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The Under Secretary of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

September 9, 1998

‘&Honorable John T. Conway
chairman
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safkty Board
625 Indiana Avenue, NW, Suite 700
Washington D.C. 20004

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This is in response to your April 15, 1998, letter requesting a report on the status
of Recommendation 94-1 milestones at the Plutonium Finishing Plant (PFP) and
the efforts in place at the Department of Energy Richland Operations Office (RI-)
to improve the readiness review process. We share your interest in seeing the
project move ahead. We are focusing current efforts on resolving operational
delays, and also are working with our regulators and other stakeholders to address
competing priorities and finding allocations at the Hanfiordsite.

The Acting Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management requested that RL
provide proposed changes to the implementation plan. The change proposal will
form the basis of our response to your request for a report on the status of
Recommendation 94-1 milestones at PFP, and the reasons for schedule delays.
The Department has itiormally shared a preliminary copy of the proposed interim
PFP implementation plan changes with your staff, along with other site changes.

The Richland Office attributed the delay to a combination of technical, op&ational,
and fimding issues. We are working with them to understand and resolve their
technical issues, planning assumptions, work priorities, and site constraints in
carrying out the 94-1 implementation plan at PFP.

The Department forwarded to you on September 2, 1998, a technical update of the
implementation plan for 94-1, which will discuss the proposed implementation plan
changes for PFP. We intend to complete a comprehensive revision to the
implementation plan before December 1998, and will continue to work with your
staff to ensure Board concerns are considered in revisions to the implementation
plan.
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We are enclosiig a memorandum providing responses to the other five specific
items higMghted in your letter that were related to the Hanford readiness process
and other specific PFP issues. I share your concerns with the issues that you raise
and want to assure you that efforts are under way at the site to improve the overall
madness program.

Sincerely,

Ernest J. Moniz

.
Enclosure
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DATE:
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SUBJECT:

To:

MAY 231998
SOD/KJ4B 98-TPD-089

RESPONSE TO DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES SAFETY BOARD (DNFSR)
APRIL 15, 1998, LETTER

David G. Huizenga
Acting Depury Assistant Secretary for
Nuclear Material and Facility Stabilization
Ufficc of Environrncmtrd Management, EM-65, I-IQ

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), Richland Opemtions Office (M) staff has reviewed the
DNFSB letter to Ernest Moniz dated April 15, 1998, As requested in your letter dated May 11, 1998,
W is providing a response m the Board’s issues related to the readiness review process, technical
qualifications and safety envelope, The response to Plutonium Finishing Plant (PFP) 94-1
lmpkmemation Plan changes will be provided as a separate response by June 5, 1998.

The April 15, 1998, DNFSB lutter rquested readiness mvicw information in. five specific areas:

1. “HOWthe readiness review process is managed at the Hanford Site at both the DOE and contractor
levels.”

RL hm mccntly assigned Site Operations Division (SOD) as the Progmrn Owner to DOE Order
425,1 and Richhmd Implementing Directive (RLID) 425.1 in accordance with the Functions,
Responsibilities, and Authorities Manual (l?’MM). IUD 425.1 is a comprehensive dh-e&ve
integrating the requirements of DOE Order 425.1, “STARTUP AND RESTART OF NUCLEAR
FACILITIES”, DOE Standard 3006-95, “PLANNING AND CONDUCT OF OPEWTIONAL
READINESS R.EVl_EWS(OR-R)”and DOE Handbook 3012-94, ‘TEAM LEADER’S
PREPAIUTION GUIDE FOR OPERATIONAL READTFJESS REWEWS (CXR)”.

The specific process flow for readiness reviews are defined in RIJD 425.1. .4 brief summary of the
process is:
a, The facility/subcontractor develops a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) or Plan of Action

{PC)A).
b. The contractor (Fiuor Daniel Hanford, Inc ~DH], Bechtel Hanford, Inc. [BHI], Pacific Northwest

National Laboratory [PNNL]) revictys the MOU or POA and dcterruines whether the scope is
correct. The contractor ensures that”expectations are clearly established and lines of inquiry in
the document are adequate.
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once the contractor approves the MOU/POA it is transmitted to the RL line organization for
review and approval.

RL Line and Independent Team review the MOWPOA and approve the document. The approved
MCW/POA is transmitted back to the contractor.

The approved MOU/POA becomes the official guideline document used by all parties 10perform
the readiness review.
The contractor completes the process reviews and notification is made to RL of cormactur

completion.
RL begins the line review and upon successful completion the Independent Team review is
initiatiatc(l.
Upcm completion of assessment activities, corrective actions are identified as pre and post svw
items.
When the contractor satisfactorily completes all pre-stan corrective actions RL approves release
for operations.

RL has developed a matrix of our technical slaff qualified to perform zwsessrnents. Current] y, the
matrix is under review to address improvements to qualifications and training. In addition SOD is
performing a comprehensive internal reviw of the readiness review process. The objectives of the
internal review am to; improve the qualifications of the participants; to increase the number of
qualified s[aff through training and on-the-job p~icipation during performance of site readiness
reviews; and to integrate lessons learned identified by review of DOE cmnplex information. There
have been issues raised in the area of ORR Team member’s qualifications. The qualification
requirements will be mvisecl aecorclin~ly to correct any dcficienci es that maybe identified during the
internal review.

RL contractors manage the readiness review process in accordance with the requirements set forth jn
RLID 425.1.

2 “How RL performs oversight of its own ~d conrmctor’s readiness review activities.”

RL performs independent self-assessments of RL line organizations with personnel assigned to the
Performance Assessment Divkicm (PAD) within the Environmental Safety and Hea.lti (E.SH)
orgmization. PAD pmfon-ns independent oversight of readiness review activities at the Hanford
Site. PAD assesses the adequacy of the readiness reviews conducted by RL ORIUReadiness
Assessment (W) teams, and the contractor and RL line management organizations, In this oversight
role. PAD nor-null y rcvi mvs all ORRS and selected Ms. This oversight process is proceduralized in
a PAD procedure, PAD 14-01. The process defined in RLIII 425.1 requires the RL line organization
to assess readiness of the contractor prior to initiating the Independent Team readiness review
activitie6. As part of the Independent Team readiness review, the ILL line is evaluated as pm of Lhcir
assessment activity.
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“Com~tiva actions taken or planned to ensure that the readiness review process at Hanford is
followed in accordance with DOE Ordw 425.1, Startup and Rcstmt of Nuclear Facilities, and DOE-
STD-3(XM-95, Planning and Conduct of Operational Redness Reviews.”

The ongoing internal review of DOE complex lessons learned and the subsequent process
improvements will implement a more rigorous assessment process that ensures compliance with the
readiness review Order tandguidance docurmnls. These improvemmts will increase FZ and
contictor performance in the readiness rcvi ew process.

M.:

SOD initiated a comprehensive readiness assessment process review as part of the initial program
assignment. The review inchded integration of lessons learned fkom the DOE complc~ Pl?P and
Tank Farms W-030 readiness assessments. New lessons from the RL 233 S readiness review are
being folded into the effort. hnplcrrxemation of Ihe revjew recommendations will begin in lune
1998. In addition TOthe process review, an evaluation of the ILLqualification matrix has begun to
assess the expertise of readiness review participants and to identi~ any additional training needs.
The qualification matrix will address areas of experience that readiness review participants must
have to assist in the selection of team members. The matrix till be used to idcnti~ the criteria to
utilize DOE complex persomel to acqpire the expertise needed.

FDH:
A process improvement action has begun to increase the number of technically qualified stti for
performance of readiness reviews. The contractor has initiated the use of an advisor (statt-up coach)
to assist the facility in working through the contractor readiness review in preparation for the RL line
and Independent Team rev iews. In addition to the personnel improvements, a revised rnorc
comprehensive process procedure is in,final drafi, HNF-PRO-055, “Facilities Start-Up Rcadimms.”

BHI and PNITL
The RI. readiness review improvement team is evaluating issues raised during the current
Environmental Restoration 233-S Facility ORR to establish process improvements for the BHI and
PNNL readiness review activities.

Incre~ed RL participation will be utilized in fkture activities including assignment of a qualified
independent oversight staff member during the facility contractor readiness rev iew :w(ivity.

“HOWR.L intends to verify the tcchnicxl and ma.mgcrial qualifications of the DOE managers and
staff responsible for PFP.”

RLID 425.1 requirements include implementation of the DOE Order 425,1 com requirement number
16 which evaluates DOE technical and management staff.

ILLpersomcl assigned to PFP 3re qualified in accordance with the RL Technical Qualification “
Program designed to meet the criteria of DNFSB Recommendation 93-3. The staff assigned to PFP
are fully qualified under DNFSB Recommendation 93-3,
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“5. “H.ow RL intends to verifi the adequacy of the ‘safetyenvelope of PFP prior 10 resumption of
operations.”

The adequacy of the safety envelope of the PFI’ Facility is being addressed by the POA, and will be
verified during the ORR as Core Requirement number 4. Additional detail will he available in the
RL ORR Plan of action, which is being developed at this time.

If you have any tiher questions, pleasa contact me or your staff may contact Larry Romine, of the
Transition Program Divisioz at (509) 376-7471.

&

T
.,, John D.W one

Manager

Anachment: .’,.,,
1. DNFSE3 letter tim John T. Conway to

&-nest J. Moniz, dated Apfil 15, 1998.
2. Memorandum fTom David G. Huizenga,

EM-65, to John D. Wagoner, dated
May 11, 1998,
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DATE

REPLY TO
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SUBJECT,

TO:

EM-65 (J. ~ewsom 301-903-4469)

Report tm the Status of Recmn.mendatian 94-1 Mdcstones at the Plutonium Finishing Plant

John D. Wagoner, Manager, FQcl-knd Operations Clflice

This memorandum forwards the attached Defe.rm Nuclear Facilities Safety Board @oMd)
letter dated April 1S, 199S, for your action, The lctwr requests a report on the status of
Recommendation 94-1 mileston~$at tie plutonium Fin.iAhtgplaut (PFP) md the cffbns in
place at the Wchlimd Operations Office(RL) 10improvethe readiness review process,

1share the Board’s concern with the lack ofp[utonium stabilization progress at PFP. I q

however, pleased that PFP satisfactorily compked a recent Readiness Assessrm%m, and that
the material handling hold was partially lifted on April 20, 199S. This is a step in the right

direction. To ensure The approach to restaning other PFP operations is adequate, the Board
requested tha~ the Dep=@mentaddc~ssa number of issues regarding the readiness review
process, ~ncluclingpersonnel mchnicd qualificationsand facilitysafety envelope verification.

You arc requested to provide your formal response ta EM-GOby May 22, 1998, for the issues
related to the readiness review procw Technicalqualhlcatinns and safety envelope. We are
looking fmvard to receiving your proposed chmge to the PFP 94-1 Impkncntatton Pian for
PIT and my staff will contiue to work with you to finalizeany changes Your proposal will
bc fomarded to the Board for itiormation, as we irxcod to work with the Bored staffca fi.dly
understand The concerns of rhe BoMd, prior m issuikg final changes to the 9+1

hplememation Wm for PFP. TIICDepartment is cornmhted to provjding these ckges 10 the
Board by June 1998 ,.

If you have any fttnher questions or coaccms please do not hesitate to call me at
202-586-51 S1 or Scozr Purvis of my staffat301-903 -281)q

,.
(, Dwid G FIui2cnga

.,
ActirIgDepury Assistaru Secrerary for
NuckQr Material .md Facility Slabilizatian

Office of Environmatal Management

Auachmcnt

CC; M, Winker, S-3.1
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April 15, 1998 l-z=
The Honorable &test J, Monk
Under Secretasy of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20585-1OOO

Dear Dr. Monk

The Defense IWcl=r FaCMies S~f~tyBufid @o@ hu rwieweci the Depafirnenr of
(Z5H

Energy Richland Operations Officx (MEW) monthly progress repon regwding operations in Pfib

SUppOrtof Reeomrn~dation 94-1 at fie word Plutonium FinishingPlant (PFP). The Board is QSH

disappointed to learn of the anticipated 1-to Z-yeardelay in meeting the milestones of sOj
Recommendation 94-1. The rcpofl details a eombhtationof caus= for this delay, including a stD
shortage of fi.mding, M MU u u in~liiv to VIX@that pm is ready [O KWmC pluto~”um
ritabilization operations.

There”has been e==ntially no progress toward reducing the risk of plutonium storage at
PFP since fissile material handling was put on hold in December 1996. The Board amsiders PFP
restart to bc esscntia! to safety Notwithstanding this urgent need to resume operations at PFT,

the process by wfich dIC readiness of the ficility is verified must be debbera% objective, end well
managed to ensure that the facility is safe to operate, Following a Board recommcndatkm on this

subject, this process Wm codified in D OE order 425.1, SWUP at~d~e~fa~f oj~~c~ear ~~c~~i@

and I) OE-STD-3 006-95, Phning d Condicf o/Operational J7edne= Review. The
enclosed issue repoti prepared by the Bo=d’s stafTde-scribes what appears to be a systemic
problem wi[h the way DOE-RL implementsitsstartup and restafl readiness verification process.

The Ward is aware oFDCJE-RJ- efforts to deve~~p a stamp plan for the more h~dous
plu~onium stabilization opemticms at PFP. Llkcwise, the Board understands that the DOE Office
of Environmental Management had requested that DOE-RL provide proposed changes to the
DOE implementation plan for FLe=mmendation 94-1 by March 6, 1998. Therefore, the Bdard
requests that, as soon as practicable atler your receipt afthese reprm, DOE prepare a report on
the status of Recommendation 94-1 rdestones at PFP and the efforts m plau at DOE-W to
improve the readiness review process. In pafiicular, the report should address the following:

● The proposed implementation, plan changes and the exact masons for schedule. .
slippage, including technical, mmnagernent, and finding issues.

RL

wmmms OFFicE
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How the readitmsa dew prfm?w u nWM@ atthe~ord she at both the DOE
and txmmetor levels.

How DOE-RL performs owxskht of its wn d contractors’ rexlines review
activities.

Cmredve actions takezior planned to ensure that* readineas review pr~ at
Htiord is followed in acardanec with DOE &dtY 425.1, Wrrtup unc?l?esturtC#
Nuclem Facilities, and DOEXID-3W36-9S, Pimn%g and C%ticC ojOperarfonal
kzdhs.s Revims.

How DOE-RL intends to Yerifj the technical and managerkd qud-ficatiuns ef the DOE
managers and staff rqonsible for PFP.

How DOE-W intends to vti.~ the adequacyof the safk.ty envelope of PFP prior to
Y

resumption of operations.

Should you have any question$:oq this, matter, please. d~ not hesitate to call me.

Sincerely,

““/&fd.
John . con y
Chairman..’.

c: Mr. James M. OWendoff
Mr. Mark B. Whitakr ,, ,,
Mr. John Wagoner

Enclosure



..-

09/02”98 13:21 ~509 372 1036 P.AI-WASHINGTON @loo9

DEFENSE NuCLEAR FACJLmES Sm’Em llOAm

I)NFSBStaff IssueReport

March 9, IWB

MEMORANDUM FOR G. W, Cunnir@aq Technieal ~f~Or

COPIES: Board Members

FROM: R, kCSfO

Smmm Operational R=diness Reviews at the Hanford Si~e

,.

This memorandum documents an issue rtimed by member of the staff of the Defense
Nuclear Facilities Saf~ Bc)ti (l@@, R. A~To.

Sumrwy. The Department of Energy Richlad Operations 06iee (DOE-ILL) b made
attempts to Man two activities in the past year in which intemention by the Board and its staff has
been required to ensure adh=ence to the appropriate qui.rctnents and intent of DOE Order
425.1, Wrtup and Restart of Nuclear Facilifi&s, and DOE-STD-3006-95, Pkzrmhg and Condkct
OJOperuriand Reuahess RevIews. The .PrOCeSSby which r=h=s is cotirmed at Hanford
requires improvement to ensure that opertitmns =n proc.d safely.

Rcadi~cm of the Ph.ttonium finishing Plant (PFY~ In December 1996, the PFP
contractor, Babcock and Wilcox Hanford Company(BWHC), stopped al[ fissile material handling
becauw of repeated violations of the criticali~ safety program and other notedddciencies ‘m
conduct of opmations. Since April 1997, BWHC and DOE-RL have made -wed attempts to
verifj the readiness of the facility to resume fissile mmx-ial handling, Continued failure to verify
PFT readiness exacerba- the safety issue of continued storage of plutonium-bearing materials h
forms poorly suited for long-term storage.” PIT W= to begkt stabiliution of plutonium-baring
solutions by June 1997. Jn pm, beeause of the failure to resume fissile mafexial handl.in~ and also
because of DOE’s recently realized need [G perfomn an Operational Readinms Review (ORR) fir
the stamp of the Veniud Calciner, this milestone may bc ddayed by as much as 2 years.

The Board’s staff has foIlowedmitities at PFP CIOSCIY,and has determined that the
failure of BWHC and DOE-U to establish and verify PEP readiness is indicative of a lack of
understanding of how this process is to be performed. The folIowing are ex~mples of this

apparent lack of undemanding:

● In the fdl of 1997, zdler a DOE-ILL Readiness Assessment (FLA)w= suspended
Lwcause ofinadcquate PFP r+diness, DOIXU- line management a.tgucd that a repeat

,,,

., !..

.,

,.:



09/02/9s 13:21 ~509 372 1036

,.

P.AI-WASHINGTON

●

9

Mwagunnecxssq andnotrequira.l by DOE C)425.1. Afler Bcwdconc~tith
this approach were communicated to DOE by the Ekwd’s Site I@csentativc, 130&
ILL cxxnrnitted to a secand RA

In November 1997, tier thecontnwtor had deelwed re-sk%s, BWfJC operators and
rnanagemviolated the aitidlb safetyprogramwtile pufoming a hwily supavised
fissile material inventory. It WSSJthis type dpoor pesformanm Mat led to the original
hold on the handling of fissile mattial.

Fissile material handling has been orIhold a!PFP for more than n year. In ncmcdanee
withDOE O 425.1, this extended shutdowm of operations requires a more rigorous
ORR before operations resume. De-spite the cantinued inability to adequately establish
readiness, DOE-RL grm~ itself an =emption to this Order requirement. Only after
intemcntion by DOE’s OIlice of Environment,SafMYand I-hlth did DOE-RL commit
to performing a ORR for the hig~er-bawd stabilbtion operations.

.’,.”.,,\:’‘,“I
Operatiomd Readhxskvjew OrtheAging Waste VentiMon System (W-030J The

Tank Waste Rernedktion System’s W-030 project inshdleda new ventilation system for the a~ng
waste tanks. The aging waste is the ,hqt~estand most mdloactive W=C in the Hanford tank
farms, DOE-RL’S actions in ~’e@i,~g ,Tegdinessand authorizing startup of W-030 agii showed a
lack of complete understanding of the,ten~s of DOE O 42S.1 and DOE-STD 3006-95:

:.’.
. The contractor and DOE ORRS for the startup of W-030 identified several significant

pre-start findings. These findings)yciudedthe following:

Shift managers were not,qu~ified on the new system.
The Safety Equipment.~ist referenced by the authorization basis document was
incomplete ad not USCC!. , ,,
Procedures to implernen~,some Technical Safety Requirements were not
developed.

.,, ,,
.,:

Operators rcccived n~ ‘Liai;ing on manual operation oflhe W-030 system.

These findings are fundarn$nta! to the safe operation of the system and indicate that
line management had not sufllcientlyreadiedthe system for operation.

● In Janua~ 1998, contrary to the requirements of DOE Order 425.1, the DOE-RL
manager authorized stanup of P~oject W-030 pending srztisjiac(ory closure of/0 pre-
smr~ Items, This action redu%d the .yaluc of the senior manager’s approval by
allowing restarz tithout tis rtiew of the closureofpre-stafl findings. After objection

by the Board’s staff, the Manager rescinded this approwd.

Dlolo

The W-030 ventilation systcm is an improvement over the cunem system, and as such
provides an increased margin of safety in,the tank farms. Similar to the situation at I@ described

2

.,,

.. .. .,,
!
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abov~ continued problems with the rmditwss verifkation prowss aiccrbate the delay
encountered in impknenting an improwm~t in *c&. ~e redhmu vefi=fion process at tho

tank i%rms m=ch to be improved to e-e that strep af fi~e Mtica ie perfonncd such that
operathm oan proceed safely.

Eluor Daniel Hanfoti RrsAew- In Jahuary 1998, a Fluor Daniel ~ord review of the
ORR/RA prxxesa revealed that the process was ineftkien~ time-eonauming and inconsistent.
The review rwdted in a number of obwmtions, includimg the f~ that ORIURAteamleader
qualfkdons did not exisg and that at times, *O team leader was under schedule pressure to
allow the fiicilityto start up. SignhlcantJy,the rcview al= r=maled that the contractor readiness
review was often used in developing a cheeklist to prepare tie Miity for the DOE retiew. Such
action effkctivdy removes the contractor’s responsibility to prepare the facility for operation by

relying on a readiness retiew to ident~ those actidties that require improvement.
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