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The Honorable John T. Conway
Chairman
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board
625 Indiana Avenue, NW
Washington, D.C. 20004-2901

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This is in response to your February 29, 2000, letter expressing the Defense Nuclear
Facilities Safety Board’s (Board) disturbance about the inaccurate and incomplete
information the Board received on the Hanford Spent Nuclear Fuel Project.

The information in question pertained to a prelimina~ white paper that was provided to
the Board’s stat~ on hydrostatic testing oi the Integrated LVater Treatment System. This
was preliminary information that our contractor provided, in parallel, to the Department
of Energy (DOE) Richland Operations Office (RL) staff and your staff to facilitate
review and discussion, which had not yet received a fill review and quality assurance
check by our contractor associated with the final information. The error was identified
within twenty-four hours of issuance of the preliminary white paper, and your stalT was
immediately notified.

The DOE and our contractor recognize the importance of accurate information to
support Project decisions, as part of an overall quality approach to this Project. As you
can see in RL’s response to me on the issue in the enclosed letter, RL is taking steps to
assure improved processes and practices on this Project. I have discussed RL’s
approach with them and agree that these steps should greatly improve the quality on this
criticai cleanup project.

If you have fixther questions, please contact me at (202) 586-7710, or contact Mr. Mark
Frei, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Project Completion on (202) 586-0370.

Sincerely,

&/u& z/KzFL
Carolyn L. Huntoon
Assistant Secretary for

Environmental Management

Enclosure

cc: \lark \Vhitaker. Departmental Representative
to the Defense Suclear Facilities Safety Board
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United States Government Department of Energy

memorandum Richland Operations Office

?ATE

?EPLY TO
ATTN OF DMST:HLB!OO-DMST’001

SUBJECT. QUALITY .%SSURAXCE PROGRU4 DEFICIENCIES ON THE SPENT XLTCLEAR
FIEL PROJECT

‘o: Carolyn L. Huntoon. .Msistant Secretary
t_orEnwronmental .Jlanauement

EM-1 . HQ

in response to your querj’. 1 \\anted to share our acuons to address quality reiateci issues
associated \vith equipment startup for the Hanford K-Basins Spent Nuclear Fuel (SNF)
Project. Last October the Contractor provided incorrect information on the status of
verifications of welds on the K-West Basin Integrated Water Treatment System (IWTS) to
the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Richland Operations Office for transmittal to the
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB). They discovered their error within one
day of transmitting the information and the Board staff \vas promptly notified. The
Contractor recognizes that transmittal of the erroneous information damages the credibility of
their efforts and the perception of the DOE Project. .Action has been taken, by the
Contractor, to insure that preliminary or provisional information will not be shared without a
clear identifier that the information is preliminary or provisional and subject to change. The
attached letter provides documentation of their actions. This incident is regrettable and
disturbing. Their response. however, was judged appropriate.

There have been additional quality-related issues with the Phase Startup Initiative currently
in progress. The Phased Startup Initiative is providing the opportunity to conduct cold and
hot operational testing at the component and system le~els well in advance of the formal
readiness for opcmmons rc\-le\\. This initiati~e LScommendable. llo~ve~~er.the number of
engineering and operational issues that have arisen :i\”e us cause for concern. Issues related
to the desiesy and procurement of equipment and issues related to the conduct of the startup
:: TIIities bc.~e 113v ~~?=tl:~~j k~ ,ll.lr ~n~ ~aT,l;.=fle. . .. . .,.-.-,..: ::, ,. ,.. nr -,”..- a.;...<..- J. . . .. ...... ... ...&.AAL.SL..u.--,, .4..!- -. Q..U
contractors. .+ numt)er 01”tilese issues have been captured in the \\eekly reports OT-our
DNFSB facility reps. Iil my estimation these quality issues retlect \veak past practices and ~
call into quesuon the rigor ot’current practices.

- have approached lhese Issues riom [hree perspecti~es:i

i 1) Increasing the pro babiiit} [ilat the Contractor \\iil be able to operate the tiei retrieval and
drying systems reliably and efficiently follo~ting hot startup;

(2) Insuring that lesson learned from the design. procurement. installation. and sttiup of the
K-West lWTS are Incorporated into the acti~rities t’or the K-East system: ond



(3 ) Impro\lng the o~erail quaii[y utd conduct’of engmeenng of the SSF Project and sharing
lessons uith other Hanford projects.

To these ends \ve have tirst had an independent re~ie~v of the conduct of engineering on the
SNF Projecr conducted by Mr. David Lowe (formerly of DOE Rocky Flats and the DNFSB
staff). Second. ~~eha~’e mmsmitted to the Contractor an enumeration or quaiity related
issues \ve have Identified that must be resolved prior to our readiness re~’iew (Attachment 2).
Third. I hale shared my concerns and expectations \\irh rhe President of Fluor Hanford. Inc.
and his Fluor Corporate executive sponsor. Fourth. I have been speaking \vith .Mr. Randy
Scott and o[her high]> regarded professionals concerning support for impro~ing our RL
..~ailt.. Jro-x:;l .::~d :- ,~t[[cr ;70S1[1011 U> [0 I“2iSC :ild dULlllt\” OLM [Or OUr CJiltGICIOrS...-

[ am committed to high standards of quality and conduct of engineering for all DOE
activities. The aforementioned efforts seek to address specific issues. root causes. and cross
cutting issues to improve the performance of the
would welcome any advice or recommendations

SNF Program and all projects at RL. I
from you.

7.
/

, ,’ ~, ./t

Harry L. ‘Boston, Deputy Manager
for Site Transition

.Attachments

cc: }1. IV, Frel. E>l-:( 1
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April 28,2000 FH-0002420

Dr. P. G, Loscoe, Director
Office of Spent Nuclear Fuels
U.S. Department of Energy
Richkmd Operations Office
Post Office Box 550
?-ichia.iia. ‘.$’ashingto~ ??322

Dear Dr. Loscoe:

CONTRACT NUMBER DE-AC06-96RL13200 - RESPONSE TO CONCERNS
REGARDTNG TRANSMITTAL OF INFORMATION TO OUTSIDE
ORGANIZATIONS

This letter is written in response to your concerns regarding the Spent Nuclear Fuel
(SNF) Project ensuring that all information transmitted to outside organizations, such as
the Defense Nuclear Facility Safe~ Board (DNFSB), is accurate and timely.

This Project is very sensitive to the need to provide accurate and timeiy infomlation. We
have attempted to ensure that thk has been the case, and regret that any information has
caused confusion in the past. We have reviewed our process and have found it to be
fundamentally sound. Since preliminary itiorrnation is subject to change, emphasis will
be placed on ensuring that such data has been clearly identified as “drafl” to eliminate the
potential for confusion.

All formal data submitted to the DNFSB is carefully reviewed by SNF Project senior
management and is submitted via your office. To meet the DNFSB’S need for current
investigations, preliminary information is submitted directly to the local DNFS13
representative, w’ith a clear understanding of the preliminary status of the information.
Tinis svstern is \vorkin: \\’el! and \vi!l pre~.~en(?!:e con!?lsjcr. cwwc nre~’ic:s]y,

.... ...



Dr. P. G. Loscoe FH-0002420
- Page 2

April 2s. 2’300

The SNF Project remains committed to providing accurate and timely inforrnati&. our
personnei cleariy understand this requirement and our process snouid ensure this
requirement is met. .

Very truly yours,

ljc
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.Mr.R. D. Hanson, Preslaent
Fluor Hanford. Inc.
Richlanci. Washington 99352

Department of Energy

Richland Operations Oti[ce
P.O. Box 550

Richlana, 1J4ashington S9352

Dear Mr. Hanson:

CONTRACT NO. DE-AC06-96RL13200 - CONTIN7JIXG QUALITY ASSLJRXNCE (QA)
PROGR&hf DEFICIENCIES ON THE SPENT NTJCLE.%R FUEL (SNF) PROJECT

Since 1995, r,niuations bv contractors and the LT.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations
;ffice [,.W) F.a.vcIacnnx:eci aentcienc~es wltn the lmp~ementatlon 01a QA Program m the 5’.NF
Project. The SNF Project has implemented severai corrective actions resulting m immediate and
long-tetm improvement. However, as the equipment installation nears completion, there are still
severai quality-related issues that need to be addressed prior to the systems, structures, and
components (SSC) being declared ready for operation. These issues are discussed in the
attachment and inch.tde:

● Quality of the Testing Program for SSCS;

. Quality of Procurement Activities;

● Quality of Activities in Support of Office of Civiiian Radioactive Waste Management
(OCRWM) Quality Assurance Requirements Documents (QARD);

. Quality of Fluor Federal Services performance as defined by the recent Fluor Hanford,
Inc. (FHI) vendor evaluation; and

. Quality of F!uor Federal Services Work .Activities.

Resolution of these issues is necessary prior to declaration that SSCS are ready for operation.
Whiie it is understood that the quaiity issues associated with procurement are a resuit of historic
?roblems embedded in i-.ow FHI managed Nuclear SSC procurements at Hanford, and that some
couective actions are in process. these quality issues must be addressed on the SNF Project. FHI
‘X)<r?ss cr. .. —.- ,. ..,...1C[;017SG.2t25~LO[at3pC2: :: >uw.t>::sc:r.: L.,.. -Y,Q,Qu “ ‘-pofi completion Oi some :cuons
prior to system startup approval.
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SO response is required bv WI to RL L[ this time regarding ciosure of these issues. However. it
.s Important iir FHI to lunderstana that IN- conslaers tnat smfactory ciosure 0[-the Issues
discusseci in me ieuer and its atmchrnerm ISnecessaw prior to declaration that the SNF Project is
:eady for operation. FHI must also provide assurance that FFS procurement quality issues have
been evaluatea and wiil nor aciverseiy Impact compiered or on going work on rhe SNF projects.

I f anv direction :s provided by a Contracting Officer’s Representative (C OR) \vbich your
company beiieves exceeds the COR’S authority, you are to immediately noti~ the Contracting
Officer and request clarification prior to complying with the direction.

If you have ariy questions please contact me, or you may contact William L. Smoot of my staff
on (509) 376-?465.

Sincerely,

SFO:WLS

Attachment

cc wfattacn:
J. W. Foster, DESI-I
R. P. Ruth, DESH
J. A. Swenson, DESH
R. B. Wilkinson, DESH
B. R. Hill. FI-H
R. G. Jones, FHI
D. B. Van Leuven. FM
R. B. Willard, FHI
T. Choho, SHC

P. G. Loscoe
Contracting Officer’s Representative



OUTSTAiiDING QUALITY ISSUES
ON THE

SPENT NUCLEAR FUEL PROJECT

1. Quali~ of the Testing Program for Svstems Structures and Components

a) The US. Department of Energy (DOE), Richkmci Operations Office (ILL) Integrated
assessment of the Spent Nuciear Fuel (SNF) Project Testing Program was issued on
.Marcn 3, 2000. 100-SFO-06). The primary Issue of the assessment was the inadequate
engineering controi. participation, and ownership of the Testing Program. The most
sigtut’icant example was that the SNF Project has not deveioped adequate planning to
implement a credible methodology to validate functional and design criteria. While
actions are undenvay to develop the credible methodology, these actions will not be
completed until eariv summer. When coupled with the Quality Level 3 issue corrective
actions and the (lode fabncauon Issues that have not been resolved, it appears that the
Project has a major task to demonstrate that the svsterns. structures. and components
‘SSC’. :~.ee[cudilt-t’. ::ssi:n. :nd fi.mct:onai regulrr---T-,..-....>.

2. Quality of Procurement Activities

a) Application of 10 C. F. R. Part 830.120 quaiity program requirements to Quality Level 3
(General Service) procurements, which have a safety function as defined in the Quality
Assurance (QA) Rule.

On October 9, 1998, RL issued letter 98-AMW-028, informing Fluor Hanford, Inc, (FHI)
that their practice of not app lying the QA Rule to Genera! Service Procurements that
supported Radiological Facilities/lladiological Suppotl Systems was not in accordance
with the Nuclear Safety Rule.

On July 1, i 999, the DOE Director, Office of Enforcement and Investigation issued
Enforcement Guidance Supplement 99-01 to address enforcement of 10 C, F. R. Part
830.120 (Quaiity Assurance Rule) for Facilities below Hazard Category 111. This
guidance supplement supported the position taken by RL as outlined in its October 1998
letter. directed that the mle be properly applied complex wide and agreed to defer
enforcement action for issues that fall under the scope of this supplement until
January 1, 2000. The deferment was to allow sufficient time for contractors to modi~
processes :0 ensure they are In compliance with 10 C. F. R, Part 830, inciuding General
Counsel Ruling 1995-1.

On ~cvernber ~. ‘.~~~. ~U] i~~u~da N~nr_o~~![~:~~ T-~~~in~ S.;~~em ,l:T~? r=onfi
.. T-

\,.\ i >-iti- . tiiJLti-; tiLiLUL’l L- i )99-UUU3) Wcumenung me pOtentlai non-compiumce
..-. ..

with the QA Rule. Corrective action commitment dates to address this issue at the
faciiity ieve! were recently cnangeci from Janua~ 6, 2000, to June 30,2000. As such.
actions to address this potential non-conformance on the SXF Project have not been
imp!err.enmci. T5,e lon~er tht SNF Projec: takes to address ttiis issue. the more systems



b)

c)

wlil be procured. f~”rn-icatea. ar.d accepted through Lprocess that is flawed and will
require gap anaiysis and justifications that they are acceptable.

‘PIOO.~n Issue I,vasidentified in \vn]ch the \fencior ofa.1.s recent 3s me ‘,veek oi .~pni ~. -.
lifting tool for the integrated water Treatment System (IWTS) Knocicout Pot, identified
~s Quality Levei 3. did not receive a vendor evaluation and was not placed on the
evaluated suppiiers list as required by HNF-MP-5 99. The rationale provided by the SNF
Project was that since HNF-PRO-268, Cantroi of Pwhases I(ents and Services, did not
requ:re Quality Levei 3 to be evaiuated, no evaluation was performed. It should be noted
that significant quality issues were identified during receipt inspection. which required
rework to meet the procurement documents. Non-conformance Reports were written to
identify the originai quality issues. @CR No. A.9-08 dated iMarch 20, 2000, and A.9-09
dated .March 23, 2000).

\Vhiie the SNF Project has iollow’ecithe FHI procedures, these procedures do not
completely implement the QA Rule. .% a result, a rationale for how applicable portions
~f~~,e@+ Rl~\e ,.vt~re~~nlled ~,vTtha gaded 23pr03:k. tc CnAity Lc’,-ei~ SSC is required

in accordance with the ~A Rule.

During discussions with the FHI Director, Nuclear Safety Regulato~ Compliance it was
pointed out that FHI has a problem with the use of “P” Cards to procure Quality Level
zero (0) items that should have been designated Quality Level 1, 2, andor 3 items; and as
such require application of the QA Rule requirements. This issue has been identified by
FHI and is being added to the issued NTS report on Quality Level 3 procurements. Its
impact has not been evaluated by the SNF Project.

There is a need to provide justification of the fabrication of systems to standards that
were lower that what was required by applicable Code. This is both a quality issue and a
system fabrication.besting issue. An example of this issue is the procurement of the Cold
Vacuum Drying (CVD) Facility HVAC System without applying N-509/N-510
requirements as specified in DOE 6430.1a and the Washington Administrative Code
(WAC), This issue requires the same type of justifications as the quality issue discussed
in item 2a. above. (MACTEC-MEIER Letter h’o. 99-153 dated March 17, 1999).

3. Quality of Activities in Support of OffIce of Civilian Radioactive Waste .Managexnent
(OCRWM) Quality Assurance Requirements Documents (QARD)

a)

5)

National Spent Nuclear Fuel ~TSNF) Program has raised issues via fotmal Corrective
Action Requests (CAR) in the areas of sampling, custody transfer, characterization, peer
revie~vs. m.d cemuuter -.odel validation md lrerillcotlon. 030curner. t from R. D. Da\’is.
:\s:\T :J L’.<1.-eJcoe . :.-. .-.. JC; t :)-:~j;(;-.+u-j.a-. Gxec S:pternwr ~, : 999).

On March 7, 2000, FHI requested in letter FHI-0000141 that RL approve FHI deferral of
certain correct:’..e actions ieveiopea by FHI in response to the NSNF assessment. The
!etter urovided some justificatlo~ ior tile FHI strategy, however, w-as rot detailed enough
for ~ to agree with the approach and forward such approach to NSNF Program. The

.



SNF Project a!so submitted a ietter ro M requesting 3 waiver from the S/ND
requirements for the Project to submit a Compliance schedule approvai (CSA) to justify
my non-confonnmce:0 m MUD requirement that exceeds 120 days for resolution. M
b.as prepared a ieuer rejecting the ‘iva~verand requesting ~hat FHI prowcie ihe CS.+ to R.L
in accordance with HNF-PRO-265.

~. Quality of Fluor Federai Semites (FFS) Issues aS defined W the Recent FHI Vendor
Evaluation

a) AS a result of recent issues at the Office of River Protection, FHI performed a vendor re-
evaluation of FFS with emphasis in the area of Controi of Purchased Items and Sewices,
This review identified several deficiencies that resulted in flagging the Evaluated SUppiy
List (ESL) for FFS in areas they were deficient.

b) FM has documented the FFS problem on NTS Report; .NTS-RL-PHMC-GEATER4L-
ZOOO-0003,dated Apt-ii4, 2000. Actions cumently being taken bv FI-?Iinclude evacuation
Ofa]l re~eased ‘,’,’ork[~ FF$ for Znpiication c?ff~.e!Iar:efl areas on [~?e~SL. ::SI is aiso.-
taking action to vaiidate. reiative to aii FHI to FFS reieases, that the comect quality level
was identified am.ithat the correct quality require~.ents were specified for each quality
level.

c) SNF Project is required to evaluate the open FFS work authorizations, which require the
same Nuclear Quality Assurance (NQA)- I QA requirements andlor supplements found to
be deficient during the ESL review. Then the Project is required to identi~ and
implement immediate compensatory measures for each work authorization (as needed) to
ensure that ongoing work is compliant with FHI governing QA requirements. This action
was to be completed by April 10, 2000. To date, this analysis and resulting corrective
actions have not been completed.

d) FHI is revising the NTS report discussed in 4.b. above to also require an evaluation of
those activity-reiated quality requirements that were not evaluated during the ESL
review. This is partially driven by the population of issues discussed in Paragraph 5
below and the need to provide a complete ESL evaluation.

e) The current set of FI-Hconective ac$ions does not address an evaluation of work already
completed where the reiease required work in areas in which FFS was found to be
deficient.

5. Quaiity of Fiuor Federai Services Work Activities

-1 S:VHai rd::n~ :i”.SI~r.CCS 1i2V~ oeen ~uentiliea In \t’iliCil iil~ performance oiwork acuvitles
other than Control of Purchased Items and Services were not in accordance with QA Rule
requirements as stipulated in the pass down of quality requiretnents,



;) Although :t was ckmr by discussions with the SNT Project Director and the FHI Vice
President for Performance Improvement, that FFS performance of work was deficient.
the oertb.zxance oi’work was nor evaluated by the Vendor re-cert:ficmon revle~v.

c ) Areas where problems nave been identified inciude:

Improper establishment of hydrostatic test boundaries during testing of the IWTS.
This has occurred on hvo separate occasions and results in a lack of credibility with
the FFS process for defhing hydrostatic test boundaries,
(OR RL--PHMC-SN’F-2 OOO-OO1);
IWTS Piping installation issues, (TDR No. 3331-04,05.07);
l’alidation and Verification issues for the control of the 0RIGEN2 program. This
issue may be a larger issue because other codes used by the project have not been
evaluated; (Document from R. D. Davis, NSNF. to P. G. Loscoe, RL,
.Audlt 99-NS.NF-AU-044, dated September 8, 1999);
,Xddition of the wrong glycol to the hydraulic chiller on hvo separate occasions;
y~v-A&A,-, -Q~. 2Qte~ ~,~arc~,]d, ~Q~()\:. . .

Failure to lmpiement additional nondestructive examination; INDE) requirements for
non-hydrostatic tested vaives, (OR-RL—PHMC-.SNF-2 OOO-OO1);
Installation of only nine of the required ten modified hangers for the flexibie transfer
system at KW-Basin, (NCR-A7-03 dated March 17, 2000);
FFS shop practice of welding to uncontrolled drawing (RL letter No. 00-A&E-073,
dated April 24, 2000);
FFS supervisor did not follow a hoisting and rigging procedure in that he did not sign
off ail prerequisites to a procedural step prior to completion of the step. Two sign
offs were made six months after completion of the step and a third signature has yet
to be made, (Draft Facility Representative Surveillance S-00-OOD-SNFP-029);
The weights used to support the load testing of various components at the K Basins
were not calibrated as required; and (Facility Representative Surveillance,
S-OO-OOD-SNFP-028, dated April 25, 2000); and
A construction acceptance test was modified to delete a test specification and
Hoisting and Rigging manual requirement without getting relief from those
requirements. (Draft Facility Representative Surveillance, S-00-OOD-SNFP-029).
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