
efforts both to plan the MWTF activities within the context of TWRS and to
extend the principles outlined in the recommendation to the overall TWRS
- program. However, the Board rejected the proposed plan since it did not
definitively address specific actions to be taken by DOE and WHC. The Board
also identified other weaknesses that were corrected in the March 18, 1994,

submittal.

. On June 2, 1994, the Board conditionally accepted the 92-4
Implementation Plan, dated March 18, 1994, with comments. Since the
March 18, 1994, submittal, the management systems and documentation structure
have been evolving in response to other DOE improvement efforts. Revision 1l -
to this plan reflects the incorporation of the Board’s comments and results of
the improvement efforts. Several commitments in the March 18, 1994, version
of the plan have been revised, and some changes have been made to
documentation titles and content.

This implementation plan is organized into five areas:
1. Introduction
Systems Engineering

Program Management

= W M

Reporting Requirements
5. Change Cohtro]

The majority of the actions are contained in two sections, Systems
Engineering and Program Management.

To 1mp1ement the ‘Board’s recommendations, DOE initiated a s1te wide
systems engineering approach for the def1n1t1on and achievement of objectives
at Hanford. DOE-also streamlined management to improve efficiency and provide
a clear line of responsibility and accountability. DOE is‘enhancing its
management systems to implement the systems approach to managing the TWRS.

This plan describes how these efforts will achieve the purpose of the Board’s
recommendations and also gives def1n1t1ve milestones that the Board can use to-
measure DOE’s progress. . :

Pursuant to PL 100 456 (National Defense Authorization Act, Fiscal
Year 1989), this plan is DOE’s response for implementing Recommendatlon 92-4.
This p]an has been developed to ensure it meets the requirements of the
Board’s Policy Statement 1 (PS-1) regarding adequacy of DOE Implementation
P]ans for Board Recommendations.
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92-4 IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
Revision 1

1.0 INTRODUCTION.

- Hanford Site radioactive waste from defense production is stored in
177 underground tanks. Most of these tanks are over 40 years old and are
deteriorating. Consequently, their condition has raised potentially serious
public health and safety concerns. These concerns include leakage of
radioactive waste, periodic release of flammable gases, development of -
potentially unstable organic and ferrocyanide compounds, release of
potentially toxic vapors, nuclear criticality concerns, and excessive heat
generation. These tanks and other Hanford faci]it1es need to be cleaned up in

a systemat1c manner,

.

1.1 RECOMMENDATION OF THE BOARD -

The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB) -- hereafter
referred to as "the Board" —-‘1n Recommendat1on 92-4, recommended that the :

Department of Energy (DOE):

1. Establish a plan and methodology that results in a proaect
management organization for the MWTF project team that-
assures that both DOE and the contractor organization have
personnel of the technical and managerial competence to
ensure effective project execution. = This should emphasize
management aspects of the project necessary to ensure
adequate protection of public health and safety and should
include the integration of professional engineering and . -
quality assurance as necessary into the project, the
application of appropriate standards and approved. Department
of Energy requirements, and the establishment of clear lines
of responsibility and accountab111ty

2. Identify the de51gn bases and engxneer1ng pr1nc1p1es and
approaches for the MWTF project that provide the data and
rationale to show that the design for the MWTF conservatively

- meets the quantitative safety goals described in the Departments’
Nuclear Safety Policy (SEN-35-91). The Board believes-that this

would include items related to.standards, identification of .safety

related items, detailed des:gn bases, functional design criter1a,
and safety analyses. _
1.2 DOE RESPONSE TO THE DNFSB 92-4 RECOMMENDATION

Hav1ng reV1ewed the situyation at Hanford in light of the Board’ ,
recommendations and comments, DOE concluded that the Multi-Function Waste Tank

Facility (MWTF) problems that led to the recommendations were symptomatic of a -

more general and fundamental problem at Hanford -- the lack of an integrated
systems approach to def1n1ng, planning, controlling, and executing the Hanford

1:1
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.mission. Therefore, DOE reconsidered its overall approach to cleaning up
Hanford by interpreting the Board’s recommendations on-a broader scale. The
emphasis in this plan is initially directed to the Tank Waste Remediation
System (TWRS) program. This plan describes the activities to be carried out
by DOE and Westinghouse Hanford Company (WHC), the Hanford Management -and
Operations (M&0) contractor.

DOE accepted the Board's recommendations on August 28, 1992, and
proposed an implementation plan on February 4, 1993. This plan recognized
that solving the MWTF issues raised by the Board required an integrated
approach to the Hanford Mission. Therefore, the proposed plan considered
MWTF within the context of the TWRS program. In the Board’s response of
April 23, 1993, to the proposed plan, the Board strongly endorsed
DOE’s efforts both to plan MWTF activities within the context of TWRS and to
extend the principles outlined in the recommendation to the overall
TWRS program. However, the Board rejected the propesed plan since it did not
definitively address specific actions to be taken by DOE ‘and WHC.- The Board
also identified other weaknesses that were corrected in the March 18 1994,
Plan submittal. - .

On June 2, 1994, the Board accepted, with comment, the
92-4 Implementation Plan dated March 18, 1994. Since the March 18, 1994,
submittal, the management systems and documentation structure have been
evolving in response to other DOE improvement efforts. Revision 1 to this
plan reflects.the incorporation of the Board’s comments and results of the
improvement efforts. Several commitments in the March 18, 1994, version of
- the plan have been revised, and some changes have been made to document titles
and content. _ ‘

As the owner, DOE sets policy, estab11shes high- leve] requirements, and
approves WHC-proposed actsons to implement these requ1rements

1. WHC will deve]op a clearly organized program management structure
with technically qualified and competent people who have the
proper program management tools to plan, organize, direct,
contro1, and measure performance, as well as the necessary
exp$r1§nce to systemat1ca11y carry out the clean- up m1551on at

~ Hanfor

2. WHC will develop and app1y a disciplined systems engineering
methodology on TWRS to ensure that the overall design requirements
and decisions; research and development; and construction, '
testing, operat1ons and termination (decommissioning) efforts are
considered in an lntegrated fashion. The methodology will be ‘

- applied to MWTF and other projects, not only because of the
factors inherent to MWTF, but also because of 1nteract1ons with
other activities at the Hanford Site.

To implement the Board’s recommendations, DOE initiated a site- W1de
systems engineering approach for the definition and achievement of objectives
at Hanford. DOE also streamlined management to improve efficiency and provide
& clear line of responsibility and accountability. DOE is enhanc1ng its
management systems to implement the systems approach to managing the TWRS.

1-2
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This plan describes how these efforts will achieve the purpose of the Board s
recommendations and also gives definitive milestones that the Board can use to

measure DOE progress.

1.3 ORGANIZATION OF THE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

This plan consists of two integrated efforts: A program management
effort, which addresses the first recommendation, and a systems engineering:
effort, which addresses the second. This plan will accommodate parallel site -
and program systems engineering. The need for timely integration of programs -
and projects; timely input for technical decision making; and the
incorporation of regulatory constraints, management expectations, and
divergent values in programmatic dec1s1on making will be sat1sf1ed by
1mp1ement1ng this plan.

Figure 1-1 prov1des an ‘overview of the systems englneerlng approach to
implement 92-4 using a logic flow diagram.  The broad application of the
systems engineering approach DOE will be taking at Hanford will affect other
Board recommendations (listed in Tabie 1-1) that impose requirements on the
Hanford system. The systems approach will incorporate the requirements from
these recommendations and their respectlve implementation plans. °

This 92-4 Imp1ementat1on Plan contains five sections.. Section 2.0
addresses the systems engineering aspects of the plan. It contains
definitions used by DOE and its contractors, and describes the current status
and future implementation actions for the systemscengineering work. It also
identifies the commitments that DOE is making to the Board in this area.
Section 3.0 addresses.the program management aspects of 92-4, and likewise
describes the current status and future. 1mp1ement1ng actions. It also
identifies the commitments that DOE is making in the program management area.
Section 4.0 provides reporting requirements associated with completing
commitments identified in Recommendation 92-4. Section 5.0 describes the
control of changes to this 1mp1ementat1on plan. Attachment A is a glossary of
terms used in the implementation plan and Attachment B is a matrix 11st1ng
commitments and deliverables made in the 1mp1ementation plan. .
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Table 1-1. ‘Other‘DNFSB Recbmmgndations;Affgcted“byf9z-4;_

80-2

90-3 & 90-7

91-1
91-6
92-2
92-5
92-6
92-7
93-3

93-5

Codes and Standards: ~Ideﬁtificatidn, AdeQUécy, and

Implementation

Hanford Tank Monitoring f

Codes and Standards Utilization
Radiation Pfotection

Facility Representative Program

‘Discipliine of Operations

Operational Readiness Review
Training and Qualification

Improving the Technical Capability in Defense Nuclear
Facilities Programs

Tank Waste Character1zation B

1-5
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92 [ IHPLEMENTATION PLAN
~ Revision 1

2.0 SYSTEMS ENGINEERING

Th1s sect1on describes the Department’s systems engineering effort to
address Part 2 of the Board’s Recommendation. Section 2.1 provides background
“information about -the Hanford Site. Section 2.2 is an overview of the systems
engineering implementation for the Hanford Site. Section 2.3 provides
background information about the TWRS Program, and Section 2.4 is an overview
of the systems engineering implementation for the TWRS program. Section 2.4
also includes a discussion about the application of systems engineering to new
projects and the existing projects.

2.1 HANFORD SITE BACKGROUND

‘Decades of nuclear weapons production have left nuclear and chemical
wastes, special nuclear materials, and irradiated fuel at the Hanford Site.
These wastes include tank waste, contaminated soil and ground water, and
contaminated facilities. It is necessary to safely operate many contaminated
facilities that continue to- store waste. The Hanford mission, therefore,
includes promptly mitigating waste safety risks; safely operating remaining
facilities; and cleaning up the Hanford Site in a safe, env1ronmenta11y sound,
and pub]rc]y acceptable manner

2.2 SITE SYSTEMS ENGINEERING IMPLEMENTATION

In May 1993, the Hanford Site leadership decided to expand the
TWRS systems approach for defining the technical baseline for the entire site.’
This effort was initiated with a workshop involving senior management from
Westinghouse Hanford Company (WHC), Kaiser Engineers Hanford (KEH), and
Pacific Northwest Laboratory (PNL). It was decided that WHC systems -
engineering should apply a site-wide, top-down systems analysis to ldentlfy,
define, and integrate the site programs and projects. This effort will
identify site-level cleanup system deliverables which, when assigned to the
programs (including TWRS), will define the boundaries, interfaces, and
requirements for the site programs. .

Functional analysis, requirements analysis and allocation, architecture
generation and evaluation, and requirements verification are described and
managed through Systems Engineering Management Plans (SEMPs) and implementing
procedures. The site, program, and project systems engineering efforts will
continue through their life cycles to verify and monitor performance aga1nst
requirements. Interface monitoring and management will be a key element in
program and site 1ntegrat1on and conf1gurat1on control.

A site-level functional analysis was performed based upon the site
mission as defined in the May 1993 workshop. A function which remediates
waste contained in the single- and doub]e shell tanks was identified in this
analysis.

2-1
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A site requ1rements ana]ys1s was also performed and an approach for
.requirements allocation identified. Site mission requirements are being
developed using the forms, quant1t1es, and cnmp051t1on of the Hanford

. jnventory.

As a bas1s

for conducting program-leve1 (inc]ﬂding TWRS) systems

engineering, a set of physical, site-wide, interface parameters is being
developed. These parameters wi]l utilize assumptions that are consistent with
existing regulatory agreements and requirements. Major issues must still be
resolved. Examples of these issues include defining acceptable cleanup
standards and retention of land for long-term waste management. The Hanford
Site Functional Analysis 1nc1udes assumpt1ons made regard1ng maJor site 1ssues
yet to be resolved. .

The results of the above work are contained in the-initial Site Systems
Engineering Analysis documents (Commitment 2.2.a) and are being maintained in
a computer data base. These documents are the Systems Engineering Functions
and Reguirements for the Hanford Cleanup Mission: . First Issue, dated

January 10, 1994,

with Addendums 1, 2, and 3; Draft Architecture Synthesis

Basis for the Hanford Cleanup System, and the Draft Systems Engineering
Product Description Report for the Hanford Cleanup Mission.

Both the si

te-wide and TWRS analyses will be maintained as necesséry to

support the evolving technical baseline. Changes to these analyses will be
reported in the appropriate quarterly status reports to be provided as part of
this plan. Based on current efforts and the commitments of this plan, DOE and
WHC will implement site systems engineering sufficient to begin developing the
plans that will drive all programs at Hanford by March 31, 1995. A Systems
Engineering Implementation Plan will be developed based on FY 1995 Multi-Year
Program Plan (MYPP) logic and planning for the site. Updates of the MYPP for .
FY 1996 and beyond will include use of systems engineering in accordance with
DOE policy to develop the underlying technical base]ines. ~(Commitment 2.2.b).

Summary of Section 2.2 Commitments

Commitment 2.2.a:

Complete initial Site Systems Engineering Analysis that

identifies the site mission, mission requirements, interface parameters,
“initial synthesis of architectures, assumptions, maJor issues, and actions

required to resol

ve assumpt1ons

Deliverable:

(1) Draft Site Functions and Requ1rements (dated 1/10/94) and-
Addendums 1, 2, and 3

(2) Draft Architecture Synthesis Basis for the Hanford C1eanup System

(3) Draft Systems Eng1neer1ng Product Descr1pt1on Report for the
‘ Hanford Cleanup Mission

Due Date:

June 30, 1994 (Complete)

2-2
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Commitment 2. 2.b: DOE and WHC Will implement site systems png1neer1ng
sufficient to begin deve10p1ng the pIans that w111 drive all programs at

Hanford.
Deliverable:

(1) A Systems Eng1neer1hg Implementation Plan will be developed based
on FY 1995 Multi-Year Program Plan (MYPP) logic and plann1ng for
the site.

Due Date: November 15,'1994

(2) Letter of direction to affected site participants to include use
of systems engineering in accordance with DOE policy to develop the
technical baselines that will be used as the basis for MYPP updates.

Due Date: March 31, 1995

2.3 TWRS BACKGROUND

The TWRS Mission has been defined as the following: "store, treat, and
immobilize highly radioactive Hanford waste (current and future tank waste and
the Sr/Cs capsules) in an environmentally sound, safe, and cost effective
manner." Figure 2-1 illustrates the current def1n1t1on of the TWRS program.

~In November 1992, the TWRS Leadership Council decided to implement
a systems approach to define the program technical baseline. At that time,
several ongoing activities and projects had previcusly been defined for
accomplishing the TWRS mission.  Program part1c1pants recognized that there
would be a time lag before the systems engineering work would catch up with
the ongoing work. Based on considerations of the safety, legal, technical,
cost, schedule, and political risks, the program 1eadersh1p determ1ned that it
would be prudent to proceed with the on901ng activities in parallel with the
systems engineering work. :

The TNRS.systems engineering work has matured to the point where it is
now influencing the program direction. Within another year, the systems
engineering work will have matured to the point where it will establish the
technical basis for the entire program. Until that time, there continues to
be risks associated with either continuing or terminating the ong01ng
projects . Additional program risks are associated with the series of
enabling assumptions that have been made. The assumptions are necessary to
allow progress on the technical baseline definition. These risks are being
jdentified and managed by defining and - completing requ1red analysis through
the systems engineering work.

Major TWRS systems (not necessarily equat1ng one for one to projects)
1dent1fled based on application of systems engineering include:

® Waste Retrieval System

® Waste Transfer System

2-3
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® Pretreatment System

® High-Level Waste Immebilizatton

e TImmobilized High- LeVel Waste Interim Storage System’
® |low-Level Waste Immob111zat1on and D1sposa1 System
e Liquid Eff]uent System

® Solid Waste System.

Major TWRS projects 1dent1f1ed prior to app11cat1on of systems
engineering include: _

® Multi-Function Waste Tank Facility (MWTF)

e Initial Pretreatment Module (IPM)

® Hanford Waste V1tr1f1cat1on Plant (HWVP)

® C(ross-Site Transfer System '
e Aging Naste Transfer Line

¢ Tank 241-C-106 S]u1c1ng

. NIn1tia1 Tank Retrieval System (ITRS)..

These proaects may be included as part of the systems above Continued
systems engineering work will provide the requirements for the projects.

2.4 TWRS SYSTEMS ENGINEERING IMPLEMENTATION

This systems eng1neer1ng effort will meet Part 2 of the Board’s
recommendation and fully address the technical issues raised by the Board.
The DOE and WHC will use the systems engineering approach to conduct Hanford
techgica1 activities. This -approach will also be fostered at other DOE sites
in the future. '

A systems engineering approach is being applied to define the TWRS
technical baseline. The baseline will evolve through the stages described in
Table 2-1 and shown on Figure 2-2. The TWRS Systems Engineering Management
Plan (SEMP) and the Systems Engineering Working Plan (SEWP) describe the
baseline evolution. The TWRS SEMP and WHC SEWP may be combined into a single
SEMP consistent with the pending guidance from the Richland Operations Office
(RL) Systems Engineering Management Policy document (Annex to the TWRS
Management Systems Description -- see Section 3. 0)

2-5.
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Dates for the development, review, and issue of the technical base1ine\
documents are contained in the TWRS Multi-Year Work Plan (MYWP). Progress
will be reported quarterly as discussed in Section 4.0. X ‘

The initial systems engineering analysis for TWRS has established the
top-level technical framework for the program and its projects to support the
TWRS and site missions. This analysis integrates the ongoing site systems
engineering results to ensure TWRS remains technically consistent with, and
traceable to, the Hanford mission and site-level requirements. Interfaces
between TWRS and the other site programs will be conf1rmed or adjusted as the
site systems definition evo1ves

A preTiminary functional analysis of TWRS was completed and transmitted
to the WHC projects department on January 18, 1994. This report formed the
basis for the recommendations from the projects standdown reviews. The
recommendations were contained in a report that was provided to the Board
(see Section 2.4.2). The preliminary functional analysis was included in the
TWRS Functions and Requirements Document, whlch was submitted to DOE for
approval on March 31, 1994.

The Functional Reduirements Baseline was subjected to a WHC-sponsored
System Requirements Review in February 1994. The DOE has committed to sponsor

- an independent System Requirements Review of this mater1a1 (see

Sectlon 2.4.2. 1)

The TWRS Functions and Requirements Document identifies top-level
program requirements that will be allocated to the projects and -that must be

~ satisfied by the project designs. The potential requirements source documents
“include applicable safety requirements such as Federal and State Laws,

DOE orders, DOE- Nuc]ear Safety Policy (SEN -35-91)}, and Consensus Codes and
Standards.

DOE Order 1300.2A requires that all DOE facilities, programs, and
projects use non-government standards in their design, construction, testing,
modification, operation, decommissioning, decontamination, and remediation
where such standards are adequate and appropriate for the intended
application. Where standards do not exist or where existing standards do not
suffice, appropriate DOE standards shall be developed and adopted.

- Standards to be used will be identified as part of the requirements
identification process. Additional standards will be invoked as the specific
designs are developed. Standards, when incorporated into the authorization
basis, i.e., those aspects of the facility design basis and operational
requirements relied upon by DOE to authorize operatidns, will be considered as
requirements. At the current level of the analysis, these requirements are
not discriminating factors in the definition of the system. As functions and
architectures become more design specific, standards will be evaluated for
applicability and invoked where appropriate. The timing of these activities
and the level where specific standards and codes appear in the analysis will
vary according to the functions and implementing architectures. This work
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will be performed with the part1c1pat1on of cognizant representatives ‘in the
funct1ona1 areas being analyzed.

‘The TWRS program- 1eve1 systems engineering analysis will continue
through the Technical Requirements Baseline development. The functions,
requirements, and architecture analyses will continue to the level where a
series of projects can be defined. The analyses will be documented in the
Technical Requirements Specification(s), Interface Control Documents, and an
updated Baseline System Description. This baseline documentation will be
subjected to a DOE-sponsored Techn1ca1 Requirements Review by March 31, 1995
(see Section 2.4.2. 1) v '

The TWRS technical baseline will continue to evolve to the Design
Requirements Baseline. This baseline will involve development of Design
Requirements Documents (DRDs) and Project Functions and Operational
Requirements. A DRD will be produced for each major TWRS project, both newly
defined projects and ongoing projects. Beyond this point, the evolution of
the technical baseline diverges for the newly defined projects and for the
ongoing projects. Within the 1mp1ementat1on plan, Sections 2.4.1 and 2.4.2
summarize the systems engineering approach for new prOJects and on901ng
projects, respectively. _

2.4.1 New Projecté

A DRD will be provided to each project team. The document will be
‘based on the top-level program systems engineering results. Based on the
DRD, the project team will develop a Functions and Operational Requirements
Document for each project. These documents will be provided to an architect
-and engineering firm as the basis for design, construction, and startup of the
projects. For each new project, the baseline will continue to evolve as
depicted in Figure 2.2 and described in the TWRS 'SEMP. :

2.4.2 Tailoring for Existing Projects

Several of the projects initiated prior to application of systems
engineering are in various stages of design, and there are risks associated
with continuing these projects. The risks include, but are not limited to:

® The projects might not be needed (as current1y defined) to
accomplish the TWRS mission.

- ® The projects might be under-sized or over-sized for the current
program definition.

®. The projects might not satrsfy all of the requ1rements 1dent1f1ed
by the systems engineering work. ‘
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. ® The prOJects might be built to sat1sfy non- requ1rements 1dent1f1ed
prior to the systems engineering work.

® The projects m1ght be built too soon or too late to sat1sfy the
program needs.

The TWRS program management is responsible for weighing the risks and
consequences, and making informed decisions about the project activities.
These projects are in various stages of design and represent large
expenditures of funds. The risk of proceeding with the projects before the
top-down systems engineering is completed must be evaluated.

The TWRS systems engineering effort must quickly validate or modify the
design bases of the existing projects to minimize the risk identified above.
The TWRS systems engineering analyses will identify the need and define the
boundaries, interfaces, and requ1rements for the ongoing TWRS proaects,
including MWTF.

To improve risk management for the existing projects, the systems
engineering information has been provided to the project teams as it evelved.
An initial systems engineering analysis {Draft TWRS Functions and Requirements
Document - October 1993) of the functions and top-level requirements for TWRS
was completed (Commitment 2.4.a). A second, more detailed TWRS top-level
functions and requirements analysis (Report of Systems Engineering work-
In-Progress - January 18, 1994) was comp]eted (Commitment 2.4.b).

The initial systems engineering ana]ysis was the basis for the project
standdown reviews that are described in Section 2.4.2.2. - Results from the
TWRS functional and top-level requirements analysis were used to confirm the
project needs, boundaries, interfaces, and design bases. Initial decisions to
proceed, delay, or redefine the TWRS projects were based on this information.
Section 2.4.2.1 describes the DOE plans for implementing systems eng1neer1ng
in the ongoing TWRS projects.

2.4.2.1 Systems Engineering Implementation for Existing Projects

This section describes the general TWRS approach for performing"
disciplined technical reviews for the ongoing projects, and the specific
commitments for MWTF and the other projects. This approach will provide the
formal introduction of systems-based requirements into the project. This
section also describes the DOE plans for satisfying the commitments made by
the Secretary of Energy in her August 15, 1994, letter to the Board.

The DOE will perform an independent. top lTevel systems requ1rement review
of the TWRS Program to validate system requirements and enab11ng assumptions
for the MWTF and other ongoing projects. This review, which is scheduled for
completion by January 31, 1995, will cover the ana1yses of the top four levels



levels as described in the TWRS Functions and Requirements Document :
(Commitment 2.4.c). DOE will sponsor an. independent Technical Requirements
" Review by March 31, 1995 (Commitment 2.4.d). This.review will cover. the

analyses and information described in the Technica] Requtrements :
Specifications.

A DRD will be provided for each of the ongoing projects. A Functions
and Operational Requirements document will only be prepared if the project has
not progressed into detailed design. The existing project baseline '
documentation will be compared to the DRDs by the TWRS Program 1ine
organizations. The review will be used to determine if the project satisfies
the functions and requirements identified by the program analyses. The
results of the baseline comparisons will be documented .in reports that will be
used for the in-depth Independent Design Reviews. The project scope and
design will be modified as- necessary to comp]y with the program-leve]
requirements. _ .

Independent Design Reviews will be used to ensure the projects being
built satisfy the program operational requirements. The scope of the
Independent Design Reviews will include, but will not be limited to, the
project’s status, quality assurance, safety analysis (where available),
assessment of the adequacy of the design based on required design and
interface requirements, and. application of codes and standards. These reviews
‘w111 be sponsored by DOE and conducted in accordance with TWRS systems
engineering policy described in Section 3.7. The reviews will be conducted by
panels composed of qualified personnel external to the project being reviewed
and may include recognized experts in the field externa1 to TNRS

- "The MWTF DRD will be issued by July 31, 1995, and the baseline comparison
will be completed by September 30, 1995 (Commitment 2.4.e). The Independent
Critical Design Review will be held prior to initiation of MWTF construction.
The Board will be briefed at the conclusion of the ReV1ew (Commitment 2.4.f).

For the MHTF, these reviews wil1‘inc1ude-reexamining fundamental questions
such as: (1) What are the primary functions of the tanks? (2) What are their
fundamental design features? (3) How many (and what s1ze) new tanks are needed?
{4) When are they needed?

For the other ongoing projects, the DRDs and technical baseline
comparisons will be available according to the following schedule:

W-028, Aging Waste Transfer L1ne i November 30, 1995
W-058, Cross-Site\Transfer Line - November 30, 1995
W-211, Initial Retrieval Demonstration  November 30, 1995

W 236B, Initial Pretreatment Module November 30, 1995

2-11



DOE/RL-94-115.

These comparisons will be documented in reports that will be made available to
the Board (Commitments 2.4.g through 2.4. j)

The Tife-cycle phase each project is in when its Design Requirements document is
available will determine the type of Independent Design Review that will be
performed. At a minimum, the critical design reviews will be performed prior. to
initiation of construction. The schedule for the Independent Design Reviews for
each ongoing project will be available by January 31, 1995 (Commitment 2.4.k).

2.4.2.2 Project Standdoyg‘geViews

In an effort to better manage the program risks, a series of project
standdown reviews were performed for the following TWRS projects

(Commitment 2.4.1):
o Multi-Function Waste Tank Facility (MWTE)
e Initial Pretreatment Module (IPM)
® Cross-Site Ttansfer Syttem"
° Aging Waste Transfer Line
® Tank 241-C-106 Sluicing |
] AInitia1 Tank Retrieval System (ITRS).

On October 25, 1993, in accordance with the recent modifications to the
Tri-Party Agreement, DOE (with concurrence from the State of Washington
Department of Ecology) directed WHC to:

® Terminate all construction and procuremént"activities associated
with the HWVP Canister Storage Building (CSB).

‘® Continue construction of the HWVP Office Building w1th re]ated
‘supporting site ut111t1es

] Ramp down the current HWVP &es1gn‘med1a to a condition sufficient
(only) to maintain the capability to reactivate, staff up, and
initiate construction rapidly. ‘ ‘

With these actions taken, a standdown rev1ew was not conducted for the
HWVP and CSB.
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. At the time the project standdown reviews were performed, these TWRS
projects had the following missions: o

MWTF will provide new double-shell tanks for dilution and storage of
waste removed from other tanks that have priority safety issues.

IPM will pretreat waste to remove cesium and poss1b1y destroy
organ1c and ferrocyanide spec1es, eliminating some major safety
issues.

The Cross-Site Transfer System will provide replacement transfer

- lines between the East and Nest Tank Farm Areas.

The Ag1ng Waste Transfer Line Project will provide new transfer
capability between the A and B-Tank Farms and W111 connect the tanks

“to HWVP.

The Tank .241-C-106 Sluicing project will demonstrate retrieval of
waste from a single-shell tank and mitigate the high- heat safety
issue.

The ITRS will add mixer pump retrleval systems to 10 of 28 ex1st1ng
double-shell tanks.

Project standdown reviews were performed on each project to determine the
degree to which project activities should continue until Justified by the results
of the top-down systems eng1neer1ng work. Each standdown review cons1sted of the
f011OW1ng cr1ter1a.

Compliance with SEN-35-91 and the Secretary of Energy’s TWRS Safety
Initiatives, including applicable safety requirements and how they
are specified in the design.

Identification of applicable DOE orders as they pertain to the.
des1gn and consensus codes and standards, and how they are specified
in the design.

'Ident1f1cat1on of safety -related systems, design adequacy, and how

their conf1gurat1on will be controlled.
Adeguacy of technology development efforts in meeting project needs.

Identification of missing requirements and verification of
assumptions that require resolution.
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After evaluating each project against these requirements, the standdown
review panel documented its findings in a report to the WHC Executive Vice
President for Tank Waste Remediation. On January 13, 1994, a summary letfer
report was compieted and submitted to the Board summarizing the results of the
reviews and indicating any actions to terminate or redirect prOJects, including
MWTF (Commitment 2 4, m)

Standdown reviews were conducted by RL and WHC Project staff. Schedule-
constraints limited the.scope and depth of the reviews. ~ Not all program
participants accepted the review conclusions. Additional reviews, including
independent reviews, are p]anned for ongoing projects as discussed in Section

2.4.2.1.
summary of Section 2.4 Commitments
Commitment 2.4.a: 'Compléte'an initial systems engineering analysis.

Deliverable: Initial TWRS Systems Analysis Report ref]ect1ng the
systems engineering work done to October 31, 1993

Due Date: October 31, 1993 (Complete)

Commitment 2.4.b: Provide functional analysis report that contains results of
systems engineering work in progress through December 30, 1993. This report
contains the TWRS mission, preliminary functions and funct1ona1 block
diagrams, and preliminary requirements.

Deliverable: TWRS Preliminary Functional Analysis Report
Due Date: January 18, 1994.(Comp1ete)

Commitment 2.4.c: Perform an independent Top-Level TWRS System Requirements
Review to validate system requirements and enabling assumptions.

Deliverable: TWRS Top-Level System Requirements Rerew Report
Due Déte: January 31, 1995

Commitment 2.4.d: Perform a program-level fechnicél‘Requirements Review.
Deliverable: TWRS Technical Requfrementé Review Report

Due Date: March 31, 1995
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Commitment 2.4.e: Compare‘fhe MWTF DRD*amd‘existfng baseline documentation'
for consistency. ‘ o

Deliverable: MWTF Baseline Comparison Report )
Due Date: September 30, 1995

Commitment 2.4.f: Perform an in-depth; Independenf Critiea1 Design Review \
for MUTF. Brief the Board on the design bases and project-level assumptions,
and on their compatibility with program-level functional requirements.

Deliverable: MWTF Independent Critical Design Review Report
Due Date: Prior to‘start of MWTF construction

Commitment 2.4. g: Compare the Aging Waste Transfer Line DRD and existing
baseline documentation for consistency.

Deliverable: _Aging Waste Transfer Line Baseline Comparison Report
Due Date: November 30, 1995

Commitment 2.4.h: Compare the Cross-Site Transfer Line DRD and existing
baseline documentation for consxstency

Deliverable: Cross-Site Transfer Line Baseline Comparison Reporf
Due Date: November 30, 1995

‘Commitment 2.4.1: Compare the Initial Retrieval Demonstration DRD and
existing baseline documentation for consistency.

Deliverable: Initial Retrieval Demonstration Baseline Compariseh Report
Due Date: November 30, 1995

Commitment 2.4.j: Compare the Initial Pretreatment DRD and existing baseline
documentation for consistency. ,

Deliverable: Initial Pretreatment Baseline Comparison Report

Due‘Date: November‘30, 1995
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Commitment 2.4.k: Provide a schedu]e for the Independent Design Reviews for
~ each ongoing project.

Deliverable: The scheduled datesrfor each review
Due Date: January 31, 1995

Commitment 2.4.1: Complete project standdown reviews to determine extent to
which each 1isted TWRS prOJect should continue until Just1f1ed by systems
engineering analysis.

Deliverable: Summary Report for each Standdown Review

" Due Date: January 1994 (Complete)
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92 4 IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
Revision 1 ,

3.0 PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

Addressing Part 1 of the Board’s recommendation will be accomplished by
improvements in the DOE and contractor organizations, and upgrades to program
management systems. This section describes the Department’s organizational
improvements and provides an overV1ew of the project management systems
upgrade efforts.

3.1 ORGANIZATIONAL REALIGNMENT

On May 23, 1993, the Assistant Secretary for Env1ronmenta1 Management
took formal action to realign the DOE and contractor reorganizations at
Hanford and their contractual relationships. This new organizational strategy
views DOE as "Owner," WHC as "Design Authority," and architect/engineers as
"Design Agents." This strategy enhances accountabi]ity and reduces confusion
regarding report1ng and directing relationships. This organizational
realignment is complete. ‘

Figure 3-1 delineates the TWRS organization from DOE-HQ down through the
TWRS projects. (Organizational branches outside the TWRS line responsibility
have been omitted for clarity.) This figure shows that a clear line of
responsibility and accountability exists and flows down from the Secretary of
Energy, through the Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management, the
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Waste Management, the Richland Operations
0ffice Manager, the WHC President and the WHC Executive Vice President for
TWRS, continuing down into the TWRS management organization. By making
WHC responsible for ensuring compliance with top-level requirements and being
the single source of technical direction, the management organlzat1on is more
streamiined and efficient. . ,

If the M&0 contractor changes in the future, technica] continuity will be
maintained by negotiating the technical baseline documents into the contracts
to "anchor" the technical requirements regardless of contractor. In addition,
a reasonable transition phase and a specific transition plan will be required
for contractor changeover for both the incumbent and future contractors.

The TWRS program is currently reorganizing, and new roles and
respons1b111t1es are being developed. The revised organization will be
described in the TWRS Management Systems Descr1pt10n (MSD) and will include:

L 0rgan1zat1ona1 structure

® Specific roles and responsibilities, and requ1s1te authorlty to .
accomplish those responsibilities

® Description of the interface re]ationships between DOE, the
projects, and the contractor organizations
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e Descriptions and functional assignments for technology development
efforts and the relationship to the TWRS program.

Comparable information at the site level will be incorporated into the

Site Management System. The TWRS MSD will be developed as discussed in
Section 3.6. Project summaries of this information will be appended to the

MSD as requ1red

3.2 REDEFINITION OF ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

As the Owner, DOE is responsiblie for estab11sh1ng site and program
policy, and defining the Hanford Mission and programmatic requirements and
objectives in conformance with DOE orders and commercial nuclear industry
standards. DOE monitors and provides oversight of the Design Authority, and
evaluates and approves changes to the project configurations.

As the Design Authority and M&0 Contractor, WHC has primary -
responsibility for executing the,Hanford Mission. This includes defining
systems through systems engineering, managing programs and projects, providing
the sole source of technical direction to the Design Agents
(arch1tect/engineers), reviewing and approving Design Agent products and
activities, and ensuring that the top-level requ1rements defined by DOE are
met. : _ '

As the Design Agents, the architect/engineers design the faciTities and
systems in accordance with specified requirements and direction from WHC.
The architect/engineers ensure that the products comp1y W1th the appropriate
codes and standards. _

The constructors build the faci]ities, instal] systems and components,
modify, deactivate, and dispose of facilities, and turn over completed and
accepted facilities to WHC for operation. The architect/engineers'continue to
support facility operations.

As the M&0 contractor, WHC has primary respons1b111ty for the technical

content and operational activities within programs and projects at the Hanford ,

Site. WHC operations personne] will therefore be well-integrated early into
the design process ‘

As new technology needs of the TWRS program are identified by WHC and
communicated to the Pac1f1c Northwest laboratory (PNL), PNL will be tasked by
WHC to: -

1. Deve]op a7teehnology deve1opment program including candidate
Eechno]ogy alternatives to be considered for review and approval
y WHC

2. Conduct the lead role for the development of those elements of the
technology program approved by WHC.

3. Provide technical support to WHC through scale- -up and implementation
of the technologies to Operat1ona1 states.

3-3
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The active involvement and formal relationships between PNL and
WHC program and project organizations is intended to ensure that:
(a) technology development activities are integrated into and responsive to .
the WHC-defined TWRS program and projects, (b} technology development efforts
by PNL keep pace with the programs and proaects, and (c) WHC and PNL have the
same mission concerning the TWRS. , ‘ ‘

In accordance with these‘roles and responsibi1ities, an Integrated -
Technology Plan (ITP) was developed for the TWRS program and will be approved
by WHC. The ITP is the technology development document that describes the
technology planning for the TWRS. WHC, as Design Authority, establishes
integrated technology requirements in the ITP. PNL provides technology
products that meet WHC requ1rements defined in the ITP. This plan identifies
the key technology development issues which are outstanding, the schedules and
resources required to resolve them, what technology development is actually
being done, who is doing it, and the organizational arrangements that have
been established to foster thlS unified approach for the TNRS program
The ITP will be updated annually (Commitment 3.2.a). :

5ummary of Section 3. 2 Commitments

‘COmmitment 3.2.a: Prepare an Integrated Techno]ogy P]an (ITP) that descr1bes
‘the technology planning for the TWRS; identifies key technology development

issues; and identifies the technology development work, schedules, costs, and
respons1b111t1es

Deliverable: TWRS Integrated Technology Plan
Due Date: June 10, 1994 (Complete)

3.3 STAFFING, QUALIFICATION, AND TRAINING

The primary purpose of the TWRS staffing, qualification, -and training
process is to ensure that TWRS management and technical staff are qualified
and competent to perform the functions and activities required of their
positions. The process will provide for a documented mechanism for
determining what qualification and training requirements each employee is
required to attain prior to the performance of all job activities that may
affect safety, health, quality, or the environment. The process will also be
designed to give senior management a mechanism for recognizing and rewarding
outstanding performance, as well as to train, reassign, demote, or remove

- staff who do not meet minimum selection standards. The basic process is

p1ctor1a11y described in Figure 3-2 "TWRS Staff1ng Qual1f1cat1on and Training
Process.”

The TWRS staff qualification and tra1n1ng process described in th1s
92-4 Implementation Plan has been coordinated with other Departmental )
initiatives being conducted in response to (DNFSB) Recommendation 93-3. Where
appropriate in the following discussion, 93-3 Implementation Plan commitments
regarding staff qualification and training of Departmental personnel are
referenced. Additionally, activities conducted under the DNFSB Recommendation
93-3 Implementation Plan will develop guidance for the development and
implementation of the staff qualification and training process to be utilized
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for DOE TWRS. This process will also include the requirements of -

DOE Order 5700.6C, Criterion 2, "Personnel Training and Qualification." -
TWRS personnel consists of DOE-HQ TWRS, DOE-RL TWRS, and TWRS contractor
personnel. In some cases, DOE-RL and RL contractors will need to develop
facility spec1f1c processes, tailored to RL, to implement the guidance
specified in the policies developed under correspond1ng 93-3 initiatives.

The staff qualification and training process will include the design and
development of technical management and staff personnel qualification
standards based upon an analysis of job performance requirements and the
subsequent identification of required supporting knowledge, skills, and
competencies. These standards will include the basic requirements for
education, experience, orientation training, job-specific training, career
development, continuing training, and performance evaluation criteria.

On June 30, 1994, the Department issued a document entitled "Professional
Development of Federal Technical Personnel" to meet a DOE 93-3 Implementation
Plan initiative. This document provides guidance for develcpment of the
Department’s Federal technical personnel involved with defense nuclear
facilities and includes requirements for the management; development;
implementation; evaluation; and documentation of training, educat1on, and
qualification programs.

DOE-RL Office of Training (OTR) will formalize the staff qualification
and training process consistent with the guidance provided in "Professional
Development of Federal Technical Personnel” (Federal employees), and DOE .
Order 5480.20, "Personnel Selection, Qualification, Training, and Staffing
Requirements at DOE Reactor and Non-Reactor Nuclear Facilities" (contractors),
by October 31, 1994 (Commitment 3.3.a). The documents developed by RL-OTR
will provide gu1dance to RL TWRS for their staff qua11f1cat10n and training
program requirements.

The Department, in its DOE 93-3 Implementation Plan Commitments 4.4.2,
4.4.3, and 4.4.4, has committed to developing a General Technical Base
~Qualification Standard, a Technical Manager Qualification Standard, and
Technical Specialist Qualification Standards. Personnel Qualification
Standards developed for DOE TWRS personnel will be compared to these
93-3 requirements, upon their issuance, to ensure the TWRS qualification
standards meet or exceed the 93-3 Quatification Standards. Table 3-1 reflects
the relationships between the 92-4 and 93-3 Implementation Plan commitments.

Staff Analyses are being conducted and documentation developed by
DOE TWRS to determine required staffing levels and position gqualifications.
"Each organization will determine the appropriate qualification requirements
that include education, experience, training, and special requirements to be
included in Personnel Qualification Standards for all DOE TWRS positions
within their respective organizations.

The requirements defined in the Personnel Qualification Standards will be
based on Technical Qualification Standards developed. by the Department in
DOE 93-3 Implementation Plan commitments, other site/job specific
requirements, DOE Order 5480.20, Position Standards, and input from subject
matter experts. These Personnel Qualification Standards will be used as the
basis for assessing whether each employee meets or does not meet the basic
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qualification requirements necessary to competently perform their assigned
duties. The Personnel Qualification Standards will establish the
selection/hiring requirements of personnel assigned to each TWRS position,
based on position, job category, and reporting level. Personnel will be
matched to the positions in the selection process based on Personnel
Qualification Standards and their individual qua]1f1cat1ons

“RL-0TR will formalize the Hanford standard for developing a systematic
approach to training (performance-based) based on Departmental guidance
developed under the DNFSB 93-3 Implementation Plan, by October 31, 1994
(Commitment 3.3.b). This guidance will be the basis for the RL- THRS
performance-based training process.

To ensure the effectiveness and efficiency of the staff qualification and
training process, DOE TWRS will provide for assessment of the process on a
yearly basis.. Where possible, the DOE TWRS efforts will use the lessons
learned from the 93-3 Implementation Plan regarding training assistance teams
(93-3 Commitment 5.8), external assessments (93-3 Commitment 6.1), and
compliance reviews (93 -3 Commitment 4.1.4). RL-OTR will formalize the site-
specific processes for the evaluation and assessment of qualification and
training processes by October 31, 1994. (Commitment 3.3. c)

The methodology for assessment of qualification and training shall
include internal self-assessment of RL TWRS, as well as independent external
assessments by institutionally recognized experts. Such assessments will be
conducted as early as practical in the process to ensure timely and candid
feedback to management. The first independent assessment will be completed
utilizing DRAFT RLIP 5480.EVL, "Guidelines for the Evaluation of Hanford
Training Programs" and the DOE Technical Standard, "Guidelines for the = .
Evaluation of Nuclear Facility Training Program" (DOE STD-1070-94) by October
21, 1994 (Comm1tment 3. 3 d).

Summary of Section 3.3 Commitments

Commitment 3.3.a: Formalize the DOE-RL and Hanford Contractor staff
qualification and training process to identify requirements for personnel
selection, orientation training, initial training, career development,
continuous training, and performance eva1uat1on

Deliverable: DOE-RL and Hanford Contractor Staff Quallfwcat1on and
Training Process (Consistent with 93-3, Commitment 4.3}

Due Date: October 31, 1994
Commitment 3.3.b: Deve1op Hanford standard for systematic approach
(performance-based) to training that incorporates guidance defined in
. 93-3 Implementation Plan and includes requirements of DOE Order 5700. 6C
Criterion 2, "Personnel Training and Qualification.”

Deliverable: Hanford Performance-Based Tra1n1ng and Qualification
Process (Ref: 93-3 Commitment 4.3)

Due Date: October 31, 1994
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Commitment 3.3.c: Formalize the DOE-RL qualification and training assessment
process, including internal self- assessments and externa] independent
assessments.

Deliverable: DOE-RL Quatlification and Training Evaluation and Assessment
Process ’ :

Due Date: October 31, 1994

Commitment 3.3.d: Conduct an independent external assessment of the RL and
WHC TWRS qualification and tra1n1ng process by institutionally recognlzed
experts.

De11verab1e- Report of Independent Assessment of RL and
WHC TWRS Qualification and Training Process

Due Date: October 21, 1994

3.4 DOE THWRS

The TWRS Staff Analysis will require an analysis of the TWRS mission and
functions to determine the roles and responsibilities of the TWRS program.
Functional analysis techniques will be applied to develop the organization of
personnel that will best fulfill the needs of the system. The analysis will
identify the roles and responsibilities of each pos1t1on W1th1n the
organization.

For each position, dut1es and COrrespond1ng competenc1es W111 be
identified. Generic competencies will be deve]oped in the Position Standards
for the TWRS divisions and/or groups. These generic competencies and
gualifications will be modified to reflect specific TWRS program
responsibilities resulting in Personnel Qualification Standards. Once
competencies and qualifications are identified, the Training Requirements
Matrix (TRM) will be created. This matrix will define the required training
for each position. Each organization will then conduct an assessment of each
individual’s abilities in comparison to the competencies identified for each
position to determine the training development needs. The training
development needs will then become the backbone of the Individual Development
Plans {IDPs) as documented in the -TRMs.

The resulting IDPs will serve as an agreement between the employee and
supervisor to better identify techn1ca1 training expectatlons as well as
career development reguirements.

Finalizing the DOE TWRS Staff Analysis will require the completion of
Personnel Qualification Standards. These Standards cannot be completed until
Department Qualification Standards required by the 93-3 Implementation Plan
Commitments-4.4.2, 4.4.3, and 4.4.4 have been completed. However, DOE-HQ
(EM-36) and DOE- RL TWRS have taken substantial steps in anticipation of the
93-3 qualification standard development to develop interim qualification
requirements and training needs.
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The DOE-HQ (EM-36) and DOE-RL TWRS Pre11m1nary Staff Analysis has been
completed (Commitments 3.4.a and 3.4.b). This analysis has resulted in
organizational changes that best meet the needs and functions of the TWRS
program. Additionally, Preliminary IDPs for HQ TWRS were completed May 31,
1994, Finalized IDPs for HQ TWRS are required to be complete by October 31
1994 (Commitment 3.4.c). RL TWRS IDPs (Training Requirements Matrix [TRMs])
will. be complete by October 31, 1994 (Commitment 3.4.d).

The HQ TWRS and RL TWRS Flna1 Staff Analysis including Position Standards
and Personnel Qualification Standards will be completed by reviewing the
DOE 93-3 Technical Qualification Standards, when issued. Position
Qualification Standards developed for HQ TWRS and RL TWRS personnel will be
compared to these 93-3 requirements to ensure TWRS qualification standards
meet or exceed the 93-3 Qualification Standards. (Commitment 3.4. g).

TWRS Orientation designed to familiarize all DOE-HQ (EM-36) and DOE-RL
TWRS technical management and staff with the TWRS Management System
Requirements will be in place and orientation sessions initiated by
October 31, 1994, for all currently assigned personnel. New RL TWRS employees
(assigned to TWRS program after October 31, 1994) will receive the TWRS
Orientation Training as soon as is pract1cab1e, but no later than 6 months
following their assignment to the TWRS program. New DOE-HQ (EM-36) employees
will complete the TWRS Orientation training within one year of estab]rsh1ng
their IDPs (Commitments 3.4.e and 3.4.f). -

In accordance with the DOE-93-3 Implementation P]an, the DOE Technical
Base Qualification Standard, Technical Specialist Qualification Standards, and
Technical Manager Qua11f1cat1on Standard will specify the required technical
. and managerial competencies and base qualification requirements necessary to

‘provide guidance, direction, and oversight of the contractors. HQ TWRS

(EM-36) and RL TWRS will compare the 93-3 standards to the TWRS Personnel
Qualification Standards and the Position Standards. The Final Staff Analysis
.developed under this implementation plan will be completed following receipt
of the 93-3 Implementation Plan Qualifications Standards. The Final Staff
~ Analysis will include the above comparison results. ‘

Once the IDPs (TRMs for RL) have been developed, the required technical
training will be initiated to ensure the proper technical development of
HQ TWRS and RL TWRS personnel. This training will be accomplished utilizing
the performance-based approach to training (Commitment 3.4.h). Required
technical training will be completed no later than one year following
completion of the IDPs (TRMs for RL). ‘

Summary of Section 3.4 Commitments
Commitment 3.4.a: Perform and document a Preliminary Staff Analysis of
DOE-HQ (EM-36) personne1 assigned to perform technical tasks related to the °
TWRS program.

Deliverable: DOE-HQ (EM-36) Pre]iminary Staff Analysis Report

Due Date: March 31, 1994 (Completed)
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Commitment 3.4.b: Pefform'and document a Preliminary StaFf Analysis of'

RL TWRS personnel ass1gned to perform technical tasks re]ated to the-
TWRS program.

Deliverab1e: RL TWRS Preliminary Staff Ana]ysis Report

Due Date: August 26, 1994 (Completed)
Commitment 3.4.c: Develop Individual Development Plans (IDPs) for
DOE-HQ . (EM-36) personnel assigned to perform technical tasks related to the

TWRS program. These IDPs will identify required and career development
training. :

Deliverable: DOE-HQ (EM-36) IDPs
Due Date: October 31, 1994 (Preliminary completed May-31, 1994)'

Commitment 3.4.d: Develop Ind1v1dua] Development Plans (IDPs) (Training
Requirements Matrix [TRMs]) for RL TWRS personnel assigned to perform

“technical tasks related to the TWRS program. These TRMs will identify -

required training, career development, and continuous training.
Deliverabte: RL TWRS IDPs (Training Requirements Matrix [TﬁMs])
Due Date: October 31, 1994, | ’

Commitment 3.4.e: Familiarize all presently assigned RL TWRS technical
management and staff personnel with the TWRS Management System Requirements
Orientation training.

Deliverabie: RL TWRS Or1entation Report documenting status and
initiation of orientation

Due Date: October 31, 1994

Commitment 3.4.f: Familiarize HQ (EM-36) technical management and staff
personnel with TWRS Management System Requ1rements through 0r1entat1on
training.

Deliverable: HQ (EM-36) Orientation Report dotumenting status‘and
initiation of orientation

Due Date: October 31, 1994

Commitment 3.4.g9: Prepare the F1na1 Staff Analys1s including comparison of

EM-36 and RL-TWRS Position Standards to DOE 93-3 Implementation Plan

Qualification Standards.

Deliverable: Final Staff Ana]ysis Documentation

Due Date: 90 days after de11very of 93- 3 4.4.2, 4.4.3, 4.4.4
Qua11f1cat1on Standards

3-11



http:related.to

~ DOE/RL-94-115

Commitment 3.4.h: Completion of required technical training of HQ (EM-36) and
RL TWRS technical management and staff personnel consistent with requirements
of Individual Deve]opment P]ans (IDPs) (Training Requirements Matrix [TRMs]

for RL)

Deliverable: Report document1ng completion of requlred technical
training identified in IDPs and TRMs

Due Date: One year from comp!etlon of IDPs and TRMs (August 31, 1995 for
RL TRMs and October 31, 1995 for EM- 36 IDPs)

3.5 THRS CONTRACTORS

The WHC TWRS staffing qualification and training program will be the
process pictorially represented in Figure 3-2. The Staff Analysis is a
quantitative and qua11tat1ve assessment of the required staff necessary to
accomplish the TWRS mission and functions. 0rgan1zat1ona] changes. needed to
best accomplish the system functions will be addressed in the Staff Analysis.
A WHC TWRS Staff Analysis will be completed by January 27, 1995
(Commitment 3.5.a). WHC will complete the Position Qua1if1cat1on Standards
for the technical managerial and staff pos1t1ons by January 27 1995
(Conmitment 3.5.a). .

The WHC TWRS Qualification and Training Plans (QTPs) will be completed by
February 28, 1995 (Commitment 3.5.b). Each Individual QTP will specify the
Selection Requ1rements (education, experience, training, and special
requirements), Initial Training Program, Continuing Training Program, and
Performance Evaluation requirements. The QTPs will emphasize not only
fundamentals, but also the enhancement of skills and practices necessary to
fully implement a systematic approach to training. Personnel selection shall
be based on the Position Qualification Standards. A qualification assessment
shall be performed to ver1fy that each technical manager and staff meets or
does not meet the basic minimum qua11f1cat10n requirements. This assessment
shall include the education, experience, training, and special requirements
- needed to fulfill the Individual Qualification Standards. Employees failing
to meet minimum qualifications will be trained, reassigned, demoted, or
removed. DOE Order 5480.20 and RLID 5480.20 (when issued) will be utilized as
the basis for program requirements and for the selection of personnel to be
completed by February 28, 1995. A report will be prepared and submitted by
March 17, 1995 (Commitment 3.5.c). ‘

Where significant employee tra1n1ng is deemed necessary, WHC TWRS will
ensure that those employees obtain the required training as soon as
practicable, but prior to performing affected tasks. A1l WHC TWRS emp]oyees
will complete the required training within one year of establishing ‘their QTP.

Supplemental progect specific QTPs will also be prepared for designated
personnel, and will be applicable to those WHC and subcontract personnel
assigned to specific TWRS projects. Completion of project-specific QTPs will
- be the responsibility of the respective WHC project management teams in
conjunction with the Technical Training organization. Project-specific QTPs’
will be completed in advance of any new project 1n1t1at1on

3-12



DOE/RL-94-115
Summary of Section 3.5 Commitments

Commitment 3.5.a: WHC TWRS will complete a quantitative and qua1itat1ve
assessment of the required staff necessary to accomplish the TWRS mission and
functions. This will include the completion of Position Qual1f1catxon
Standards for designated technical managers and staff ‘

Deliverable: WHC TWRS Staff Ana1ys1s

Due Date: January 27, 1995

Deliverable: WHC Position Qua]ifitation’Standards
Due Date: January 27, 1995 |

Commitment 3.5.b: WHC TWRS will specify 1nd1v1dua1 position selectlon
requirements (education, experience, and special requlrements), initial and
continuing training, and performance evaluation requirements. :

Deliverable: WHC TWRS Individual Qualification and Training Plans
Due Date: February 28 1995

Commitment 3.5.¢c: WHC TWRS will complete the se1ect10n of personne1 based on
Individual Qua11f1cat10n Standards.

Deliverable: WHC TWRS Se]ectxon Process Report documenting status and
completion .

Due Date: March 17, 1995

3.6 PROGRAM MANAGEMENT SYsTEMS

: A Site Management Plan (SMP) was promulgated in August 1992. DOE, WHC,
and other contractors are upgrading ‘their program management systems to
implement the organization strategy and guide systems engineering and program
management. The SMP essentially described development and implementation of
the Site Management System (SMS) and its Directives. Site resources are being
directed toward completion, implementation, and use of the SMS. No further
update of the SMP is needed or planned; therefore, copies of the SMS
directives will be made available to the Board as they are approved by the

RL Manager. (Commitment 3. 6 a).

In accordance with DOE agreements, the TWRS Program wi]] be managed as a
Major System Acquisition - Program. This approach implements the management
control concepts of DOE Order 4700.1, Project Management System, as modified
to suit large, complex programs such as TWRS. In this approach, the TWRS
Program Management Plan consists of two key documents: the Multi-Year WUrk
P]an (MYWP) and the Management System Description (MSD)
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The TWRS MSD contains the policies and requirements that must. be applied
to successfully develop and impiement the integrated management systems for
the TWRS Program. These management systems include the following major
management areas: ‘ o ’ B ‘ |

® Program Management

® Systems tngineering Management
® Configuration Management

® Baseline Managemént

® Quality Assurance and Safety.

Each management system will be governed by DOE documents that promulgate
policy and direction in the identified management areas. The management
policies and requirements will be generally identified in the MSD with more
detailed definition and direction provided to the program participants in a
series of annexes to the MSD document. For the TWRS Program, the TWRS MSD and
its annexes will be issued by November 30, 1994 (Commitment 3.6.b).

WHC will respond to the TWRS MSD and its annexes through issuance of a
TWRS Management Plan specifically describing how WHC will implement the MSD
Management Systems policies and requ1rements (Comm1tment 3.6.c).

The management processes covered by the ‘above referenced policies and
requirements will be periodically assessed by implementation of the TWRS Total

Quality Management Pol1cy (Ref: ' DOE Order 5700.6C, Criterion 10 - Independent
Assessments). . :

Summary of Section 3.6 Commitments

Commitment 3.6.a: Complete Management System Directives that provide
direction and policy for implementing the Hanford Site Management System.

Deliverable: HanfordLSite Management System Directives

Due Date: July 12, 1994 (Complete - Updates expected through
February 1, 1995)

Commitment 3.6.b: Complete a description of the management systems and
associated policies that will be used to manage the TWRS Program.

Deliverable: TWRS Management Systems Description Document and Policy °
Annexes ,

Due Date{ November 30, 1994
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COmm1tment 3.6.c: WHC complete a schedule forrrespond1ng to the RL Tsz
Management Systems Description document in terms of a WHC TWRS Management P]an
and other associated. WHC documents as appllcable .

Deliverable: Schedule for development and issuance of the WHC TWRS.
Management Plan and associated decumentation ‘

Due Date: December 30, 1994 (Planned for 30 days after 1ssuance of the
TWRS Management Systems Descr1pt10n + Policy Annexes -- Ref:
Commitment 3.6.b)

3.7 SYSTEMS ENGINEERING MANAGEMENT

‘ TRW Inc., as part of an ongoing TWRS Systems Engineering support effort,
conducted an evaluation of the applicability of aerospace- developed standards
for system engineering (MIL-STD-499B) and technical reviews (MIL-STD-1521).

- The evaluation provided a correlation between what the military standards
require and what is being met by existing DOE standards. A written report was
provided to WHC (Commitment 3.7.a). ‘

Consistent with discussion in Section 3.6, TWRS RL is developing a policy
for the application of systems engineering to the TWRS Program. This policy
is being formulated based on reviews of DOE 4700.1, MIL-STD-4998B,
MIL-STD-1521, EIA Engineering Bulletin SYSB-1, and knowledge of the DOE’s
approach to systems engineering and the traditional Department of Defense
(DOD) approach to systems engineering. DOE-RL will perform an analysis
comparing the systems engineering approach defined by the TWRS policy to the
current DOE and DOD approaches. A letter report summarizing that analysis
will be provided October 31, 1994 (Commitment 3.7.b).

DOE-FM {Office of the Associate Deputy Secretary for Field Management).
will perform a review of the DOD systems engineering and design review
standards, and will prepare a report on how lessons learned are being
incorporated into TWRS systems engineering and into higher-level
DOE directives, such as DOE Order 4700.1 (COmm1tment 3.7.c). It is expected
that a DOE Order 4700 Review Draft will be issued in six to nine months.

The rewrite of DOE Order 4700 is expected to foster the systems engineering
approach at other DOE swtes

The WHC systems eng1neer?ng management will be described in SEMPs and
implemented by procedures. A Draft Site SEMP was completed on March 31, .1994
(Commitment 3.7.d). An updated Draft Site SEMP was issued June 30, 1994, to
meet the commitment to the Board and to be available for external review.
Issuance of the Final Site SEMP is dependent upon the extent and timing of
the external review (Commitment 3.7.e). Sitewide draft procedures will be
| developed by Febryary 14, 1995 (Comm1tment 3.7. f)

A TWRS SEMP was submitted to RL for approval on March 31, 1994
(Commitment 3.7.g9). Based on this SEMP, WHC prepared a systems engineering
working plan (SEWP} to provide more detai]ed plans for implementing the
systems engineering process. Reguired implementing procedures are being
identified. TWRS procedures based on the March 31, 1994, issue of the SEMP-
will be modified or added as necessary {(Commitment 3.7.h). Application of new
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standards may require modiflcatlon of these procedures or additiona] L
procedures. When the RL policy has been finalized and is transmitted to. WHC
for implementation, WHC will review the SEMP and the SEWP relative to the
RL-derived standards and revise them to be consistent with the policy.
Application of the new policy has the potential to affect some of the pr1or
systems engineering commitments and my require modification of the

implementing procedures or additional procedures. Any proposed changes to the

commitments in this Implementation Plan will be commun1cated to the Board in
-accordance with Section 5.0.

The TWRS SEMP will be modified to incorporate the systemS-engineering and
“design review standards that are currently being developed. These standards
will be included in the Systems Engineering Policy Annex to the Management
Systems Description. The TWRS SEMP will be revised and issued
(Commitment 3.7.i). The SEMP will cover the entire program and project life
cyclies from need identification to deactivation and disposal. A key element
of the process addresses requirements identification, including safety
requirements imposed by law, Safety Initiatives, SEN-35-91, DOE -orders, and
applicable consensus codes and standards. The methods of identifying and
documenting safety-related systems and components will also be included.
Comprehensive technical reviews will be defined in the Systems Engineering
Management Policy Annex and the SEMPs to ensure that engineering products are
- verified and that all requirements are reflected in those products

‘ Assessment of techn1ca1, env1ronment, safety, and health (ES&H); and
economic risk will be described in the SEMP. Various types of technical risk
will be considered (e.g., technology maturity and compatibility). These risks
will be part of the decision criteria used when selecting technologies and
design approaches. In addition, ES&H risks associated with the design,

- selection, and operations of systems and components will be an essential part

of the systems engineering requirements development and the design processes.
Comprehensive design verification, with emphasis on verifying that all aspects
of the systems design will meet ES&H requirements, will be used to minimize
risk. Other Programmatic criteria will also be used for decision making, such
as stakeholder inputs and economic analyses (e.g., life-cycle cost, value
engineering). At no time will ES&H be compromjsed due to programmatic
considerations. ‘

Definitive risk management policies are being developed and will be
referenced or included in the SEMP when they are complete. Until the policies
and associated methods are: implemented in the TWRS and site-wide procedures,
risks will be evaluated qualitatively based on extensive site experience
available through various technical d1sc1p11nes and ES&H organizations.

Summary of Section 3.7 Commitments: ‘

- Commitment 3.7.a: WHC‘ through TRN Inc., conduct an evaluation of the

applicability of aerospace- developed standards for systems engineering

(MIL-STD-499B) and technical reviews (MIL-STD- 1521), and correlate these

standards to existing DOE standards. . ,
Deliverable: TWRS Industry/Government Standards Review Report

Due Date: December 14, 1993 (Complete)
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Commitment 3. 7.b: TWRS-RL m11] cempare the systems engineer1ng approach
defined by the. systems engineering policy to the current DOE and DOD
-approaches. ‘

Deliverable: A letter report summarizing this‘ana1ysis\wi11 be provided
to the Board : LT '

Due Date: October 31, 1994 |
Commitment 3.7.c: DOE-FM (Office of the Associate Deputy Secretary for Field
Management) will perform a review of the Department of Defense (DOD) systems
engineering and design review stanhdards, and will prepare a report on how
lessons learned are being incorporated into TWRS systems englneertng and into
higher- 1eve1 DOE d1rect1Ves, such as DOE Order 4700.1.

De]iverable. DOE- M Report on DOD Systems Eng1neer1ng Standard Review

Due Date: March 31, 1995

‘Commitment 3.7.d: Prepare and issue a Draft Site Systems Eng1neer1ng
Management Plan (SEMP).

Deliverable: Draft‘Site‘Systems Engineering-Management‘P1an

Due Date- March 31, 1994 (Complete -- Updated June 30, 1994)
Comm1tment 3.7.e: Update the Draft Site Systems Englneer1ng Management P1an
(SEMP), allow for external review, and issue as a f1na1 document under
document control. ‘ .

Deliverab1e' Fina1 Site Systems -Engineering Management Plan .

Due Date: Pending completion of External Review. (The Draft Site SEMP .
was updated June 30, 1994, and made available for external review.)

Commitment 3.7.f: Develop and issue a set of Draft Site SEMP Implementing .
Procedures.

Deliverable: Draft Site SEMP Implementlng Procedures
Due Date: February 14, 1995

~ Commitment 3.7.g: WHC prepare and 1ssue a Draft TWRS Systems Eng1neer1ng
Management Plan (SEMP).

Deliverable: Draft TWRS Systems Engineering Management Plan
Due Date: March 31, 1994 (Complete) ‘
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Commitment 3.7.h: " WHC prepare ‘and issue procedures for 1mp1ementing the TWRS
Systems Engineering Management Plan (SEMP) - ,

Deliverable: TWRS SEMP Implement1ng~Procedures

Due Date: Schedule for deliverable will be submitted in response to the
RL TWRS Management System Description and Po]1cy Annexes -- Ref :
Commitment 3.6.c - k .

Commitment 3.7.1: WHC revise and issue the TWRS Systems Engineering
Management Plan (SEMP) to incorporate systems engineering standards and policy
-contained in the RL TWRS Management Systems Description and Policy Annexes.

De]iverable: Rev1sed TWRS SEMP

Due Date: Schedule for de11verable will be submitted in response to the
RL TWRS Management System Descr1pt10n and Policy Annexes -- Ref: 4
Commitment 3.6.c .

. 3.8 CONFIGURATION MANAGEMENT

A Draft TWRS Configuration Management Plan was deve]oped by WHC and
issued for review on January 31, 1994 (Commitment 3.8.a). It described
technical configuration control within the TWRS program. ‘The intent of the
plan was to form the basis for developing lower-level implementation documents
and procedures. This complete set of documentation will be developed as the
program evolves. ‘A Configuration Management Policy Annex to the Management
System Description will be issued by October 7, 1994 (Ref: Commitment 3.6.b).

The Draft WHC TWRS Configuration Management Plan will be revised and issued .
as part of the WHC response to the policy annexes as described in Section 3.6
(Ref: Commitment 3.6.c). .

Summary of Section 3.8 Commitments

Commitment 3.8.a: WHC prepare and issue a Draft TWRS Configuration Management
Plan that describes techn1cal conf1gurat1on contro] W1th1n the TWRS program.

- Deliverable: Draft TWRS Conf1gurat10n Management Plan
- Due Date: January 31, 1994 (Cdmp]ete)

3.9 BASELINE MANAGEMENT

An integrated approach to site, program, and project baseline planning is
being implemented to ensure that baselines reflect the systems engineering
work that must be managed. TWRS baselines will be in place by
September 30, 1994, as part of the TWRS Multi-Year Work Plan
(Commitment 3 9.a). Baseline Management is described in the S1te*Management
- System documents and the TWRS Business Management Plan. For each project,

a total project baseline will be established for all activities through
completion of the project, based on program needs and commitments established -
in TWRS and subtier documentation. The project baselines will be provided in
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time to support the project needs. The total baseline includes the technical
work scope, schedule, and cost- baselines. ' ~

Changes to project baselines will be controlled through submittal and
approval of change requests. Change control will be in accordance with the
site-wide and TWRS program change control procedures. Change boards for
specific projects will be established to review and act on the proposed change
requests. Levels of control will vary depending on the size and complexity of
each project, and may be more stringent than program-level controls. Details
of the change control process for each project and program will be documented
in the MSD and its applicable annexes. (Ref: Commitment 3.6.Db).

Summary of Section 3.9 Commitments : .

Commitment 3.9.a: Prepare and issue the TWRS work scobe, schedule, and cost
baselines. : :

Deliverable: TWRS Multi-Year Work Plan
Due Date: September 30, 1994

3.10 QUALITY ASSURANCE AND SAFETY

The MSD contains a series of annexes that provide specific definition and
direction to program participants (Ref: Section 3.6). The annexes applicabl
to this section include Total Quality Management, Health and Safety
Management, and Systems Engineering Management. These annexes embed quality
and safety into the culture and processes used throughout the TWRS Program.

Of particular interest to the Board is that the goal of the safety
management policies is to enhance and protect the nuclear and radiological
safety of the public and workers at the Hanford Site in accordance with -
DOE policies, orders, and requirements with special emphasis on engineered
features. ' » L

The policies and réquirements contained in the Health and Safety
Management Annex, in conjunction with the policies and requirements contained
in the Systems Engineering Annex, will concentrate on the safety bases of the
~ program and projects. Particular attention will be paid to details of how the

following critical elements of safety are managed: ‘
® Safety Analyses |
® Technical Safety Requirements -
® Control of Unreviewed Safety Questions
® Limiting Conditions of Operations.

Other aspects of the Health and Safety Management Annex will include a

discussion of radiological protection; emergency preparedness; . conduct of

operations; notification, investigations, and reporting of occurrences;
personnel training and qualification; audits and surveillance; trending and
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safety performance; issues management; and records management and reporting.

The "TWRS Quality Management Policy Annex and the Health and Safety
Management Policy Annex will be issued by November 30, 1994,
‘ (Commitments 3. 10 a and 3.10.b, respectively).

During FY 1992, the DOE 1ssued three DOE orders for safety comp11ance

5480.21 VUnreviewed Safety Questions
5480.22 Technical Safety Requirements
5480.23 Nuclear Safety Analysis Reports

On August 20, 1993, WHC issued an implementation plan for these orders.
The WHC Implementation P]an discusses and references current technical safety
requirements (TSRs) for existing TWRS facilities. Limiting Conditions of
Operations are contained within the TSRs. The plan also discusses the Interim
Safety Basis (ISB) documentat1on strategy for single-shell and double-shell
tank farms. _

Summary of Section 3.10 Comm1tments

Commitment 3.10.a: Prepare a policy document that will embed a total quality
culture and processes throughout the TWRS Program.

Deliverable: TWRS Total Qua11ty Management Policy Annex
(Ref:  Commitment 3.6.b)

Due Date: November 30, 1994
Commitment 3.10.b: Prepare a document that will describe TWRS safety
management policies, enhance and protect the nuclear and radiological safety
and health of the public and workers, and embed a safety culture into the
TWRS Program. :

Deliverable: TWRS Health and Safety Management Policy Annex
(Ref: Commitment 3.6.b)

Pue Date: November 30, 1994
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'92-4 IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
Revision 1

4.0 REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

The DOE will prepare quarterly reports updating the progress and
significant accomplishments made in implementing the 92-4 Implementation Plan.
The quarterly reports will contain discussions on the various initiatives
described in this plan. The report will address the issue and requirements in
the plan, highlight ongoing efforts, review completion dates and upcoming

milestones, discuss the upcoming quarter’s activities, and note any concerns.

Bgingnsibjlj.m

The RL Program Manager for the TWRS will have the primary responsibility
for developing quarterly reports, with assistance from the Management and :
0perat1ng Contractor

Commitment 4.a: Provide quarter]y sfatus of the 92-4 Comm1tmehts to the
Board that includes hlgh11ghts of work, deliverables made, forecasts, and
concerns.

Deliverable- Quarterly Progress Reports

Due Date: December 30, 1994 (First Report for 92- 4 Imp]ementatxon Plan,
Revision 1 -- quarterly thereafter)

The last report will be submitted within 3 months fo1low1ng comp]et1on of
the last comm1tment conta1ned in th1s p}an
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92-4 IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
‘ Revision 1

5.0 IMPLEMENTATION PLAN CHANGE CONTROL

"The 92-4 Implementation Plan is a comp]ex and long-range plan.
Flexibility is needed to address changes in commitments, actions, or
completion dates where modifications are necessary due to additional
1nformat1on, project ref1nements, or changes in DOE’s base11ne assumpt1ons

‘Purpose:

To.provide a change control process to hand]e 1mp1ementat1on course
~ corrections or process ‘change. ,

Discussion:

The 92-4 Implementation Plan is based on certain assumptions. These
assumptions were used to develop commitment dates. If outyear significant
funding, FTE level, or mission changes occur, the original date for :
commitments may require modification. Any planned changes in these
commitments or completion dates will be promptly brought to the attention of
the Board prior to the passing of the completion date. Changes in scope of the
implementation plan should be approved by Headquarters and signed by the
Secretary, and changes in implementation plan schedule without scope changes
should be approved by Headquarters and signed by the Assistant Secretary. -
These changes will be formally discussed in the quarterly progress reports - .
including appropr1ate corrective actions, and where appropriate, subm1tted to
the Board as a rev1s1on to the impiementation p]an

Commitment 5.a: Formally subm1t planned changes to a 92-4 Commitment or
Commitment Due Date. Changes in scope of the implementation plan should be
approved by Headquarters and signed by the Secretary, and changes in
implementation pian schedule without scope changes should be approved by
Headquarters and signed by the Assistant Secretary. Revise implementation:
plan and resubmit as mutually agreed upon with the Board.

Deliverable: Revised 92-4 Implementation Plan
Due Date: As Required

Commitment 5.b: Provide notification of potential planned changes to
commitments or due dates in the Quarterly Status Reports.

Deliverable: Diécussibns‘in Quarterly Progress Reports (Ref:
Commitment 4.a) . ‘

Due Date: As Required in conjunction with the Quarterly Progress Report
Schedule
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ATTACHMENT A

i f Acr nd Abbreviation

" ARES
CSB

DOE

DOD
DRD
FFBD
FTE
HQ
HWVP

IDP

1PM
1SB
1P
ITRS
KEH
M&O
MSD
MWTF
 MYWP
0TR
PNL
QTP
RL

. SEMP

SEWP

Advanced Research and Engineering Sciences

~Canister Storage Building

'Department of Energy

Department of Defense

Design Requirements Document

FunétionaT Fiow Block Diagram
Full Time Equivalent N

DOE Headquarters

Hanford Waste Vitrification Plant

Individual Development Plan

Initial Pretreatment Module

Interim Saféty Basis
Integrated Techno1ogy Plan
Initial Tank Retrieval System
Kaiser Enginegrs Hanford

Management and Operating

‘Management System Description

Multi-Function Waste Tank Facility
Multi-Year Work Plan

0ffice of Tréining (DOE-Richland Operations Office)

Pacific Northwest Laboratory
Qualification and Training Plan

DOE Richland Operations Office
Systems Engineering Management’Plan

Systems Engineering Work Plan
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SEN
SMP
TRM
TSR
TWRS
WHC

) &‘, ’%¥\m‘ﬁﬁﬁfﬂliyl:ff5%"” s

‘Secretary of Energy Notice -

Site Management Plan
Training Requirements Matrix
Technical Safety Requirement

Tank Waste Remediation System Prqgram

~ Westinghouse Hanford Company
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