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SUMVARY

Currently there exists at the Departnment of Energy’'s (DOE s) Hanford
Site, 2,100 netric tons of highly radioactive deteriorating uranium fue
elements in netal-lined, water-filled basins located within 440 yards of the

Col unmbi a Ri ver.

The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board identified this situation as
one of the greatest safety risks within the DOE conpl ex needing to be
addressed. In 1994, the Board recomended (Recomendati on 94-1) that the fue
el ements be renmoved fromthe basin, placed in a nore safe configuration
pendi ng final disposition, and that such stabilization be acconplished within
2-3 years. The DOE agreed and an inplenmentation plan was prepared and issued
under the authority and signature of the Secretary. Now, four years later
the fuel elenments remain in the basin and continue to corrode and deteriorate.
Most disturbing is that the present contractor currently estimtes the
earliest date for the start of fuel renoval will be November 2000, with the

first fuel being renpved fromthe Basins in January 2001

What has caused such a slippage?

The Defense Nucl ear Facilities Safety Board, having been infornmed of
schedul e slippages in August 1997, instructed its staff to investigate the

matter. A staff report (DNFSB/ Tech-17) dated Cctober 1997 concl uded:

“The principal reason for the significant and unexpected breach of
schedul e has been a | ack of sound project managenent. That is, a
| ack of experienced personnel applying appropriate processes and
tools for the nmanagenment and tracki ng of the Spent Nucl ear Fue
Proj ect schedule.”

This report, a copy of which is attached to this testinony, reviews both



t he technical and managenent probl ens responsible for delays of this project.

Sone points need to be highlighted:

1. The 2,100 metric tons of radioactive fuel elenents in the basins
coul d have been reprocessed and the basins enptied if the PUREX pl ant
had not been prematurely closed down in 1990. That was a ni stake
that should not be repeated with respect to the reprocessi ng canyons
at the Savannah River Site. Hanford today has no reprocessing
capability to stabilize deteriorating radioactive materials; Savannah
Ri ver continues to have the capability to safely stabilize

deteriorating material at Savannah River

2. During the design and construction phase of this difficult technica
undert aki ng, the DOE changed its contract managenent concept from
Managenment and Operation to a Managenent and |ntegration node, and
changed contractors. Westinghouse was the original contractor
reporting directly to the DOE Richland office. |In 1996 DOE sel ected
Fluor-Daniel to take overall responsibility for the work at the
Hanford Site, with Duke Engineering to assume the Spent Nucl ear Fue
Project work. Fluor-Daniel was to “integrate” for DOE but not
undertake the actual work, thus adding an extra |layer of nanagenent
bet ween the customer, DOE, and the party responsible for doing the
required work. Any tinme there occurs —for whatever reason —a
change of the contractor responsible for a given job, particularly
mdway in a technically difficult assignment, schedul e slippages are
bound to result. By adding another |ayer of managenment, in this case
an integrating contractor newto the site, between itself and the
contractor doing the work, the DOE weakened its own managenent

capability.



Not wi t hst andi ng the m stakes made to date, and who is responsible, we

shoul d not | ose sight of what is nore inportant:

. The 2,100 nmetric tons of highly radioactive material cannot remain
indefinitely in the K-Basin, but nmust be safely renpved and stabilized

as soon as possible.

. Technically qualified contractor and DOE personnel nust be sel ected,

assi gned, and adequately funded to acconplish the job.

. The project nmust have the highest priority within the DOE EM Program and
nmust have strong Headquarters support and direction. The DOE cannot
del egate its responsibility for the safety managenent of this project to

an internmedi ate organi zation, in this case an integrating contractor



MR. CHAI RVAN AND MEMBERS COF THE SUBCOWM TTEE

We appreciate the opportunity to present testinony on the Defense
Nucl ear Facilities Safety Board's (Board) role in ensuring that the health and
safety of the public and the workers are adequately protected throughout the
Depart ment of Energy’s (DOE) defense nucl ear conplex. As requested by the
Subcommittee, we will focus on the delays that the Departnent of Energy has
encountered in renoving deteriorating spent nuclear fuel fromthe Hanford K
Basi ns safely and expeditiously, stabilizing the fuel by suitable processes,
and placing it in safe interimstorage pending its ultimte disposal. |In our
testinmony, we will very briefly summarize the statutory oversight m ssion of
t he Board, and describe the Board's work to aid the Secretary of Energy in
elimnating the serious threat to the health and safety of the public and on-
site workers as long as deteriorating spent fuel remains in the Hanford K

Basi ns.

STATUTORY M SSI ON OF THE BOARD

The Board is an i ndependent technical organization external to DOE with
statutory oversight responsibility for the safety of DOE s defense nucl ear
operations, and the only independent organization with oversi ght of nuclear
safety at DOE's defense nuclear facilities. These DOE operations include:
conduct of research associated with nucl ear weapons; assenbly, disassenbly,
and di smant| ement of nucl ear weapons; alternative nmeans of testing and
confirm ng the safety of nuclear weapons; maintenance and surveillance of the
agi ng nucl ear weapons stockpile. The Board must al so consider other |onger-
term nucl ear safety issues such as the storage of tritium plutonium and
uranium the stabilization of the residues of special nuclear materia

processi ng and corrodi ng nucl ear fuel elenents, the decontam nation and



deconm ssi oni ng of numerous defense nuclear facilities, and the interim

storage of radioactive waste.

REVI EW OF THE HANFORD SPENT NUCLEAR FUEL PRQIECT

The Board’'s health and safety oversight efforts have been focused upon
two broad areas: (1) Basic el enents and structure of DOE s safety nanagenent
program and (2) Facilities and situations representing the greatest hazards.
In this latter category of facilities, the Board has |ong considered the safe
storage of deteriorating spent nuclear fuel in the K Basins at the Hanford
Site as one of its top priorities. The risk to the public, the workers, and
the environnent fromtons of corroded, highly radioactive fuel elenents in
vul nerabl e storage pools |ocated as close as 440 yards fromthe Col unmbia River

i s unacceptabl e.

The Board has contributed substantially to interiminprovenents nade in
the storage conditions of the spent fuel. After a nunber of visits to the
Hanford Site, the Board in 1994, recomrended that the Departnent of Energy
(DOE) place the spent fuel in a stable configuration for interim storage
within 2 - 3 years. In response to Recommendation 94-1, DOE conmitted to a
schedul e acceleration of nore than two years fromits previous planning
estimtes. DOE assured the Board that Richland' s K Basin spent nuclear fue
renmedi ati on, as well as other Recommendation 94-1 conmitnments, were adequately
funded and is a “high visibility” project which is managed with joint

Headquarters field managenent.

Subsequently, DOE s schedul e for begi nning renmoval of the spent fue
fromthe K Basins slipped substantially. Continued effort on the part of DOCE

and its contractors has resulted in identification of further schedul e



sl i ppage. The DCE has repeatedly asserted, and the Board agrees, that no
significant technical issues stand in the way of successfully conpleting
renoval of the spent fuel fromthe basins. Unfortunately, poor project

managenment continues to plague the project.

BACKGROUND

At the Hanford Site in Washington State, contractors for the Departnent
of Energy (DOE) and its predecessor agencies operated nine different reactors
for the purpose of generating plutoniumfor use in nuclear weapons. Spent
reactor fuel elements, highly radioactive and thermally hot fromreactor
operations, were renoved fromthe reactors and tenporarily stored in pools
where they coul d be cool ed before being reprocessed to renove the plutonium
and uranium Cenerally, the cooling period was relatively short —only |ong
enough to pernmit the radiation to drop to a |l evel that would pernmit the fue
el ements to be handled with | ess danger to the workers and | ess radiation
damage to processing chemicals. To facilitate dissolution of the fue
el ements during reprocessing, reactor designers intentionally nmade the
t hi ckness of the fuel’s protective cladding thinner than that used in
conmmercial fuel. It was never contenplated that the fuel elenents would be

stored in the basins for extended periods —and certainly not for decades.

The KE and KW Basins, located in the 100-K Area of the Hanford site,
served KE and KW Reactors from 1956 until the reactors were shut down in 1970
and 1971, respectively. After shutdown, all KE and KW Reactor spent nucl ear
fuel was reprocessed. The basins then remained idle, still filled with water,
until 1975, when spent fuel from N Reactor was transferred into KE Basin. N

React or spent fuel shipnents to KE and KW Basi ns continued until 1990.



Concurrently, from 1984 to 1990, nuch of the spent fuel in KE and KW
Basi ns was shi pped to the Pl utonium Uranium Extraction (PUREX) Plant for
reprocessing. Reactor operations were curtailed at Hanford in 1987. The
PUREX Pl ant was shut down in 1990. |In retrospect, this was a m stake. The
| oss of PUREX reprocessing capability left KE and KW Basins with approxi mately
2,100 nmetric tons of spent fuel in storage. The basins were designed for
tenmporary storage of the fuel, i.e., no nore the 2 - 3 years. As of today,
some of this fuel is as much as 25 years old. This extended storage tinme, as
wel | as the thinner cladding, has provided an environnent favorable for the

excessi ve corrosion and deterioration of the fuel

In Decenmber 1989, the Board inspected the K Basins and observed
firsthand the deteriorating condition of the fuel and the generally poor
condition of the facility. 1In the KE Basin, the fuel is stored in open
stainless steel or alum numcanisters and is exposed to the basin water. Mich
of the fuel is visibly broken and heavily corroded. A |large sludge |ayer
consi sting of oxidized fuel, a significant amount of uranium as well as other
radi onucl i des, covers the bottom of the basin. In the KWBasin, the fuel is
stored in covered, but still water-filled, stainless steel or alum num
cani sters. Although the radionuclide concentration in the KWBasin is
significantly lower than that in the KE Basin, excessive storage tinme has

contributed to some fuel corrosion.

The radi onuclide content in the basin water, particularly in the KE
Basin represents a radiation hazard to the workers who nust continue to
maintain the facility and nonitor the fuel. Additionally, in the past, the
agi ng KE Basin has | eaked and may do so again. The K Basins are | ocated as
cl ose as 440 yards to the Colunbia River and represent a risk to the public

and the environment. |If the basins were to leak again, it is likely that



radi oactive contam nation woul d reach the river. Moreover, the structura
integrity of the basins would be severely challenged in a seisnmc event. A
large leak resulting froman earthquake would |ikely have severe consequences

to the river.

SPENT NUCLEAR FUEL PRQIECT SCHEDULE

Bef ore 1994, DCE pl anned to reencapsul ate the fuel for continued storage
in the basins. A nilestone in the Tri-Party Agreement, Hanford' s Federa
facility conpliance agreenent, required that the fuel be renpved fromthe
basi ns by 2002, but actions to acconplish this goal were only vaguely defined.
The Board pointed out the lack of a technical basis for DOE' s pl anned course
of action and urged DOE to identify engineering alternatives, the criteria for
sel ecting an alternative, and the anticipated radiol ogi cal consequences of
proposed actions to resolve the recognized safety issues. Mst distressing to
the Board was the |lack of urgency exhibited by DOE to take action to rectify
the deteriorating situation at the K Basins. At the urging of the Board, DOCE
directed the contractor, Westinghouse Hanford Conmpany (Westinghouse), to
create a dedicated project teamwith a technically strong manager to run the
new Spent Nucl ear Fuel Project and to give the project the urgency it

deserved.

After a conpl ex-w de Board revi ew of spent nuclear fuel storage in 1993,
t he i ssuance of DNFSB/ TECH 1, Plutonium Storage Safety at Mjor Departnment of
Energy Facilities (April 14, 1994), and a DCE study on spent nuclear fue
vul nerabilities conpleted in Novenber 1993, the Board i ssued Recommendati on
94-1. This recommendation called for conplex-wi de effort to accelerate the
stabilization of plutoniumbearing conpounds and spent nucl ear fuel

particularly the fuel currently stored in the K Basins. Stabilization of the



spent nuclear fuels requires that it be treated in such a manner as to be
essentially non-reactive with its surroundings. The fuel nust al so be stored

such that the risk of contam nation of the environment is mni mal.

In February 1995, in response to Board Recomrendati on 94-1, DOE
submitted its Inplenentation Plan for achieving these goals. |n accordance
with this inplementation plan, the initial schedule for the Spent Nucl ear Fue
Proj ect was aggressive and was designed to initiate fuel retrieval by Decenber
1997 and conpl ete renoval and stabilization of the fuel by December 1999.

This DOE commitment to conplete fuel retrieval by Decenmber 1999 was nore than

two years sooner than originally planned by DOE

In Cctober 1996, DOCE changed contractors and adopted a Managenment and
Integration approach for the | ead contractor for the Hanford Site. The
Managenment and Integration contractor does not performthe actual work, but
rather, serves as the manager and general contractor of major subcontractors
who do the work. Fluor Daniel Hanford (Fluor) was awarded the integrating
contract with the overall responsibility for the work of five subcontractors.
Fluor is responsible for issuing direction to the subcontractors and
coordinating their efforts in order to nmeet the contract requirenents
stipulated by DOE. The mjor subcontractor responsible for the Spent Nucl ear

Fuel Project is Duke Engi neering and Services Hanford (Duke).

Upon taking over the Spent Nucl ear Fuel Project from Westinghouse, Duke
determ ned that the project did not have a current validated integrated
schedule. In January 1997, Duke conpleted a Technical Baseline Validation
that determined that the schedul e would be five nonths del ayed, noving the
schedul ed start of fuel retrieval to May 1998. Part of this delay was

reportedly because of a nunber of technical issues including the realization
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that the fuel in KWBasin, thought to be in better condition than that in KE
Basin, was al so corroded and its retrieval would require a water treatnent
system The five-nonth delay was formalized in the Hanford Milti-Year Wrk

Plan issued in April 1997.

As work progressed, Duke managenent determ ned that the schedul e,
al ready del ayed by five nonths, was at risk. A schedule risk assessment was
conpl eted in August 1997 to devel op a schedule with greater chance of success.
Duke concl uded in August 1997 that an additional fourteen nonths woul d be
required before the start of fuel retrieval. Initiation of fuel retrieval was
now del ayed to July 1999. At the tine, Duke reported that the confidence in
this schedule was |l ess than 20% Despite repeated denmands from DCE for
technical justification for this schedul e change, Fluor did not pass on Duke’'s
basel i ne change request until Decenber 1997. By that tinme, it was al ready

apparent that additional problens were delaying the project further

In March 1998, DOE provided a letter to Fluor critical of the
contractors’ managenment of schedul e and technical issues. The letter took
serious issue with Fluor and Duke's ability to produce adequate design and
safety docunentation in a tinmely manner. In the letter, DOE requested that
Fl uor provide an updated schedul e and path forward for the project. This
informati on was to be used during negotiations with the State of Washi ngton
and the Environnental Protection Agency to commit to project mlestones as
part of the Tri-Party Agreenment. Prelininary indications fromFluor are that
an additional 16-nonth delay in the start of fuel retrieval may be

encount er ed.

If this further delay is realized, the date for initiation of fue

retrieval will be noved to Novenber 2000, a delay of 35 nonths beyond the
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original date of Decenmber 1997 conmitted to in the Department’s 94-1

| mpl ement ati on Pl an.

SPENT NUCLEAR FUEL PRQJECT DESCRI PTI ON

The fundanental strategy of the Spent Nucl ear Fuel Project is to
retrieve the fuel fromthe basins, package it in storage containers, renove
all excess water and sufficient chem cally bound water to inhibit reaction
with the fuel, and then tenporarily store it in a facility at the Hanford Site
awai ting final disposition. |In the early stages of planning, Wstinghouse
originally pursued a strategy of reencapsulating the fuel in newer containers,
still in the basins. 1In 1994, at the urging of the Board, DOE comm ssioned
MAC Technical Services Co., Inc. to performan independent technica
assessment to investigate an alternate storage schene as a potential path
forward for long-terminterimstorage. The assessment was |ed by John C
DeVi ne, an expert experienced in the recovery of degraded fuel fromthe Three
M1l e Island nucl ear power plant. The assessnent was conpleted in Septenber
1994 and its report, Dry Storage of N Reactor Fuel, |ndependent Technica
Assessnent, reconmended that, for the Hanford spent nuclear fuel, dry storage
be pursued. The report concluded that dry storage would provide a nore stable
environnent for the fuel, minimze the potential for release to the

environnment, and be npre cost effective.

A critical consideration in any dry storage strategy is the risk of
fl ammabl e gas generation frominteraction of the fuel with any residual water
in the canister. To mitigate this risk, from 1995 until 1996, Westinghouse
pursued a strategy using a hot drying step, terned Hot Conditioning, and
vented fuel storage containers. Then, after objection by DOE to the amount of

continued surveillance required, Westinghouse changed its approach to one that
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used seal ed containers with pressure relief capability. Hot Conditioning was

still required.

Because of the assumed possibility of release of flanmable gas, both of
these strategies required significant surveillance and facility operation
costs that were not desired by DOE. |Included in these costs were those
required to support inert handling equipment, particularly in the interim
storage facility. The strategy requiring Hot Conditioning was based on
conservative cal cul ati ons that predicted the devel opnent of high hydrogen gas
pressures within the fuel canisters during storage and the potential for
escape of hydrogen to the environnent. The cal cul ati ons assumed significant
water would remain following the initial drying step until the Hot
Condi tioning was perfornmed. The equi pnent needed to inplenment this strategy
was conpl ex and expensive to design and build, and al so conplex to operate. A
technical review was perforned to deternmine if the process could be
simplified. As nore data becane avail abl e denonstrating the excessive
conservatismused in the original calculations, a new strategy was devel oped
to seal the storage canisters without pressure relief after the initial drying
step and to elimnate the Hot Conditioning step. Consequently, nuch of the

i nerting equi pment design was al so elim nated.
In a letter to Fluor dated Novermber 3, 1997, DCE formally ordered the
above strategy to be pursued. Currently, the followi ng are the nmjor

conponents of the Spent Nucl ear Fuel Project:

Fuel Retrieval System This system consists of renotely operated

equi prent and a sorting table that operators will use to renpve spent nucl ear
fuel from existing storage canisters, clean the fuel, then sort and repackage

the fuel into baskets of fuel elements and scrap pieces. The freshly | oaded
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spent fuel and scrap baskets will then be |oaded into a Multi-Canister

Overpack staged in the south |oad-out pit of the basin.

Integrated Water Treatnment System This systemis a treatment system
that punmps water | aden with sludge and sol uble contam nants away fromthe Fue
Retrieval System Solid particles will be renmoved by knock-out pots, settling
tanks and sand filters to prevent them from degradi ng basin water clarity.

Sol ubl e conpounds wi Il be renpved by ion exchange. The treated water wil|

t hen be returned to the basin.

Mul ti-Cani ster Overpack and Transportation. The Miulti-canister

Overpacks are cylindrical, stainless steel containers that will each carry six
spent fuel baskets (nonminally 5 fuel baskets and one scrap basket) and hold
the fuel during shipment, conditioning and interim storage at the Canister
Storage Building. During fuel renoval fromthe basins, spent fue
conditioning, and transportation, the Milti-canister Overpack will always be

i nside a shielded shipping cask. The Milti-canister Overpack and shi pping
cask will be secured on a specially designed transport trailer during

transportation and fuel conditioning.

Cold Vacuum Drying Facility. This facility, adjacent the K Basins, wll

i ncl ude four processing bays where the Milti-cani ster Overpacks will be

drai ned of free water. The spent fuel, still inside the Multi-canister
Overpack, will then be conditioned (dried) at tenperatures up to 50° (Cel sius)
and at a vacuumof less than 0.1 torr to renpve additional free water and

chemical ly bound water.

Cani ster Storage Building. This building is located in the 200 East

Area of the Hanford site, approximately ten mles fromthe K Basins. It is
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designed to provide interimstorage of conditioned spent fuel for up to 50
years. The Canister Storage Building consists of three |arge underground
storage vaults and an encl osed operating buil ding that houses a receiving
crane and a | arge, shielded bridge crane for handling the Milti-canister
Overpacks. The first vault will hold all of the Multi-canister Overpacks from
t he Spent Nucl ear Fuel Project and consists of 220 storage tubes that extend
down 40 feet bel ow the operating deck. Each storage tube is designed to hold

2 Multi-canister Overpacks and be cool ed by natural circulation air flow.

BOARD SAFETY OVERSI GHT

The Board was created to review the design, construction, operation, and
deconm ssi oni ng of DOE' s defense nuclear facilities to ensure that the
activities at those facilities are conducted in such a way that the health and
safety of the public, including the environnment and workers, are protected.
The Board and its staff routinely conduct reviews of conditions across the
conplex to identify potential health and safety concerns. One of the Board's
primary action-forcing nechanisns is to issue formal reconmendations to the
Secretary of Energy where safety inprovements can be made. However, ultimate
responsibility for the design, construction, and operation of the defense
nucl ear conplex rests with DOE. The Board does not nanage DOE' s work, but
rather reviews DOE's activities and comunicates to the Departnment where it

sees risks to health and safety.

The Board considers the threat to the public, the workers, and the
environnent fromthe continued storage of the deteriorating spent nuclear fue
to be one of the greatest risks in the defense nucl ear conpl ex today. Because

of the condition of the fuel and the age and condition of the facilities in
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which it is stored, the K Basins represent a risk to the workers who are in
the facility daily and they represent an additional risk to the environnent,
particularly the Colunbia River. Every day the fuel is allowed to exist in
t hese storage conditions, corrosion of the fuel continues thereby increasing
the source term of potentially dispersible radioactive material. The basins
continue to age, increasing the possibility of |eakage. Additionally, because
the facility is not fully seisnmically qualified, an earthquake could result in
maj or basin | eakage and severe contam nation of the environnment. Any delay in
the fuel renoval schedule to which DOE and its contractors are working is a

safety issue of concern to the Board.

Since its inception, the Board Menbers have taken 28 trips to the
Hanford Site, nost of which included i nspections and briefings associated with
the K Basins. The Board’'s staff has taken 39 trips to Hanford to review the
Spent Nucl ear Fuel Project and the conditions at the K Basins, and has witten
28 separate technical reports. Initial efforts of the Board and its staff
concentrated on the material condition of the basins, the excessive dose to
the workers resulting fromthe contaninated basin water, and the threat of
basi n | eakage. Largely as a result of Board and staff interaction, DOE has
made sonme inprovenment in the storage conditions at the basins. For exanple,
as a result of the Board s urging, Westinghouse installed barriers to isolate
the spent fuel and sludge fromthe seismically vul nerable and | eak-prone basin
chute. Additionally, the water tenperature and the chenistry in the basins

are now better controlled to mnimze continued corrosion

Since 1994, the Board has mmintai ned coverage at the Hanford Site with
the use of full-time resident Site Representatives. Currently the Board has
two full-tinme Site Representatives assigned to the Hanford Site. The Site

Representatives maintain daily cogni zance of the Spent Nucl ear Fuel Project
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i ncludi ng attendi ng managenent neetings, perforning technical reviews, and
conducting general inspections of the facilities. The Site Representatives
conmuni cate their findings in official weekly reports to the Board and in nore

frequent direct means of communi cation

VWhen the Board was nade aware of the overall 19-nonth delay in the Spent
Nucl ear Fuel Project in August 1997, the Board directed its staff to performa
detail ed review of the project. The purpose of this review was to determ ne
the cause of the significant delays and identify any neans of schedul e
i mprovenent. |In late Septenber 1997, nmenbers of the Board staff traveled to
the Hanford Site for this review. The findings of this review were docunented
i n DNFSB/ TECH- 17, Revi ew of the Hanford Spent Nucl ear Fuel Project, a copy of
which is attached to this testinmony. The fundanental conclusion of TECH 17
was that the significant del ays encountered in the Spent Nucl ear Fuel Project
were the result of poor project nanagement through all |evels, including DOE
Conmuni cation is poor, resolution of technical issues is protracted, and the
quality and tineliness of design and safety docunentation are poor. These

probl ems persist today.

An exanpl e of the continued poor project managenent is the |oss of cost
control of subcontractor expenditures, resulting in a projected shortfall in
Fi scal Year 1998 funding and a contractor initiated deferral of some currently
pl anned work to Fiscal Year 1999 with a significant project delay. Poor
conmuni cati on anong all parties is evident in the continuing inpasses over the
shared expectations of the quality and content of the safety analysis
docunent ati on, which are essential to safe operations, and are currently on
the project critical path. Tinely resolution of technical issues stil
remai ns el usive, as evidenced by the proposed date of Septenmber 1998 for

conpl etion of the safety approach to address the al unm num hydroxi de coating on
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some of the spent fuel elenments that were discovered | ast sumer.

The response of the DOE to DNFSB/ TECH 17 report was provided to the

Board on March 31, 1998. This response was found to be deficient. It did not
provide a critical and conprehensive joint evaluation by DOE and its
contractors of past problems and effective solutions. One of the nost

i mportant suggestions of TECH-17 was the need for a frank and thorough

eval uation of past problens, identification of root causes, and inplenmentation
of needed changes by all involved parties. Instead, there have been segnented,
i nconpl ete eval uations, the root causes have not been identified, and

corrective actions have not resulted in significant project inmprovenent.

PATH FORWARD

DCE is currently negotiating with the Washi ngt on Departnent of Ecol ogy
and the Environnental Protection Agency to establish revised Tri-Party
Agreenment mlestones for the initiation and conpletion of the renmoval of the
spent fuel fromthe K Basins. Concurrently, DOE must formally provide the
Board with a revised I nplenentation Plan for Recomendation 94-1. The Board
and its staff will continue to pay close attention to this issue and ensure
that DOE's corrective action plans are sound and show an urgency comrensurate

with the risk of continued storage of the deteriorating spent fuel

Thank you for the opportunity to report on the Board' s efforts to ensure
that public and worker health and safety are adequately protected as DCOE and
its contractors attenpt to renmove, stabilize, and store the deteriorating
spent nuclear fuel stored in the Hanford K Basins. | will be happy to answer

any questions you may have.
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