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The Honorable John T. Conway
Chairman

Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety 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 (RL)
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 funding allocations at the Hanford site.

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 tg _your request for a report on the status of
Recommendatlon 94:1 milestones ‘at PFP, and the reasons for schedule delays.”
The Department has, mfonnally shared a prellmmary copy of the proposed interim
PFP implementation plan changes w1th your staff, along w1th other site changes.

The Richland Office attributed the delay to a combination of technical, operational,
and funding 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 comprehenswe revision to the
implementation plan before December 1998, and will’ continue to work with your
:staff to.ensure Board concerns are consndered m revnslons to the 1mplementatlon
.plan . . ’

. ‘_l c .



We are enclosing a memorandum providing responses to the other five specific
items highlighted 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
readiness program.

Sincerely,

Emest J. Moniz

Enclosure
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10: David G. Huizenga
Acting Decputy Assistant Seoretery for
- Nuclear Material and Pacility Stab{lization .
Office of Environmental Management, EM-65, HQ

- ThaUS. Dopmmmt of Energy (DOB) Rxchland Operations Oltice (RL) staff hes reviewed the
DNFSB letter to Emest Moniz dated April 15, 1998, As requested in your letter dated May 11, 1998,
RL is providing & responsc to the Board’s issues rolated to the readiness review process, technioal
qualifications and safety envelape. The response to Plutonium Finishing Plant (PFP) 94-1

Implunmtat:on le changes will bo pmvxdcd as 3 separate response by June S, 1998. :

I‘he April 15, 1998, DNFSB lectter requested roadmess review mfalmntmn in ﬁve,spmﬁc areas
“How the madmcs; Teview process s mnmsed atthe Hmfo:d Site at both the DOE and coptractar

levels ™ ]
RL has reountly nsngm:d Site Opu-ulxons Division (SOD) ss the Program Owner to DOE Order
425.1 and Richland Implementing Directive (RLID) 425.1 in accordance with the Functions,

Respansibilities, snd Authorities Maaval ("RAM). RLID 425.1 is 2 comprehensive directive
intcgrating the requirements of DOE Order 425.1, “STARTUP AND RESTART QF NUCLEAR

FACTLITIES”, DOE Standard 30056-95, “PLANNING AND CONDUCT OF OPERATIONAL
READINESS 'RBVIEWS (ORR)” and DOE Handbook 3012-94, “TEAM LEADER'S
PRBPARATIO'N GUIDE POR OPERATIONAL READINESS REVIBEWS (ORR)".

Thn specific process ﬂow for readiness reviews are defined in RLID 425.1. A brief sumnmaty of the
process is:
a The fmhty/subconmtor develops a Mamomndum of Undastanding (MOU) or Plan'of Action
b. The contra.ctor (Finor Dams] Hanford, Inc [FDH] Bechtel Hanfard, Inc. [BHI], Pacific Nonhwest :
NahunalLabommry [PNNL})mvimmMOUorPOAanddmmswheﬂwrhsmpexs
" correct. The contractor cnsures that. expectalwm are clearly established and lines of i mqu.uy in

the document are adeguats.
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€. Once the contractor gpproves the MOU/?OA itia trannmltted to the RL line orgauiunon for .
- Teview and approval.

d, RL Line agd Independent Team review the MOU/POA and approve the dooumcnt. The lppmved ‘
‘MOU/POA is transmitted back to the contractor. ‘

¢. The approved MOU/POA becames the oﬂiclul guidelinc document used by -ll partics to pu’i:mn
the readiness review.

f. The contractor oomplom the procou Toviews and nonﬁcatxon 18 made to RL of t:antrlctor
completion.

g RL begins the line tevww and upon suc..mful complchon the Indepmdunt Tam Teview is

"initististed,

h. Upon completion of egscssment sstivifics, eonmave astions are identified 83 pre and past stact
itewos. :

i. Whentbe conttustor aahsfutonly complctes all pm-em cmmctive actions RL nppmw relesse

‘RL has devaloped a matrix of our technical staff qualiﬁad to pu‘fotm auuaménta Currently, the
moerix is under review to address improvements to qualifications and training. In addition SOD is
petforming a comprehensive internal review of the readiness review process. The objechvu of the

* internsl review are to; improve the qualifications of the participants; to increase the number of-
quahﬁad staff through training and on-the-job paxucxpnuon during pexformance of sile readiness
reviews; and to integrate lessons leamed identified by review of DOE complex information. There
have been issues raised in the area 6f ORR Team member's qualifications. The qualification
requiremnents will be revised accordmgly to correct any deficiencies that may be identified dunng the
internal review. , :

RL contractors manage the readmess nmow proceu in amdan:e with tho reqmmnems set forth in
RLID 425.1,

" 2 *HowRL perfoi-ms'ovetxigﬁt of its own and contncto’r's‘feadiness' tevmw activities.”

~ RL performs independent self-assessments of RL line organigations with personnc] assigned to the
Performance Assessment Division (PAD) within the Rnviranmental Safety and Health (BSH)
organization. . PAD performs independent oversight of roadiness review activities at the Huaford
Site. PAD ussesses the adaguacy of the readineys reviews conducted by RL ORR/Rsadiness
Asscssment (RA) teams, and the contractor and RL line mansgement orgenizations. In this oversight'

, role, PAD normally reviews all ORRs and selected RAs. This oversight process is proceduralized in

" a PAD procedure, PAD 14-01. The procesa defincd in RLYD 425.1 requires the RL line orgenization
10 asspen readiness of the contractor prior to initiating the Indcpcndent Team readiness review
activiles. As part of the Independent Team reedinoss maw. the RL lmc is evaluated as part of their
assessment mvzty '
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.3 ‘Comcuvewnonstakcnuphnnedmmmemtthueadummvwwmms-thfotdxs
. followed in accordance with DOB Order 425.1, Startup and Restart of Nuclear Facﬂluu, and DOE.-
STD-3006-95 Planning and Condust of Dpa-arnoml Readiness Revicws.”

The bngaing' internal review of DOE complcx Jessons learned and thz subsequent process .

* improvements will jmplement a mare rigorous asscssment process that ensures compliance with the
readiness review Order and guidance documents. ThmmpmvenmudemmmRLmd
contractor perfonuance in the veadincss revicw process,

~ SOD initisted u comprehensive readiness assessment process revicw as piirt of the initial program
assignment. The review included integration of lessons Jeamed from the DOE complex, PPP and
Tenk Farms W-030 resdiness assesstents. New leagons from the RL 2338 readiness revisw are

- being folded juto the sffort. Implementation of the review recommsndations will begin in June

1998 In addition to the process review, an evaluation of the RL qualification matrix has begun to

ascess the expertisa of readiness review participants and to identify any additional training nceds.
The qualificstion matrix will address arvas of axperience that readiness review participants must
have to asdist in the selcction of team members. The matrix will be used to ideatify the eriteria to

- utilize DOE comPlcx persomd to acqnirc the upeztise‘ peeded.

EDH: .

A procaag unprovam:nt lstion has begun to increase the number of techmcally qnahﬂ:d steff for
porformance of reediness reviews. The contractor has initiated the use of an adviser (start~up coach)
1o asgist the fecility in working through the contractor readiness roview in preparation for the RL line
and Independent Team reviews: In addition to the persammel improvements, a revised more
comprehonsive proqess procedurc is in final draft, HNF-PRO-05S, "Flcilities Start-Up Readiness.”

BHI and PNNL; : ’

The RL readiness review hnp:ovement team is evaluatmg jasues rdscd during the ourreat

Environments] Restoration 233-8 Faality ORR to cstablish prosess n'n'provements for the BHI and
: P’NNL regdiness review activities.

Increased RL participation will be tilized in fumure activities including sseignment of s qualified
independent oversight staff member during the facllity cm\tm:tor readiness review activity.

| .4. “How RL intenids to verify the tachmcal and mmgeml quahﬁc.allons ol'lhz DOE managcrs and
stafy respongible for PFP.”

"RLID 425.1 requirsmepts inchidc implementation of the DOE Order 425.1 core requirement umber
16 which evaluates DOE technical and mamgernmt staff.

RL personnct amsigicd to PP are qualified In accordance with the RL ‘I‘ec.hmcnl Qnahﬁuﬁon
" Programn designed to meet the criteris of DNFSB Recomumendation 93-3. The suﬂasslmedtom
are fully qualified under DNPSB Roconmdnnan 93.3, ,
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s, “HowRL mtands to verify the. adequuy of the nfuy cnvulope ofPFP prior to rumnpﬁcm of
- operations.”

~ The adequacy of the safety anvelopq of the PFP Facility is being addressed by thAPOA, and will be .
. veagified dumipg the ORR as Coro Requirement number 4. Additional detall will be available in the
RL ORR Plan of action, which is being developed at this time. | «

Ifyou have any frther questions, pleuo contact me or your staff may contact Lan'y Romine, of thn
Trensition Program Dwis;on, at (S09) 376-7471

Attachment: .
1. DNRSB:letter fromn Joha T. Conway to
- ErmemJ. Moniz, dated April 15, 1998, |
2. Memorandum from David G. Huizenga,
BM-65, to John D. Wagoner, dated
May 11, 1998 :
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Report on the Status of Recommendation 94-1 Mnlestones at the Plutonium Finishing Plant
John D. Wagoner, Mnnager Richland Operauons Office

This memorandum forwards the attached Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (Board)
letter dated April 15, 1998 for your action. The letter requests a report on the status of-
Recommendation 94-1 milestones at the Plutonium Finishing Plant (PFP) and the efforts in
place at the Richland Operations Office (RL) to improve the readiness review process.

1 share the Board’s concern withi the lack of plutonium stabxhzatlon progress at PPP 1 am,
however, plcased that PFP satistactorily completed a recent Readiness Assessment, and that
the material handling hold was partially fifted on April 20, 1998. This is & step in the right
direction, ' To ensure the approach to restarting other PPP operations is adequate, the Board
requested that the Department address a number of issues regarding the readiness review
process, including personne technical qualifications and facility safety envelope verification.

You are requested to provide your foﬁn’al resporise to EM-60 by' May 22,, 1998, for the issues

* related to the readiness review process technical qualifications and safety envelope. We are

looking forward to receiving your proposed change to the PFP 94-1 Implementation Plan for
PFP and my staff will continue to work with you to finalize any changes. Your proposal will
be forwarded to the Board for information, as we intend to work with the Board staff to fully
understand the concerns of the Board, prior to issuing final changes to the 94-1
Implementation Plan for PFP. The Department is committed to providing these changes to the
Board by June 1998.

If you have any further questions or concerns please do not hesitate to call me at

202-586-5151 or Scott Purvis of my staff at 301-903-281

David G. Huizenga ‘

Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary for
Nuclear Material and Facility Stabilization

Office of Environmental Management ‘

Attachment

ce: M. Whitaker, S-3. 11
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AJ. Eggenberger, Vice Chairman .
s e SAFETY BOARD
— ::e: :un::’n X2 .7 ez5incianaAvenue, Ngbg;n;&masmm, D.C.20004
April 15, 1998
The Honorable Emest J. Moniz ' , o
Under Secretary of Energy N KZA :
'1000 Independence Avenue, SW UL

Washington, DC 20585-1000
' Dear Dr. Moniz:

The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (Board) has reviewed the Department of
Energy Richland Operations Office (DOE-RL) monthly progress report regarding operations in
support of Recommendation 94-1 at the Hanford Plutonium Finishing Plant (PFP). The Board is
disappointed to leamn of the anticipated 1- to 2-year delay in meeting the milestones of
Recommendation 94-1. The report details a combination of causes for this delay, including a
shortage of funding, as well as an inability to verify that PFP is ready to resume plutonium
stabilization operations. = - .

. There has been essentially no progress toward reducing the risk of plutonium storage at
— PFP since fissile material handling was put on hold in December 1996. The Board considers PFP
~ restart to be essential to safety. Notwithstanding this urgent need to resume operations at PFP,

the process by which the readiness of the facility is verified must be deliberate, objective, and well
managed to ensure that the facility is safe to operate. Following a Board recommendation on this
-subject, this process was codified in DOE Order 425.1, Startup and Restart of Nuclear Facilities,
and DOE-STD-3006-95, Planning and Conduct of Operational Readiness Reviews. The
enclosed issue report prepared by the Board’s staff describes what appears to be a systemic
problem with the way DOE-RL implements its startup and restart readiness verification process.

The Board is aware of DOE-RL efforts to develop a startup plan for the more hazardous
plutorxium-stabilization operations at PFP. Likewise, the Board understands that the DOE Office
of Environmental Management had requested that DOE-RL provide proposed changes to the
DOE implementation plan for Recommendation 94-1 by March 6, 1998. - Therefore, the Board
requests that, as soon as practicable after your receipt of these reports, DOE prepare a report on
the status of Recommendation 94-1 milestones at PFP and the efforts in place at DOE-RL to
improve the readiness review process. In particular, the report should address the following:

¢ T?l: proppsed implementation plan changes and the exact reasons for schedule
slippage, including technical, management, and funding issues.



The Honorable Emest J. Moniz . - : Page2 -

X How the readmees review process is managed at the Hanford Site at both the DOE
and contractor levels.

o How DOE-RL performs oversnght of its own and contractors readmm review
© activities, ) :

e Corrective actions taken or planned to ensure that the readiness review process at -
Hanford is followed in accordance with DOE Order 425.1, Starfup and Restart of
Nuclear Facilities, and DOE-STD~3006-9S Planmng and Conaﬁlcl of Operat:onal
Readiness Reviews. -

e How DOE-RL intends to verify the techmcal and managenal quahﬁcatlons of the DOE -
‘managers and staff reSponsuble for PFP. '

e How DOE-RL mtends to verify the adequacy of the safety envelope of PFP prior to
resumption of operatlons

Should you have any questions on this matter, please do not hesitate to calt me.

Sincerely,

c. Mr. James M. Owendoff
Mr. Mark B. Whitaker
~ Mr. John Wagoner

‘Enclosure |
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DNFSB Staff Issue Report
| | . March, 1998

MEMOkANDUM FOR: G.W. Cunningham, Techmcal Director

COPIES: © Board Members
FROM: n R Aroaro
SUBJECT: ‘ Operational Readiness Reviews at the Hanford Site

This memorandum documents an issue reviewed by mcmber of thc staff of the Defense
Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (Board) R Arcaro '

Summary. The Depmrmmt of Encrgy Ru:hland Operations Office (DOE-RL) has made
attempts to start two activities in the past year in which intervention by the Board and its staff has
been required to ensure adherence to the appropriate requirements and intent of DOE Order ,
425.1, Startup and Restart of Nuclear Facilities, and DOE-STD-3006-95, Planning and Conduct

of Operational Readiness Reviews. The process by which readiness is confirmed at Hanford
requires improvement to ensure that operations can proceed safely.

, ' Readiness of the Plutonium Finishing Plant (PFP). In December 1996, the PFP

contractor, Babcock and Wilcox Hanford Company (BWHC), stopped all fissile material handling
because of repeated violations of the criticality safety program and other noted deficiencies in
conduct of operations. - Since April 1997, BWHC and DOE-RL have made several attempts to -
verify the readiness of the facility to resume fissife material handling. Continued failure to verify
PFP readiness exacerbates the safety issue of continued storage of plutonium-bearing materials in
forms poorly suited for long-term storage. PFP was to begin stabilization of plutonium-bearing
solutions by June 1997. In part, because of the failure to resume fissile material handling, and also
because of DOE’s recently realized need to perform an Operational Readiness Review (ORR) for
~ the startup of the Verucal Calciner, this milestone may be delayed by as much as 2 years.

The Board’s staff has followed activities at PFP closely, and has determmed that the
failure of BWHC and DOE-RL 1o establish and verify PFP readiness is indicative of 3 lack of

understanding of how this process is to be performed. The followmg are examples of this
apparent lack of undcmandmg .

® In the fall of ] 997 aﬁer a DOE-RL Readiness Assessment (RA) was suspended
~ because of madequate PFP readiness, DOE-RL line’ management argued that arepeat -



RA was unhecessary and not required by DOE O 425.1. After Board concems with .
this approach were communicated to DOE by the Board's Site Representative, DOE-
RL committed to a second RA.

e InNovember 1997, after the contractor had declared readiness, BWHC operators and

managers violated the criticality safety program while performing a heavily supervised

* fissile material inventory. It was this type of poor performance that led to the original
hold on the handling of fissile material. . o -

e Fissile material handling has been on hold at PFP for more than a year. In accordance
with DOE O 425.1, this extended shutdown of operations requires a more rigorous
ORR before operations resume. Despite the continued inability to adequately establish
readiness, DOE-RL granted itseif an exemption to this Order requirement. Only after
intervention by DOE’s Office of Environment, Safety and Health did DOE-RL commit
to performing a ORR for the higher-hazard stabilization operations.

Operational Readiness Review of the Aging Waste Ventilation System (W-030). The
Tank Waste Remediation System’s W-030 project installed a new ventilation system for the aging
waste tanks. The aging waste is the hottest and most radioactive waste in the Hanford tank
farms. DOE-RL's actions in verifying readiness and authorizing startup of W-030 again showed a
lack of complete understanding of the tenets of DOE O 425.1 and DOE-STD 3006-95:

® The contractor and DOE ORRs for the startup of W-030 identified sevefal signiﬁcahi
pre-start findings.. These findings included the following: .

-~ Shift managers were not qualified on the new system.

~ The Safety Equipment List referenced by the authorization basis document was
incomplete and not used. '

- Procedures to implement some Technical Safety Requirements were not
developed. . .

- Operators received no training on manual operation of the W-030 system.

Theée findings are fundamental to the safe operation of the system and indicate that
line management had not sufficiently readied the system for operation.

o In Januéry 19.98.,'con'tmry to the requirémems of DOE Order 425.1, the DOE-RL
- Manager authorized startup of Project W-030 pending satisfactory closure of 10 pre-
start ifems. This action reduced the value of the senior manager's approval by

* allowing estrt without i review of the closure of prestat i o
' Ron — ' §.
by thg Bqard ’s staff, the Manager rescinded this applgsval. ' b A ODJCCUOH |



~ above, continued problems with the readiness verification process exacerbate the delay
encountered in implementing an improvement in safety. The readiness verification process at the
tank farms needs to be improved to ensure that startup of fumre facxhtm is performed such that
operations can proceed safely. .

Fluor Daniel Hanford Review. In January 1998, a Fluor Daniet Hanford review of the
ORR/RA process revealed that the process was inefficient, time-consuming, and inconsistent.
The review resulted in a number of observations, including the fact that ORR/RA team leader
qualifications did not exist, and that at times, the team leader was under schedule pressureto
allow the facility to start up. Significantly, the review also revealed that the contractor readiness
review was often used in developing a checklist to prepare the facility for the DOE review. Such
action effectively removes the contractor’s responsb:hty to prepare the facility for operation by
relying on a readiness review to identify those activities that require improvement.



