1622 Meadow Hills Drive
Richiand, WA 99352
July 19, 2011

Defense Nuclear Facilitics Safety Board
625 Indiana Avente NW, Suite 700
Washington. DC 20004-2901

Attng Andrew L. Thibadeau

COMMENTS ON THE WTP CULTURAL I§E
Dear Mr. Thibadeau,

 eagerly read the June 9" fetter from (he Defense Nuclear Facility Safety Board (Bosrd, DNFSB) to the
Seeretary of Energy concering the Safety Culture at the Waste Treatment and Immobilization Plant (WTP) and
provide this response for inclusion in the public comiments, The time is overdue for this issue to be nddressed
head-on, 1f the WTP culture is to be substantially improved by DOE, Bechtel, and URS, then all aspects of
concern  must be brought clearly into the open and discussed. 1 bélieve that people who hiive bean there, seen,
and experienced (he actual functioning should provide this information. With over 42 years of commercial and
nuclenr chemical plant experience and a PhuID,, alonp with having worked at Savannah River-and Hanford for
over 22 years, 1 feel qualified ta provide input,

1 have prepared for and participated in many meetings with their staff, Deputy Secrotary Ponemon’s June 22
response typifies the attitude that plagues the Department of Energy (DOE) culture, Dr. Chu's Juneé 30" reply
includes astions taken many times before as well as an apparent misinderstanding of the issues. The Board’s
2011-1 latter recommended that contral be takei at the highest level to direot, track, and validate the specific
corrective aetions, however, on July 11 it was publiely announced that the follow-up responsibility had been
delepated to Mr. Paneman. This should raise lmmedinle coneerns about the Secretary’s commitment, 1 will
comment further on both DOE responsas Inter,

‘Based on my experience | provide the issues listed below and challenge DOE to respond with new, specific
actions o address ench of the 23 fssues. 1 ask Congress to review und implement the 14 recommendations
outlined at the end of this letter. DOE responses should be scrutinized carefully to ensure they are sincerely
addressing the {ssues and not repeating past actions,

The negative cultural environment has hampered the progress on the WTP since technieal issues were first
identified. The Bechtel environment hins retaliated and stifled those whe have opposed their views, This has
contributed lo (he cost increase of nearly $8B with potentially another $4-8B needed to get it operating. The
startup sohedule has gone fram 2008 to-the latest proposal of 2022, 1n current plans, it slipped another 3 years
in the last 3 months and also Turthors lowers the startup performance target. In light of our Nation®s financial
situntion and neecds, we cannot noeept such poor project performance, OF greater concem, several major
technical issues still exist and nobody can stand up today and aszure us that the plant will operate safely,
efficiently, and robustly meeting the 40 yenr design life,

I believe that a fundamental confliet of Interest les within DOE and its contractors which inhibits DOE from
conducting their oversight responsibility. This conflict results from a lack of experienced personnel within DOE
and is fueled by the fact that DOE and its contractors are driven by the same motives of sehedule, cost, and
milestones. As a result, safety/technical/efficiency issues take a back seat to cost. The contractors focus on
these for fees, bonuses, and futurs comracting work while DOE personnel focus on thein for persanal and
political gains, As a resulf, if someone raises a technical issue, DOE and its contractor ban tagether (o resist it.
The WTP efforts are confomided because the Federal Project Director is actually a contractor employee. In
WTP, the focus to obtain about $5M in award fees and an additional $50M from Congress drove Bechtel, URS,
and DOE to elose M3 despite the existence of many technica! issues.



Jnly 13, 2011

DOE and their contractors, Bechiel and URS, need oversxght. Sadly, If the Board s not watching them, nobody
appears fo be watching, While our Country faces serious financin] issues, the cost gmwth, schedule delays,
unresolvad teohnicnl/safety issues, and cultural issues of this project indicnte that this is neither the project nor
the time to let DOE and the capfractors conduet their business with minimal oversight. The history of what will
happen if this is done is captured in many places (ex. Atomrie Harvest, Michael DiAntonio, 1993).

[ sinicerely hope that:

* The Board will maintain their serutiny and effort to see that the right (hings are done by requesting a
written specific follow-up program to address ench of the 23 coneerns expressed above, and,

v Congress will take action to see that the following recommendations are implemented,
The 14 major reeomimendations are:

«  Provide increased oversight for DOE and the WTP contractors. The aversight responsibility should
include increased funding dnd enforcement autharity

- Conduct Congressional hearings to investigate the cost, schedule, tech difficultics, misrepresentation of
information, und accurately define the end points,

- Conduet n GAO audit of expenditures, schedule gmwth and other issues,

- Investigate and review the alleged closed EFRT izsues,

- Condyct an independent technival review team with an Independent, new team,

- Conduci an {ndependent cultural roview with an independent team and involve the appropriate parties,

Address the cultural issues so this plant and future Hanford projects proceed in an atmosphere of opennass
and with a desire to meet or exceed all objectives,

- Since scale up, sampling, pump-out, PIM cantrol, level eontro!l were not demonstrated in the M3program,
BechtelfURS should return the fee that was nwarded to them for the alleged closure of M3 and other
unfinished ERRT issuss,

- Scrutinize any inerense In funding for the WTP to ansure it is not being used to cover overruns and
“hidden® technical issues,

- Review and require DOE to aceount far inappropriate performance payments, reducing WTP performance
specifications, and supperting a larger cost and delayed schedule,

- Investigate what rele Mr. Knutson played In my termination from the WTP and take approprinte corrective
action,

- Replace the appropriate upper WTP management and institule training for the new and remaining
management.

- Revizse the WTP contract so that Bechtel is no longer the design authority and design agency. Assign an
Independent group to be the process design authority,

- Staff DOE and the WTP, with management who have the appropriate background and training,

- Ensure that the top DOE manager, Dr. Chu or the next Secretary of Bnergy, tokes personal ownership
for the cultural problems and does hat delegate them to others,

In closing, the recent events and their timing need to be carefully reviewed: (he Board conduels a yearlong
intensive investigation of the WTP safety culture; they issued a letter of recommendation on June 28 addre‘;smg
the cultural issucs; after only two days, on June 30, DOE responds with a list proposed actions; and on July 5h
Dr. Triay steps aside. We have seen both of these events before, Many times DOR has responded with the
sume tetiong executed by the same people. In 2003, after issues surrounding inadequnte nuclear drum
inspections at the WIPP Facility, Dr. Trlay stepped aside stating she would start her own private consulting
company (www.allgov.eom/Official/Triny_Ings {PDF attiched document #87}). She then took a staft position
in DQE and Iater beeame EM-1. The cultural issues that plapue DOE is one of leadership which the top position
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COMMENTS ON THE WTP CULTURAL ISSUES, RESPONSES AND RECOMMENDATIONS
July 15; 2011

in DOE must address. But without enhanged oversight, the changes and improvements will not be made.
Responsibility to make changes cannot be delegated to those belaw the Secretary or history will repeat itself.
With the billions of dollars being spent, new actions with a new philosophy, or new people, are required along
with thoreugh oversiglit,

Unlike many facilities where no operation means it {s safe, it must be recognized that the WTP is not one of
these, Dolng nothing is not a solution. Thae eultural anid technical issues must be addressed so that it the WTP
operates safely and efﬁciently, by not operating a major safety and envirorimental issue exists as there is 53M of
hazardgus nuclear waste left sitting in 177 waste tatiks that have exceeded their design life and of which about
one third have Jeaked. The issues shown in attachment #1 repregent areas that need specific follow-up and
aption, The numbers (1-23) associated with the following issues are for convenience of future reference and do
not represent a prioritization or level of importance, While any one item might be debated, in totality the issues.
and attachments desciibe a clilure that should be a concern to anyone. The two attached PDFs (attachment #2
and uttachment-#3) contain the supporting documentation,

Please contact me if you would like to discuss any of the above topics or need additional information, And
again, thank you for your time and effort to address this very important issue.
Sincerely,

i %

Walter L. Tamosaitis, Ph.D,, P.E.

Attachiments:
- #1- Listing of 23 culfural issues with documentation referenced,
- #2-PDF of referenced documientation for issues #1 = #13
= #3- PDF of referenced documentation for issues #14 - #23 and attachment #87

Ce: Senator Cantwell c/o Antit.Ronen and Joel Merkel
Senator Murray c/o Jamie Shimek
Sendtor Wyden c/o Dave Bericl
Senator Franken ¢fo Jason Day
Senator Markey ¢/o Michal Freedhoff
Representative Inslee c/fo Beth Osborhe
Representative Hastings c/o Brianne Miller
Representative Larsen ¢/o Pablo Duran
Reprosentative Refchett c/o Michelle Tranquilli
Representative Rodgers c/o Shaughnessy Murphy
Representative Beutler ¢/o Jordan Evich
Representative Dicks ¢/o Peter Modaff
Representative McDermott c/o Rita Soldana
Representative Smith ¢/o Paul Hoover
Representative Spier ¢/o Mike Larsen
Representative Degette ¢/o Brendan Devine
Representative Sutton o/t David Botid
Senate Armed Services Committee c/o Madelyn Creedon
House Energy and Commerge Committee ¢/o Alah Slobodin and Peter Spence
J, Richard Schapira - DNFSB
T. Devine — GAP



tachment #1

MENDATIONS

Dr, Walter L., Tnmosmtls T
July 19, 2011

avd and/or Board Staff: In my experience, the DOE and the WTP contragtors
trent interactions with the DNFSE with contempt. The objective is to see how ittle can be conveyed
while spinning the information in the mast positive way, The attitude of “lonse lips sink ships™ and “the

more we say, the more it can hurt us™ preveil in any meeting with the Board or the Board staff, That the
Board staff can even come close Lo doing their jobs with the “hide the ball” approach taken by DOE and
Beohtel/URS is a oredit to the quality of the Board staff, Rather than viewing the Board as an independent
set of ayas who ean help, DOE and their contractors see the Board as the enemy. This attitude by DOE
and Bechtel/URS towards the Board can bo seen in the attachments, The attachments contain derogatory
comments, show efforts to interfere with Board actions, and attempts to disceredit the Board.

Attachmenis-

= 11 Olinger comments to the State of Washington regarding the Board,

« 2 Atlempt by Chung to stop DNFSB 2009 recommendation letter,

~ 3: Russonsks DOE to get the Board gliminated from @ review session,

- 4: Russo comment on what should “embarrass™ the Board,

« 5 Russo comments on the Board abilities and responsibilities,

- G: Ruisso says that closing M3 on June 30" would put the Board in “high gear” and that they need to
olose M3 but “keep the DNFSB from overresating”. He also comments on DOE and states that
“they (DOE) often do (hings that make no basle sense™.

Message Manipulation- The manipulation of words and messages by DOE and Beehtel/URS does not
stop with the Board, Congress receives the same treatment. DOE and the contractors want to make sure
their words get to the appropriate congressional mambers g0 that they “don't’ come up with words of their
own” which could influence cantractor money,

Attachments-

- 7. Attempls by Bechitel (o influence congressional wording
8: Bechtel attempls to influence Senate Armed Services Commitiee staffer Ms, Creedon’s wording
and the wording in the House Appropriations BIll.

Bethtel says thoy should give Ms. Creedon enough to satisfy her cancerns but no more and also

give Ms, Craedon e path forwaed or she may find one on her own.

« 10: Bechtel tries to control commumications on the Hill after | wrote my June 16, 2010, lelter to the
Board.

= 11: Senator Murray's office and Jamie Shimek help Bechtal with communications on the Hill
following my letter ta the DNFSB,

- 12t House personnel agk repeatedly nbout the use of the extra funding with regards to mixing issues
and structural analysis, Despite many questions, DOE says they use it for equipment
purchases so that they can continue to move ahead. _

- 13: Bechtel lobbyist, D, Owen, provides critical comments ubout Dr. Tamosaitis despite no
investigation or-input, Lobbyist Owen describes Triay as frenetic and questions if she
should have responsibility for spending $5B/vear. Doug Clapp says the “DNFSB looks like
an agshole for apening an Investigation”,

= [4: Russo tells Triny that the DNFSB language was removed from HASC bill,

- 151 Despite extensive efforts to pet the extra funding, top Bechtal management want Lo know what
they will do with the extra $50M.

]
=




Gl

" (eontinued)

Controlling the Message nnd the Messenger: The message control *game” was on display at the
Qatober 2010 public meeting through all the notes passed from the advisory audience to the witnesses vin
management personnel. The obviousness of this was noled by Board members at the hearing, DOE and
pontractor menagement were reviewing and sereening notos in an attempt to control the narrative, It
appears that after hours of preparation and a 100+ page written response to the Board's questions, they
still felt a need to control the responses, Where are the corer stones of inlegrity, openness, and trudl in
the WTP nuclear culture?

Attachments.

- 16 The performance requugmemq for the mixing issue (M3) will be adjusted (downward) if
neetled to olosa the issue by June 30, 2010,

- 17: Russo tells Knutson to be more positive about M3 so (hat Congress does not kill the extra $50M

- 18 Russo says Poneman and Knutson want him to help sell the Hill an the story for more monay,

- 19! Olinger says to remave woids going to the Board that imply they are not ready.

« 20: Olinger outlines several reductions in process capacity that will be mnde (o make M3 work,

« 21 March 8, 2011: TriCity Herald article on DOE Witness Tampering

watched sspecmlly wheu the Boaed or Eaard staf’r‘ aro ou site. If sidebar or one-on-one dxseussmns are
held between staff"members and certain employees, manngement is immediately informed, [ experienced
this 8 o result of'a meeting | had with a Board staff member shortly before my termination, URS
manager, Bill Gay, then sought 1o find out why | had this mecting by asking other contractor employees,
What does this type of management questioning telegraph to other employees?

; After my termination from the WTP, | immedintely
went ta the DOE ECP, My URS management (Vice Prezident Leo Sain) told me “we do whateyer
Bechtel says™, 1 did not go to Bechtel management. After a few diseussions with the DOE BCP
personne! describing what happoened and who was involved, the ECP management (Mr, Willian Taylor)
recommended I look gxternally for assistance since this situation appeared to have big implications.

Dr. Chu's responsa to combine Hanford ECP offices seems to be driven more by a cost reduction motive
rather than the desire for cultural improvement.

Nuclene Gulture Policy in WTP: In 2006 the DOE Office of Health, Safoty and Security (HS8) audited
the WTP and issued & report calling for n nuclear 2uliure policy and procedure, It was not until mid-2010
when the DNFSB public hearing loomed in front of Bechiel/URS that they took action. The need for the

report was emphasized in late Aupust when Bechtel held a management retreat at a resort in Idsho. Afer
that, as the issue date approached and comments were coming in slowly, the top Bechtel Project manager,
Mr. Russo, senl an email directly to the URS manager caordinating the policy telling him to move ahead,
and 1o assume “that no reply means agreement”, Dogs it take an upcoming public meeting to get follow-

up action in a nuclear culture? Where was DOE in following up on their own 2006 review?

Attachments-
- 22! Russa tells Coyle to assume *no feedback by COB today is agreement with the action plan™,
- 23: Cover page of WTP Nucelear Policy showing 2010 date,



(continued)

DOE Culture Audit; To assess the WTF nuclear culture as g result of my July 16, 2010, letter to the
Board, DOE sent their Office of Health, Safety and Seourity (HS5) to conduct a review, The issue of
coneern with was the punitwe and retaliatory measures taken by Bechtel/URS managernent against those
who raised technical fssues as evidenced by my termination from the WTP. To my surpnsc the lead of
the HSS review, Ms, Worthington, staled specifically that the review would ot look into this but vather
laok at the culture surrounding it. In the Executive Sumumary of their report, . the HSS state thial
Bechtel/URS had estabilished the framswaork for a strong puclear safety culture, however, “pockets of
concern” existed. These two points warrant further comment.

First, if they looked at muliiple subject areas and only ane area had concerns, overall, in their view the
framework may look g@od but lmplemenlntmn is the key. A culture assessment involves more than
investigating terminations but, In fhet, they never examined this aspect. Second, the HSES stated that they
interviewed about 230 peaple, How maiy were interviewed is not the key fnctnr in a survey. Who were
interviewed 15 more important. The major factor that was missed by the HSS is the common denominator
for these so-calied “packets of concern”, These “pmkels” were all people who challenped or disagreed
with Bechtel management and Bechte! engineering. Specific cases were never investigated. Also, of
concern is the fact that the Executive Summary of the HSS report does not adequately reflect the findings
contained in their report.

Qther reviews have reported that approximately 95% of the amployees pave the safety and quality culture
at WTP high marks. This warrants a factua) review of the employment numbers, The HS3 stated they
interviewed about 250 employees, At that time the WTP had about 2500 employees, Only about 50 were
gutside of Bechtel engineering and directly Involved in technical issue resolution. Let’s dauble this
number to 100, 1f every ane of these 100 smployees expressed cancerns, it would amount to lass than 5%
of the total. Would the FISS still clagsify them as “pockets”?

11 also needs to e recopnized that the mgicmty of conflict with Bechtel engineering oceurved in the 2004~
2010 periad, Mnny employees left prior to the H38 audit so for the DOE HSS to find any pockets today
should elearly raise o flag of concern, In fact; in the 2006 period, some groups had an annual turnover rate
exceeding 30%. Several employees Who had concerns left the WTP project by mid-2010 for fear of
reprisal. Former employees, independant contractors, and national laboratory personnel should also have
been interviewed. Also, how many employees do they believe are going to express coneerns nfier they
see & senior manager termingeted from the WTP piaject the day after presenting a list of about 50 safety
issues, nol allowed to go to his office, not allawed to get his personal belongings, not allowed to talk to
anyong, oscorted from the premises, and assigned to a basement office with no meaningful work?

But it is hot a numbers game. Focus must be on the issues and the cullure. It takes only one single
individual with special knowledge or a differont perspective of a problem to remain silent for n disaster to
ocour, How many technical people were aware of the O-ring failure patential in the space shuttle
Challenger? Probably less than 10, Is it acceptable to DOE to say that since most NASA personnel fall
comfortable raising issues, thase “10" were just 8 packet? 1s it acceptable to DOE (o say that since NASA
management felt schedule prossures, these *10” should be ignored? More recently, how many people
were familiar with the problems in the BP Deepwater Horizon? Just a few., How many spoke up?

As o final point, per Ms, Worthington, Dr. Triay took the lead for the HSS review. Why did Dr. Triay
take responsibllity for this review if Mr. Podonsky is the head HSS mannger? After the review,

Mr, Podensky told a person external to the project that if even & single point of concern existed it was bad
and had to he addressed. What has Dr,Triay done about the review in the [ast nine months before moving
on? How many conceried employees does It take 1o make a pocket and hove many pookets does it fuke
before the issue iy addressed?




8.

9,

10,

(contmued)

Where is the written corrective plan outlining speeific fallow up actions for the HSS review? Per the HSS
report there was #iore than one pocket; what has been done about the pockets?

Altachment- ‘

- 24 URS-00008347 *“This will be no gasy termination™,

«  Reference: Paper titled *Maintaining the Continuity of Knowledge in a Major Multi-Deoade
Project™ presented by Dr. Tamosaitis at the 2007 Amerlean Soclety of Enginsering
Management Annual Conference, This paper resulted from informntion obtained to
farmulate closure to the BFRT, Laok of Continuity 1ssue (P-11),

Who Represenis Emplovees? As staled above, after my termination from the WTE, DOE sent in their
HSS to investigate the culiure, The DOE Inspector General (1G) also started an investigation which was
supposed fo look into retaliation. As soon as the DOE G learned | had filed a claim with the Department
of Labor, the 1G immediately stopped their inves.tx_t_,almn. As a result, no one fn DOE has mvehtlgated the
DOE or contractor actions surrounding my termination or asked my any questions, 1 have besn trying to
abtain the information from the curtailed IG investigation for over nine months with no success, One yaar
has passed since the camplaint was filed with the Department of Labor with no outecome, In faet, 1 have
had only a partial interview with them nod mush more information to convey. Neifher Bechite} nor URS
tias pravided a written reason for my termination from the WTP. So, in the DOE nuclear culture, who
represants the employees? And now Deputy Secretary Ponemen wants all the notes, files, ete, the Board
has, What will he do with the information?

Attachiments-

« 25 Paneman, Triay, and Knutson support Bechtel's decision to terminate me despite no
investigation or digeussions with any personnel, Russo also states that “DOE cannot be
seen 18 involved” (in my termination from the WTP),

Independent Review Teams: DOE and Bechitel formed an “mdePEndent“ review team, tho
Environmental Management Advisory Board (EMAR) to review DOE facility issues. The co-chair s a
rotived Bechtel Sewior Vica President und onie of the members is a retired Bechie! Vice President. While
DOE will attest there is no conflict of interest, what is the definition of the word “independent” in tlw
DOE and WTP nuclear cullure?

Attachments-

- 26: Draft announcement of the formation of the BMAB

- 27 Russo says they will push for Bernie (Meyer) invelvement
- 28 Ogilive says Triay will be happy to henr about Larry Papay
- 29: Description of EMAE membership by Hanford Challenge

Lessons Learned: Prior to the WTP, the Boston Tupnel, the Big Dig, was touted by many as the single
biggest project in our Country, Desplte not having chemical operations to contend with it was still a very
big profect, 1t went way over budpet and took mueh longer than sxpected, Bechtel was a prime
contractor. There was a major technical issue resulting in a death following startup (opening), What are .
(he common factors and eauses of issues in thal project compared 1o the WTP? A nuclear culture bujlds
on lessons learned, What was, and gan be, learned from a comparison?

Attachments-
- 30: 2006 article by DR, Baker which appeared in the Chronigle
- 31 2008 article from Bechtel home page (abbreyiated)



(continued)

] | : The material obtained =ince my termination from the WTP indicates that the
DOE Federal Projc;ctDircctor, Mr, Knutson, played & key role in my termination, It was donfirmed under
testimony that he stated (or words to this effect) “he would not have a whistieblower in the organization™,
Yet he signed an affidavit saying he played no role, URS management, Mr, Gay, stated that Mr, Knutson
initiated the action, Even Bechtel management personnel questionsd KKnutson’s involvement. Again,
where does integrity and | mnesty residé in the WTP nuclear culture? Why has DOE remairied silent in the
face of this evidenoe? Where s the DOE investigation into this act of retaliation? DOE actions are
supposed to assure o healthy safety culture, not undermine ft.

Attachments-

- 32: Knutson tells Russo lo “color his conversations™ with his management and accelerate
personnal moves.

- 33 Gay states that Knutson initlaled my termination from the WTP,

- 34 Rusi.s)? statss‘ “the Faderal Project Director is not going to respend to tiireats of whistle

awinp”,

- 35; Bechtel management refers 1o Dr, Tamosaitis as an “official WB" (whistle blower).

- 36: Russo states that *DOR can’t be seen as involved” in my terniination from the WTP and Beclitel

" is unhappy with URS® bandling of my termination,

- 37: Pages 66-75 from Cami Krumm, URS Human Relations Manager, deposition,

- 38: Russo tells Knutson he told URS to get me out of here 2 weels ago.

« 39: Olinger offers help lo Russo lo help with the Board (after Dr, Tamosaitis’ termination from the
the WTP) and despite the concerns of two senior Ph.D.’s., DOE and Bechtel drive ahead
with M3 closure, _

- 40; Walker says Triay and Knutson feel they can manage the DNFSB ufler my June letter,

- dI; Bechiel public relations personnel ask if it Is normal for 8 DOE manager to be involved in

perzonnel movemeants,

- 42: Gay luly 23 emuil to Wright saying to forget about temp assignment since | wrote a letier to

the DNR3SB,

Reference-
- Affidavit in DOL suit: Koutson signed affidavit stating no jnvelvement in Dr, Tamosai(is'
termination firom the WTP (www.sheridanlawfirm.com)

2, Publie Commitments: In the public meeting on Ogctober 7, 2010, Mr, Russo, the Bechtel manager, stated
that Mr. Knutson, the Federal Pm_yect Dirgotor, and he had made a commitment several weeks earlier (o do
a large scale success orjented mixing demonstration test by mid-2012 (page 142 of the public meeting
testimony). He also safd the draft plan having consensus on all but the simulani(s) would be available in
three to four months, i.e., by March 2011 (page 221). It is now almost 9 months later and basic details
like functional requirements, the size(s) of the test, number of tests, sampling, pumpout, cost, funding, test
location ele, have not been established (page 172), On page 166 Mr. Russo states that the large scale -
testing will be done befare the vessels are installed. But now discussions are actively underway to
completely assemble the vessels, {e, install the heads and elose them up), prior to the large soale testing,
This will require major rework if the tests are not successful.

Why does
the DOE nuclear culture allow for such misrepresentation?

Atachments -
~ 43+ WTP eommunication dated December 7, 2010

=




13.

COMMENTS ON THE WIP CULTURAL ISSUES, RESPONSES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

~ (continued)

Intintidation? When does the drive 1o get support -go foo far apd become intimidation and velled threats
(loss of business, employment, etc). It appenrs that weeks before M3 was supposed to close, DOE HQ
wanted to have support from several third party raviewers to suppost f for n M3ivhite paper assessment
being prepared by Bechtol/URS, Support from PNNL was of special intersst. The attached emalls,
especially those relating to PNNL, raisc questions as to whethér this line Was crossed, This pressure came
from the upper levels of Bechte! managemont and extended to the CEO of Battelie and others,

Atiachments-

~  45: Three Chung enails asking Russo has gotten PNNL buy-in on M3 while paper.

= 46: Olinger wants to know what Russo has done to gel *assurance”,

= 47: Russo states that PNNL batter “ddmn well be on board” after the money that was spent there.

- 48: Russo states that they bave to calibrate Wadsworth on standing behind their (PNNL's) work,

- 40: Wadsworth pets calibrated by Bechte!,

- 50: Qlinger asks thit support from Chuck Spencer and Paul Rutland be ensured,

=~ 511 Russo says Spencer and Rutland support confirmed, Olinger says 8ain and Fonteberry can help
sel] the Board,

= 52: Olinger wants SRNL concurrence. Russo says ihat SRNL will agree.with their position since
Deason was on his team at LLNL,

« 33 Russo tells Ashley to send people to SRNL to help get them in alignment,

« 54 DOE supports M3 closure despité concerns by Dr. Alexander and Gilbert,

-~ 55 Bain and Russo agree tlmtlﬂgﬂrding. p technical issue they “need to kill this BS now™,

= 56: Russo describes a technival question as *fishing for issués™,

- 57: Retaliation concerns expressed by PNNL personnel.,

. Tixlernal F mvéheetlzcview Team (EFRT) Yssue UnClosure? - Related to leadership integeity and

“truth in reporting™ Is the question of how many of the 28 EFRT issues are really closed? EFRT lssue
closure to DOE and Bechiel/URS became an adminlstmtive game, To the credit of the HSS, they
identified this a5 a coneern In their audit and commented that closure does not mean closure by normal
definitions, They Furiher state that this makes it extremely hard for stakeholders fo understand the status.
In addition, the K88 states that while several technical issues will be addressed [ater, the M3 closure also
appeared to be in conflict with the project palicles. In some cases a plan for the plan was pnowded fo
allow closure (M3). In other cases, the issue was never fully resolved behween concerned parties (M1), In
olher issues WTP relies on future actions to provide closure (M4). In other issues, teshnical concerns still
exist (M2). M3 closure should have required that the potential for criticalities and trapped explosive gas
be deemed safe as well as sampling, vessel pump ouf, level control, PIM operation, and viscosity control
be domonstrated to be adequate and safe. Clearly, despite Bechtel/URS baing pald for closing issues,
closure doos not mean technical issues are adequately addressed,

Attachment;

~ 58 HSS Report page 38 and 39

15. ¥What Example is Set by the WTP? Many people look to the WTP to demonstrate our Nation®s ability to

resnter the nuclear era by buiidmg B wmplc\ nuclear plant on schedule and cost that startups and operate
safely and efficiently. In light of the major cost increases and schedule changes cited above, have we
siepped back\vm 1ds? In light of our Nation’s budgetary situation, our government cannof bail out
companies who display such diffieulties, Has DOE’s and the contractor’s performance in the WTP hurt
our Country’s ability lo enter the nuclear renaissance should we choose to do s0? What are the incentives
for URS to challenge the Bechtel design? None, 1T they challenge It, it will impaet their future business
partnering. If they hold their tongue, they can gel more money later to fix Bechtel’s problems. Why
should they voiee a concern? Who is responsible for provlding the oversight to control this and prevent
abuse of our taxpayer funding?



(cantinued) -

16. WTP Cost und Schedule: The original WTP estimate was about $4.6B, 1t is now $12,3B. The original

17.

startiip date was 2008, then 2019, and most recently 2022 is helng proposed, As alarming as the increased
cost, having to spend another $4-8B to obtain full startup it is equally troublesome, especially when it might
not operate safely, efficiently, or even atall. This $4-8B estimate includes pretroatment facilitles in the tank
farm, the remainder of the LAW vitrification capacity, canister storage, effluent treatment facility upprades
or replacement, and other items, Are there not “Truth in Spandmg” laws in a nuelear cullure? What is
today’s projected total cost to get it fully started up? What is the expected annual operating cost? What is
the expected opamtmg effisiency and what is the expected mission length? What if the mission excegds 40
vesrs which in all likelihood it will? The plant has a 40 year design life ~ what will happen then especinlly
considering that much of the equipment cannot be inspected?

Mr., Knutson stated at the public meeting (page 225) for the first time that “for the vast majority of waste the
PIM systems will work just fine”. On page 229 he states “he believes that there is a large fraction of waste
that needs to be treated. . .and the design of the WTP .. ..is not controversial” (for treatment). These
statements have now morphed into the statemant that 70% of the 53M gallons can be trented without
prablems, Out of S3M gallons of waste in the Hanford tankfurm, far less than 100 gellons has been
analyzed. What does Mr. Knutson base his statements on? Recent analysis indicates problems with the
filter loop pumps and piping, Most of the waste must undergo aluminum and chromium removal and thus
be filtered, Where will {ine flushes and vessel pump outs be sent and how will this impact safe operations
and throughput? In addition, pretreatment facilities are now being proposed for the tankfarm, Can Mr.
Knutson explain why if pretreatment process issues exist in the WTP, why will they disappear in the
tankfarm?

In addition, DOE and Bechtel are naw proposing the 2020 Vision with the rcspausibi]ity and cost for startup
going to o new Beohiel/URS group. Where does the startup money included in the WTP project go if
responsibility is moved? How much more money is needed ta start up the WTP? At 6ne point
Bechtel/URS were planning to starfup and operate the plum without HAMTC operators, Wha do they plan
(0 use to operate the plant? The tankfarm contract expires in 2018, Why is aperation of WTP automatically
being given to this “new™ group without competitive bids?

Attachmant-

- 59: the $12.3 Billion doar cost is in jeopardy.

- 60; April 17, 2011, article in TriCity Herald about extra needed WTP fagilities,

« §1: Need for another wasts tank to do a double decant is questione!,

- 62 Email on blending fcility addition is discussed.

- 63: Russo says that moving scope to the tankfarm can save WTP money, Docs money po dlong

with the scope that is moved? How much more will it cost if it is in the tankfarm?

anpgement Koowledee and Turnover: A quality eulture requires knowledge and eontinuity to
understand and proporly address the Issues, Degrees, titles, nnd disciplines studied by themselves do not
represent true knowledge or the ability to do u job, On the other hand, o foundation must exist in order for
managers to make sound deocisions. In addition, the WTP is a chemical plant. In the Beclile/URS/DOE
organization chnin, from the top managemant up and the WTP chiaf enginest up through the Secrelaty of
Energy, there is not one persan with a chemical engineering degree. To my knowledge, not one person has
worked in and upcmted large chemical plants. The organizational decision chain is/was comprised of
polmcql sefence majors, lawyers, civil engineers, chemists, and physicists. This is J.l lo say that these
people are not competent but rather to say that experience and understanding of the issues is negded, This
factor combined with management turnover (Becltel has had five Project managers in nine years) impacts
continuity and pood decision making in projeets, especially long duration projects. Note: Mr, Huizenga,
ChE Montana State, was recently assigned fo Dr, Triay's former position, He also has direct linkage to the
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory similar to Russo, Samuelson, Knutson, and Denson,
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(continued)

18. M3 Closure (monetary): An all or nothing fee was associated with M3 elosing by June 30", Stated
another way, for Bechtel/URS, 80% of the total (36M) fee, about $5M was associated with M3 closure.
The TPA milestone was also associated with the June 30 date and the first milestone (December 31, 2009)
had already been missed. Those who signed the TPA, which includes Secretary Chy, did not wanl to miss
anathor date, In addition, Bechtel was pushing Congress to get another $50M in 2010 and future years,
While atl companies are in business to make maney, whén the push for profits outweighs safety and logie,
it is time to examine what is heing done; especially with the importance of the WTP,

Attachments-

~  64: Russo makes public comments in March that M3 will close by June 30", 2010,

- 65 Emall stating that 80% of fee (about $5M) is directly tied to M3 closure by June 30%,

- (6: Russo says he would rather win the fee by changing the rules than testing,

- 670 Russo says fee is in play in a blg way in M3 closure.

= 6B Russo says the 350M is in play with M3 elosure,

- 69 Russo tells DOE thal not closing M3 will kill momentum and the ($50M) extra funding and
he will perzonally ralse “bloody hell”.

« 70: Bechtel inanagement is expresses concern about winning the fee.

~ 71 Bechte! management is concerned about who the cost increase is associated with and poshes
for REA (request far equitable rdjustments) so that responsibility for the work is
associated with DOE, '

- 72: Bechtel management wants to ensurg the extra $50M is protested.

19, M3 Closure (technical): M3 was declared elosed bused on the submittal of paperwork on Jurie 30" for
which Bechtel/URS abtained nearly 850, Today many mixing issues still remain undemonstrated and
apen including sampling, medsling, pumpout, and PIM controls. The air supply and exhaust system have
issues. Erosion is still a concern. Major concerns exist with the ability of the filter pumps 1o maintain the
needed flowrates, The operating temperatuve is being reduced so throughput is fusther affected. The WTP
has a 40 year design life, It must operate safely and efficlently and remove the 53M of nuelear waste from
the 177 tanks as quickly as possible before an environmental catastrophe oceurs. World renowned mixing
consultants offered many comments but DOE still chose to approve closure and pay Bechtel the fee. How
does a quality culture justify that action?

Attachments:

- 73 Dr. Etchalls states that “Dy, Calabrese (CRESP) does not like anything he has seen”, -
CRESP is advisory group to DOE, not Bechtel/URS, CRESP stands for the Consortium for
RiskEvaluation with Stakeholder Participation. CRESP receives ear-marked funding,

- 74 Dr, Dickey states that Dr, Calabrese ngrees that the way Bechtel and DOE are using the
(scaling) exponent s “just so the resulls [ook good”,

~ 75 Dr, Dickey states thal use of a .18 exponent would be considered by him 1o be “criminally
negligent” with respeet to fhe design of a nuclear waste processing plant”,

- 76: Dr. Dickey states “the way (Beehtel) engineering is using the .18 seale-down is a bit of “smoke
mirrors™,

+ 77 Dr. Dickey says a.33 scaling exponeit is the best factor (to use).

- 781 Per Dr, Dickey, Dr. Calabrese’s scaling exponent was 9 (not ,18).

- 7% Dr, Sutter, DOE Consultant, expresses concerns about M3 clesure,

- B0y Conelusion of CRESF report appears to be confusing,

- Bl Bechtel/URS accept CRESP based on first 11 words of final sentence.

- 82: Dr, Dickey sugpests large scale testing options in February, 2011,

- 83: Dr. Btehells offers thouphts in February, 2011, on what work needs to be done to really resolve

the mixing issues and close M3,

«  84: Techpical concerns ralsed by PNNL (Vulnerability letter).

- B4: The feasibility of adding a hee! pumpout line is questioned.

1



{continued)

20, Manzgement Actions: Afier my termination from the WTP I was assigned by URS to sit In & basement

office with no meaningful wark given, I have now sat here for almost a year. | have not boen invited to
any safety or information meetings nor have | had any meaningful discussions with anyone in URS
manggement. URS managers have tald others that talking to me or even being seen with me can be
traublesome, Whal signal does this send to others? A fow days ago (June 30) | received a call from the
Savimnah River Site ﬂlld was asked to support one of their programs. S0 after almost a year, there is no
work for me in the Hanford area despite URS being invalved in three major contracts. Per the SRS
manager, the major reason for SRS soliciting my help was that the URS Human Relations Division
manager, Mr, Hollan, told the manager at SRS that “my help would be free”,

esign Authority vs, Design Agency- A basle problem with the WTP is in the contract mechanism.
Bechtel is both the design suthority (detarmines what nesds to be done) and also the design agency
{decides how it will be done), This is analogous to “giving the fox 1lic hen house to guard™. There ere no
checls and balances, DOE has neither the resources ror the capability to provide the needed oversight, In
addiuon, the focus an short-derm results including CP and SF1 drive near term performanee. The mantra
is *let there be no problems on my watch™ and *by the time the problems appear, I will be long gone™,
This contract conflict combined with the short-term view and the Jack of management continuity is the
major cause of leohitical issues, cost overruns, and schedule delays. | want to note that this aititude is
NOT characteristic of all employees but rather permeates Bechtel, URS, and DOE management, Thers
are many employees who sincerely want, and try, to do a good job.

Poneman's “Vital® Reaquest: An item that reflects the cultural issues within DOE is Mr. Poneman/s
request to have all files and mvest:g&twu information of the Board given to DOE for review. Congress
established the DNFSB to review DOE actions, not viee vorsa, Mr. Poneman surely is aware of thal,
DOE lawyers sat in some of the closed door subpoenacd sessions held by the Board and they alse have
other information. Whete is the written path forward from the HSS audit of 9 months ago? The HSS
manager Mr, Podonsky said if just one person was concerned it was too many, How many “packets” do
Dr, Chu and Mr, Poneman require before action is taken?

23, DOE's Responso to 2011-1¢ | find soveral aspects of DOE's five puge response amazing. Do they raally

think peaple will show up at “town-hall" style meetings and publicly offer constructive comments? Also,
nowhere in their proposed actlons does there appear to be use of new, objective eyes, Why not involve
critical oversight groups? The DOE response appears lo offer the same approach used many times of
*uging the same people to do the sume thing in the same way with the hope of getting a different answer”,
Maybe DOEB is just paying for the answer they want. Maybe this is why the WTP facility will cost nearly
$20B and take 14 years longer to get operating, if it runs at all, By mosl aceounting, the WTP is the
fourth attempt by DOE to eliminate the looming safety issue of the 53M gallons of stored waste; this time
it must be made to run safely and efficiently,

Attachments-

- 86y BXK. Rao's June 9, 2011, letter titled “Ethics, Compliance with Regulatory Ageneles,
Technical Competence, and Caercion’ to many WTP project parsannel and others including
Dr, Chu, First page only,
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