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Hanford Site Resident Inspectors Activity Report for Week Ending May 29, 2026 
 
Low Activity Waste: The resident inspector and WTCC management had a discussion about a 
recent release event during an ammonia delivery (see May 8, 2026, report). WTCC personnel 
stated that personal air monitors (PAMs) were not intended to be used as an indication to 
determine if an emergency action level (EAL) was met. The EAL criteria for an alert are for a 
control room alarm for greater than 150 parts per million (ppm) of ammonia, as well as “field 
readings by entry teams or supplemental monitoring” indicating >150 ppm of ammonia, or visual 
evidence of a release. During the event, three worker PAMs indicated >150 ppm of ammonia, 
but the industrial hygienist monitoring detected 12 ppm while moving upwind. In addition, one 
of the boundary zone monitors alarmed, indicating >25 ppm of ammonia downwind of the work, 
but the levels detected by the monitor could not be read until recovery actions were taken. The 
resident inspector shared his opinion that, even if the PAMs had not alarmed, the audible 
boundary zone alarms would have also met the second EAL criterion for supplemental 
monitoring unless they could be confirmed to read less than 150 ppm. The resident inspector also 
discussed the challenges of developing EAL criteria for chemical releases using DOE’s 
emergency preparedness order and that DNFSB and DOE headquarters staff have been working 
to identify opportunities for improvement that could ensure higher-quality EAL criteria. 
 
Building 324: The resident inspector observed an emergency preparedness drill simulating a 
suspicious package detonating in the north storage yard, breaching a waste container. The 
controllers were required to pause and inject changes at the event scene, but overall performance 
appeared satisfactory. However, the resident inspector noted that while habitability surveys were 
performed in the incident command post, the building itself had three windows left open during 
the take cover, contrary to protective action requirements. The resident inspector shared his 
observations with CPCCo emergency preparedness personnel for their information. 
 
Tank Farms: The Tank Farms safety basis cites a technical safety requirement (TSR) key 
element that establishes the ignition control requirements for both general service and safety 
systems installed in areas where they may be exposed to flammable gases, specifically citing 
National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) requirements. A field office assessment determined 
that the maintenance requirements that flow down from NFPA 70E were not incorporated into 
the maintenance of systems that fall under this TSR key element. After initially determining this 
did not constitute a TSR violation, H2C re-evaluated and declared a violation. The resident 
inspector observed a subsequent event learning meeting to discuss the violation, potential 
corrective actions, and compensatory actions. Given the previous HFO review and internal 
discussions, participants focused on the latter, noting that the violation had not been identified 
for at least twenty years, as only the procurement and installation requirements were 
implemented. Participants identified that the Nuclear Maintenance Management Program needed 
to be revised to address the apparent cause of the oversight, but that recovery actions to identify 
all affected systems and perform necessary maintenance or technical evaluations would be a 
substantial effort. In the meantime, certain systems in Group A tanks will be deenergized to 
place them in a safe and stable condition. 


