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once the following three issues are addressed: 

Definition of FHI roles and responsibilities at the projectlfacility level; 

institutionalization of issue management systems that are independent of the Corrective 
Action Management System; and 
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FHI to improve ISMS. 
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L 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) commits to accomplishing its mission safely. To ensure 

this objective is met, DOE issued DOE P 450.4, Safety Management System Policy, and 

incorporated safety management into the DOE Acquisition Regulations ([DEAR] 48 CFR 

970.5204-2 and 90.5204-78). 

Integrated Safety Management (ISM) requires contractors to integrate safety into management 

and work practices at all levels so that missions are achieved while protecting the public, the 

worker, and the environment. The contractor is required to describe the Integrated Safety 

Management System (ISMS) to be used to implement the safety performance objective. 

SCOPE 

DOE, Richland Operations Office (RL) conducted an ISMS Phase I verification review. This 

report documents the results of the review conducted to verify the following: v 

The Fluor Hanford 0 ISM System Description and associated plans, manuals of practices, 

and procedures are consistent with the objectives, guiding principles, and core functions of 

ISM. 

The corrective actions derived from the previously conducted Fluor Daniel Hanford, Spent 

Nuclear Fuel Project, and the Nuclear Materials Stabilization Phase I Verifications have been 

adequately completed. 

ES-I 
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The general conduct of the review was consistent with direction provided by DOE G 450.4-14 

Integrated Safety Management System Guide and the Integrated Safety Management System 

(ISMS) Verification Team Leader’s Handbook (DOE 1999). 

d 

To conduct the verification review, the team was organized into three fimctional area subteams: 

Business, Budgets, and Contracts (BBC); Hazards Identification and Standards Selection (HAZ); 

and Management Oversight (MGO). The HAZ subteam was also augmented by two Subject 

Matter Experts. The subteams conducted their review over a period of 2 weeks at the Hanford 

Site. The reviews were conducted using Criteria and Review Approach Documents (i.e., 

Assessment Forms) that were based on the core functions and guiding principles from DOE P 

450.4 and DOE G 450.4-1A. The hnctional area summaries are provided in Section 6.2 ofthis 

report (Volume 1) and the details of the reviews are contained in the Assessment Forms 

(Volume 2). 

RESULTS 

w 
The ISMS Verification Team found that the ISM System Description of April 12, 2000 was 

responsive to the requirements of the DEAR clause and DOE management direction for work 

activities conducted by FH. The ISM System Description provides a framework for 

understanding the mechanisms by which safety of the public, worker, and environment is 

protected during operations at FH facilities. However, the ISM System Description does not 

address FH roles and responsibilities at the project/facility level and does not institutionalize 

issue management systems that are independent of the Corrective Action Management (CAM) 

System. 

FH line management clearly understands their responsibility for safety and managers have 

demonstrated their commitment to the safety of their workers and an overall understanding of 

their roles and responsibilities. Throughout interviews, individuals demonstrated competence in 

executing these responsibilities. The self-assessment performed by FH in preparation for this 

verification was found to be thorough and comprehensive. Finally, the Fast Flux Test Facility’s 

“Fix It Now” process, the River Corridor Project Safety Book and the Analytical Services 

ES-2 
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Provider safety issuedidea program represent good examples of institutionalizing worker 

involvement and feedback. 
W 

CONCLUSION 

While the ISMS Verification Team found that the FH ISM System Description of April 12, 2000 

is responsive to the DEAR clauses and DOE management direction, the team identified 

weaknesses that should be corrected prior to considering the FH ISM System Description to be 

complete. 

The ISMS Verification Team recommends that the RL Manager approve the ISM System 

Description once FH addresses the following: 

Definition of FH roles and responsibilities at the projectlfacility level 

u Institutionalization of issue management systems that are independent of the Corrective 

Action Management System 

Resolution of two outstanding corrective actions resulting from previous Phase I 

Verifications. 

The Noteworthy Practices observed by the ISMS Verification Team are evidence of a 

commitment to ISMS that should be reinforced and continued. The team concluded that the 

approach used to develop a system description that integrated FH projects was sound and that its 

content was adequate. 

The Opportunities for Improvement serve as focal areas for consideration in achieving future 

process improvements. The following key Opportunities for Improvement are intended to 

identify additional areas for improvement and, in some cases, emphasize current actions 

identified by FH to improve ISMS. 
u 

ES-3 



DOEIRL-2000-30. Vol. 1 

NOTEWORTHY PRACTICES 

The self-assessment performed by FH in preparation for this verification was found to be 

thorough and comprehensive. 

The contractor has institutionalized processes that provide good opportunities for worker 

involvement. 

All senior managers interviewed demonstrated an awareness and dedication to the ISMS and 

to the principles of ISM. 

OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT 

Clarification is needed between institutional, project-level, and facility procedures in relation 

to roles and responsibilities and how they relate to the definition of line managemenvline 

organizations. 

Numerous informal, independent systems are used to manage issues with the Project Hanford 

Management Contract. 

The System Description inconsistently describes those mechanisms that comprise the safety 

management system. Several mechanisms were omitted and many are not well integrated. 

The 324/327 buildings have two separate entities involved with authorization of operations 

activities and the release of planned work. 

FH has not institutionalized a process to flow down all elements of the DEAR clause into 

subcontracts and has not institutionalized a process for approving subcontractor system 

descriptions. 

ES-4 
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The contractor has not established formal processes for tailoring environmental, safety, and 

health requirements at low hazard facilities or for establishing a safety basis for facilities in 

transition to the River Comdor Project and legacy facilities undergoing deactivation. 

u 

0 The CAM process does not clearly define deficiencies and allows issues to be screened out 

based on postulated consequence prior to analysis. This may result in eliminating an issue 

with safety or environmental impacts from CAMS. 

ES-5 
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W 1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) policy (DOE P 450.4) requires that safety be integrated 
into all aspects of the management and operations of its facilities. In simple terms, DOE and its 
contractors will “Do work safely.” The goal of an institutionalized Integrated Safety 
Management System (ISMS) is to have a single integrated system that includes Environment, 
Safety, and Health (ES&H) requirements in the work planning and execution processes to ensure 
the protection of the worker, public, environment, and Federal property. 

The purpose of the Fluor Hanford (FH) ISMS Phase I Verification was to determine whether 
ISMS processes are in place within the FH revised system to accomplish the objective of “Do 
work safely.” 

The ISMS is comprised of the following: 

Described functions, components, processes, and interfaces (system map or blueprint). 

Competent personnel perform assigned roles and responsibilities to manage and control the 
ISMS. 

Therefore, this Phase I Verification evaluated the “paper” aspects of the ISMS to ensure the 
system is developed and effective within FH. W 

2.0 PURPOSE 

The purpose of the FH ISMS Phase I Verification was to verify the adequacy of documentation 
as submitted to the Approval Authority by FH. The review was not only a review of the ISM 
System Description documentation, but was also a review of the procedures, policies, and 
manuals of practices used to implement safety management. To accomplish this purpose, the FH 
Phase I Verification was organized to achieve the following: 

Verify that key FH ISM System Description (FH 2000c) and associated plans, manuals of 
practice, and procedures used to implement safety management are adequate. 

Verify that the corrective actions derived from the previously conducted Fluor Daniel 
Hanford, Spent Nuclear Fuels (SNF) Project, and Nuclear Materials Stabilization (NMS) 
Project Phase I Verifications have been adequately completed. 

The Project Hanford Management Contract (PHMC) supports the Hanford Sirategic Plan 
(DOE-RL 1996) to safely clean up and manage legacy waste, protect the Columbia River 
Corridor, and deploy science and technology while incorporating the ISMS central theme to “Do 
work safely” and protect human health and the environment. 

W 
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3.0 BACKGROUND 

In response to the need to streamline Hanford Site activities and to better focus the PHMC on the 
site mission, FH has instituted a major re-structuring of the fundamental approach to their 
conduct of business. In October 1999, FH shifted from an integrator role to a role that 
emphasizes project management. The scope of FH project organizations includes the following: 

SNF Project - The mission of the SNF Project is to support Hanford Site clean up by 
providing safe, economic, and environmentally sound management of spent nuclear fuel in a 
manner that stages it to final disposition as well as deactivation of the associated facilities. 

NMS Project - The mission of the NMS Project is to provide for the safe stabilization, 
storage, repackaging, and shipment of the Plutonium Finishing Plant (PFP) inventory of 
plutonium-bearing materials and other nuclear materials to other locations for reuse, 
long-term storage, and/or final disposition. 

Waste Management Project (WMP) - The mission of the WMP is to provide safe, compliant, 
and cost-effective waste management services for the Hanford Site and the DOE complex. 
These services include solid waste storage, treatment, disposal, and managcrnent of liquid 
effluents. 

River Corridor Project (RCP) - The mission of the RCP is to deactivate contaminated 
facilities in preparation for decontamination and decommissioning. 

Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) Project - The FFTF and affiliated 400 Area buildings are to be 
maintained in a safe and compliant standby condition. 

In support of the project management organizations, FH has established a series of functional 
area support organizations, as well as service provider organizations. Each functional area 
organization is responsible for monitoring, interpreting, and communicating requirements and 
standards to the projects and other organizations. Additionally, functional area support 
organizations assure consistency of application of cross-cutting issues. Project service provider 
organizations support the FH projects by providing site infrastructure and specialty services 
support. 

FH has chosen to require specific descriptions of the safety management processes for three of 
these project service providers: Analytical Services Provider (ASP), Site Services/lnfiastructure, 
and Site ServicedSafeguards and Security. Of the three, ASP description documents will be 
incorporated into HNF-MP-003, Iniegraied Environment, Sgety, and HeaZth Management 
Sysiem Description (FH ~OOOC),  while Infrastructure and Safeguards and Security are to be 
prepared and maintained by the functional subcontractor organization (per "F-MD-4821, 
Guidance for  Flow Down of ISMS Requirements to Lower Tier Subcontracts [FH 1999a1). 

HNF-MP-003, Rev. 3 (FH 2000c) represents the safety management system documentation 

Project Hanford Management Contract (PHMC) clause C.2.D for FH. HNF-Mp-003, Rev. 0 was 

2 

required by Department of Energy Acquisition Regulations (DEAR) clause 970.5204-2 and the d 
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originally approved by the DOE, Richland Operations Office (RL,) based on a review against the 
existing contractual requirements (derived from an earlier draft of the 970.5204-2 DEAR clause) 
for that document. The PHMC was recently modified to reflect FHsnew organizational focus 
on project management, and HNF-Mp-003 (FH 2000c) has been revised accordingly. 

W 

4.0 SCOPE 

The scope of this Phase I Verification is associated with FH in its role as the PHMC management 
and integration contractor. Other than verifying processes that provide for the flow down of 
requirements, this review does not verify the implementation of ISM within the RL organization, 
but covers interface between DOE and FH. 

To date, the following ISMS verifications have been performed for FH: 

Phase I Verification at the FH institutional level (DOE-FU 1999a) 
Phase I/II Verification at SNF (K Basins) (DOE-RL 1999b) 

0 Phase I Verification at "MS (PFP) (DOE-FU 2000). 

As directed in the ISMS Verification Team Leader letter of appointment (Klein 2000), the results 
of previous ISMS Phase I Verifications were considered in the conduct of this verification to 
avoid unnecessary duplication of effort. These include the Phase I Verifications of FH, SNF, and 
NMS. 

v 

The objectives of this ISMS Phase I Verification are to provide the following: 

Verify adequacy of the FH ISM System Description (FH 2000c) and associated plans, 
manuals of practice, and procedures used to implement safety management. 

Verify that key corrective actions derived from the previously conducted FH, SNF, and "MS 
Phase I Verifications have been adequately completed. 

Identify, as appropriate, any strengths in the FH ISM System Description that deserve to be 
highlighted so good practices are reinforced and applied at other facilities and activities. 

Develop lessons learned from this verification effort that can be used to improve the, 
effectiveness of fbture verifications. 

0 
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5.0 PREREQUISITES 

Overall acceptance by RL to proceed with the FH Phase I Verification was based on the 
following: 

Corrective actions and associated activities were completed as specified in Corrective Action 
Plan for Fluor Hanford, Inc. Iniegrafed Environment, Safe& and Healfh Managemenf System 
Phase I Verification (FH 2000a). 

Prerequisites associated with the Phase I Verification were completed as identified in the 
ISMS implementation project schedule, per InfegrafedEnvzronmenf, Safely and Health 
Managemenf Sysfem (ISMS) Implemenfafion Projecf Plan (FH 2000b). 

6.0 INTEGRATED SAFETY MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 
ASSESSMENT RESULTS 

6.1 INTRODUCTION 

To conduct the verification review, the ISMS Verification Team was organized into three 

Standards Selection (HAZ); and Management Oversight (MGO). Based on a review of 
previously conducted Phase I Verifications for FH, the HAZ subteam was augmented by two 
Subject Matter Experts (SME) in the areas of Environmental ProtectiodChemical Management 
and Maintenance and Work Controls. The reviews were conducted using Criteria Review and 
Approach Documents that were based on the core hnctions and guiding principles from DOE P 
450.4 and DOE G 450.4-1A. The following sections provide a summary of the ISMS Phase 1 
Verification results for each of the subteam functional areas. The summaries focus on the 
guiding principles of ISM defined in DOE P 450.4. 

The guiding principles of safety management provide the essential criteria for evaluating line 
management’s performance in establishing an effective safety management program, identifying 
the requirements that apply to work processes, and ensuring that the necessary analysis and 
controls processes have been established to ensure that work can be performed safely and in an 
environmentally sound manner. The principles are both a framework and a tool for analyzing 
strengths and weaknesses in the ISM System Description. Weaknesses subsequently found in 
program implementation can frequently be directly related to weaknesses in the implementation 
of the guiding principles. 

hnctional area subteams: Business, Budgets, and Contracts (BBC); Hazards Identification and -d 

4 
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6.2 FUNCTIONAL AREA SUMMARIES 

6.2.1 Business, Budgets, and Contracts 

The BBC subteam assessed how FH’s ISMS was incorporated into work processes by 
performing document reviews and interviews with FH and project-level personnel. The focus of 
the ISMS Verification was on work planning, change control, prioritization, personnel 
competence, and flow down of ISM requirements to subcontractors. In addition, selected 
corrective actions resulting from previous FH Phase I ISMS Verifications were reviewed. 

Programmatic and ES&H expectations are set and consistent with DOE direction that flows 
down to various project missions. Prioritization of work scope is used to develop baseline 
schedules and are refined through baseline change control to reflect the impacts of the annual 
DOE budget cycle. 

A mechanism to flow down ISMS requirements to subcontractors has been developed. The use 
of FH Special Provisions 5A (MI ISMS) and 5B (standard ES&H) is now recognized by all FH 
projects. Special Provision 5A omits the provisions of DEAR 970.5204-2 paragraph (d), which 
is considered a deviation from the requirements of the DEAR clause. FH does not have a 
defined mechanism in place to review and approve the subcontractor’s ISMS. 

The allocation of resources to address safety, progrhmatic, and operational considerations was 
evidenced at the task level through procedures and discussions with interviewees. The principles 
of ISM are being applied in the contractor budgeting .and resource allocation processes. 

The BBC subteam reviewed four corrective action packages. Two corrective action packages 
(BBC 1.5 and BBC 1.7) adequately addressed the Opportunities for Improvement previously 
expressed by the ISMS Verification Teams. One corrective action package (BBC 
DOE/RL-99-73, Opportunity 2) partially addressed the previous concerns; however, complete 
closure of this corrective action was not achieved. The major element of the corrective action 
that is still unresolved is addressed in MGO. 1. The remaining corrective action package (BBC 
1.9) is being revised because the Corrective Action submittal did not adequately address the 
previous ISMS Verification Team’s concern. 

Line Management Responsible for Safety: FH scope definition, prioritization, and resource 
allocation processes address both ES&H and programmatic issues and involve line management 
staff for their input and approval of the results. Baseline changes require ES&H involvement 
and programmatic consideration by line management. 

Competence Commensurate with Responsibility: Hiring and maintaining competency of 
personnel who define, prioritize, and approve work scope, including personnel who allocate 
resources to accomplish it, are achieved by complying with appropriate employment and training 
procedures. These documents, with minor exceptions, are generally consistent with the objective 
of ensuring that personnel competence is commensurate with assigned responsibilities. 
Established work scope definition, prioritization, approval, and resource allocation processes are 
understood. However, review of system descriptions revealed that the relationship between 

U 
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Guiding Principle 3 (Competency Commensurate with Responsibility) and all core functions was 
absent in the documentation at the FH and project levels. 

Balanced Priorities: FH adheres to the balanced priorities that flow down from RL, as 
evidenced through procedures and practices. The balancing of priorities is strengthened through 
the contractual performance incentives and the project's ES&H performance indicators. The 
primary element is safety. The priorities are reviewed on an annual basis with the public, 
regulators, and tribal nations to ensure that their priorities are incorporated. 

Feedback and Continuous Improvement: The methodology for providing feedback and 
improvement in scope definition, resource allocation, and prioritization is the baseline change 
control process. The plan for executing the project scope of work is maintained current in a 
continuous manner via change control documentation. Impacts from proposed changes are 
thoroughly reviewed via the FH Change Control Board, and appropriate changes are approved 

Noteworthy Practices: 

None. 

Opportunities for Improvement: 

FH has not institutionalized a process to flow down all elements of the DEAR clause into 
subcontracts and has not institutionalized a process for reviewing and approving 
subcontractor system descriptions. (BBC.l-2, BBC.1-3, BBC.l-4) 

The FH ISM System Description inconsistently describes those mechanisms that comprise 
the safety management system. Several mechanisms were omitted and many are not well 
integrated. (BBC.3-1, BBC.3-2) 

6.2.2 

The HAZ subteam assessed the FH ISMS to determine if it adequately described how the 
contractor identified hazards and requirements, analyzed hazards and controls, and performed 
work within these controls during the planning and conduct of work as applied to the PHMC. 
The HAZ subteam was also charged with verifying that the contractor has policies, procedures 
and/or mechanisms in place that ensured individuals tasked with identifying hazards, 
requirements, and controls; analyzing hazards; and ensuring work is performed within these 
controls had a level of competency commensurate with their responsibilities. This scope was 
subdivided into three objectives and two SMEs: Maintenance and Work Control and 
Environmental ProtectiodChemical Management. In addition, selected corrective actions 
resulting from previous FH Phase I ISMS Verifications were reviewed. The three corrective 
actions reviewed were assigned to the SME Environmental ProtectiodChemical Management. 
Two of the corrective actions required the institutionalization of environmental and radiological 
controls into FH-level Operations and Maintenance procedures, while the third dealt with the 
PFP institutionalization of the internal environmental technical review process. The three 
corrective actions were reviewed and found to be adequate for closure. 

Bazards Identification and Standards Selection 

v 
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At the project and facility level, the contractor has adequately described how the core functions 
and guiding principles of ISM are accomplished. Polices, procedures and mechanisms used by 
the projects to meet the goals and objectives of ISM are, in some cases, not applied in a 
consistent, integrated manner. 

HNF-MP-001 (FH 2000d) briefly discusses the management system process applied by FH. 
However, HNF-MP-003 (FH 2000c) does not describe the elements of the system discussed in 
HNF-MP-001 (Le,, Strategic Planning, etc.) and does not identify how the goals and objectives 
of ISM are accomplished by that management system. Future revisions of the ISM System 
Description should strongly consider describing appropriate procedural linkages and 
management system process flow. 

Line Management Responsibility for Safety: At the facility level, procedures clearly 
indicated that individuals in line management positions were responsible for safety. The ISMS 
Verification Team found that as the hierarchy of documents progressed upward to the project 
level and to HNF-MP-001 (FH 2000d), this delineation of responsibility became less clearly 
defined. Section 2.3 of HNF-MP-001 discusses roles and responsibilities of Project Directors 
and Project Managers but does not clearly indicate that safety is a line management 
responsibility. 

Clear Roles and Responsibilities: The contractor presented two documents, HNF-MP-001 
(FH 2000d) and HNF-MP-003 (FH 2000c), as meeting the goals and objectives of ISM for work 
as applied to the PHMC. The Team found that the linkage of these documents relative to roles 
and responsibilities at the institutional, project and facility level was not clearly demonstrated. 
The team could not determine the c l k  responsibilities of the Discipline Lead as defined in 
HNF-MP-001 were adequately flowed down in HNF-MP-003. Further, three projects, RCP, 
WMP and ASP provided to the ISMS Verification Team implementing mechanisms for 
HNF-MP-001 that were in draft form. The concerns with the system description identified in the 
Environmental ProtectiodChemical Management Assessment Form demonstrates an incomplete 
institutionalization within the management structure of clear roles and responsibilities of line 
management for transportation and packaging, chemical management, and solid waste functions 
at the site, project, and facilities levels. 

Appendix B of HNF-MP-003 (FH 2000c) discusses expectations, which are defined as a role 
coupled with a responsibility assigned to an individual or an organization. This appendix 
appears to address the ISMS Verification Team’s issues but was not presented by the contractor 
as meeting this guiding principle of ISM. 

Competence Commensurate with Responsibility: Interviews with management and 
supervisors of FH and the projects demonstrated an understanding of the importance of these 
criteria and a good working knowledge of the procedures. Training documentation was 
consistent although the tailoring process varied with the use of the procedures. The 
responsibilities and qualifications were adequately applied and worker involvement was included 
in the process of hazard identification, hazard analysis, and in the development of controls for 
safe work. 

L’ 
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As identified by Maintenance and Work Control relating to work control procedures, there was 

identification or control of hazards. And, there is no FH corporate level system describing a 
method to consistently achieve qualification verification for subcontractors at the same level as 
applied to the FH workforce. These items are not viewed as detrimental to satisfying their 
specific criterion contained in HAZ Objective 3, and therefore are not considered a concern for 
these criteria. 

not consistent procedural flow down of specific technical roles and responsibilities for d 

Safety Standards and Requirements Defined: FH has a comprehensive system of identifying 
and applying standards and requirements for protecting the environment and health and safety of 
the public and worker. The requirements are applied to the full range of facilities that are 
categorized as nuclear, radiological, non-nuclear, or industrial. FH uses a well-established 
documented process for tailoring and grading the ES&H requirements for the higher hazard 
nuclear facilities. 

The PHMC requires that the requirements and standards be applied in a graded manner. 
However, the configuration management and control of these standards and requirements is 
inconsistent across the projects. Additionally, a formal process is lacking for tailoring and 
grading the application of standards and requirements for those facilities below Hazard 
Category 111. 

The contractor has not established a formal procedure to create Authorization Basis documents 
for those facilities transferred to the RCP without an established safety basis. In the case of these 

contractor does not have a formal documented process or procedure to conduct further 
characterization and establish the safety basis necessary for deactivation. 

Hazard Controls Tailored to Work Being Performed: FH has established methodologies and 
procedures for analyzing all types of hazards for the broad range of facilities, operations, and 
activities. These analyses, along with assessments, surveillances and other mechanisms, provide 
the basis for identifying a hierarchy of controls that are appropriate to the nature and magnitude 
of hazard. Interviews with FH management and project personnel and review of FH procedures 
indicated that the FH ISM System Description (FH 2000c) references corporate and project 
procedures to identify, analyze, and categorize hazards associated with work. 

Operations Authorization: For WMP, Waste Encapsulation and Storage Facility (WESF), 
ASP, RCP and FFTF, the planning of work includes an integrated analysis of hazards and 
development and specification of necessary controls. The Automated Job Hazard Analysis 
(AJHA) tool and process is used for medium- and high-risk work. A graded approach is used for 
simple, low risk, and routine work. An Opportunity for Improvement was identified in the 
previous FH ISMS Phase 1 Verification conducted in October 1999, relative to the risk and 
complexity determination process specified in "F-PRO-079, Job HazardAna&sis (FH 1999b). 
When this verification was initiated (April 2000), this Opportunity for Improvement had not yet 
been addressed. 

inactive legacy facilities with inadequate safety basis and/or poor characterization data, the v 

For WMP, WESF, ASP, RCP, and FFTF, there is an adequate process for the authorization and 
/ 

control of work and a process for identifying opporhlnities for feedback and continuous 
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improvement, At the 324/327 facilities, a deficiency was identified in the area of work 
authorization. (See discussion in SME M&WC Assessment Form, Criterion 3 and concerns 1 
through 4 for details.) 

For WMH, WESF, ASP, RCP, and FFTF, procedures and mechanisms are in place that ensure 
line managers are responsible for safety, provide clear roles and responsibilities, and ensure a 
satisfactory level of competence. 

Projects under the FH umbrella, in the area of Maintenance and Work Control, do not implement 
the requirements of the upper-tier HNF-PROS (HNF-PRO-079 [FH 1999b], HNF-PRO-069, 
WorkManagement [FH ZOOOfJ, and HNF-PRO-4616, Supervision of Field Work Activities 
[FH 2OOOgl) consistently across FH and the projects. This could lead to confusion for the 
Hanford Site work force as they perform work from facility to facility. See HAZ.3, Criterion 1, 
for additional discussion of this subject as related to hazard identification. 

Noteworthy Practices 

The contractor has institutionalized processes that provide good opportunities for worker 
involvement. (SME-M&WC-1, SMEM&WC-2, MG0.3-2) 

Opportunities for Improvement 

V '  

Clarification is needed between institutional (HNF-Mp-001 and HNF-Mp-003) project and 
facility-level procedures in relation to roles and responsibilities and how they relate to the 
definition of line management and line organizations. (HAZ.2-7, SMEEP-1, SME-EP-3, 

v 

SME-EP-4) 

The FH ISM System Description inconsistently describes those mechanisnis that describe the 
safety management system. Several mechanisms were omitted and many were not well 
integrated. (HAZ.2-5, HAZ.2-8, SMEEP-2, SMEEP-5, SME-M&WC-3) 

Building 324/327 have two separate entities involved with the authorization of operations 
activities and the release of planned work. (SME-M&WC-4 ) 

The contractor has not established formal processes for tailoring ES&H requirements for low 
hazard facilities and for establishing the safety basis for facilities transitioning to RCP for 
deactivation of legacy facilities. (HAZ.2-3, RAz.2-4, -2-6, HAZ.2-9, HAZ.2-10, and 
HAZ.2-11) 

6.2.3 Management Oversight 

The MGO functional area subteam assessed the institutionalization of the FH ISM System 
Description (FH 2000~)  through document reviews and interviews with FH personnel. 
The MGO subteam review focused on 4 major areas including the 1) ISM System Description, 
2) roles and responsibilities, 3) feedback and improvement, and 4) work control. The MGO 
subteam also reviewed corrective actions from previous FH ISMS Phase I Verifications. The 
subteam reviewed the FH ISM System Description (FH 2OOOc) and compared it with DOE 

U' 
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Policies 450.4, 450.5, and 450.6; the DEAR clauses 970.5204-2 and 970-5204-78; and direction 
to the contractor from the DOE. The Vice President, ES&H, when interviewed, stated that HNF- 
MP-003 (FH 2000c) was prepared consistent with DOE Policies 450.4, 450.5, and 450.6, the 
DEAR clauses, and direction to FH from the RL Approval Authority. 

Since the previous FH Phase I Verification (conducted October 1999), FH has-moved from an 
integrating-contractor-with-major-subcontractors organization to project-based organization with 
service providers. 

All projecdservice provider senior managers interviewed demonstrated an awareness and 
dedication to the FH ISMS and to the principles of ISM. These interviews included line 
managers as well as support managers. All interviewees understood the principle that the line 
manager is responsible for safety. First-line supervision and the workforce supported the 
identification and development of safety controls. 

Line Management Responsibility for Safety: The FH ISM System Description (FH 2000c) 
states that line management is responsible for implementing ISM such that work is planned and 
executed in a safe manner in accordance with applicable requirements. This responsibility is 
also stated in HNF-PRO-074, Su&v Responsibilities (FH 1997) which outlines the 
responsibilities of both line management and supervisors for implementing safety. 
HNF-MP-003, Section 3.0 (FH 2000c) holds line management responsible for ensuring that 
hazards controls are adequate and to ensure work is planned, approved, and executed in a safe 
manner. Terminology clarification is needed between the FH ISM System Description (FH 

functional area managers, discipline leads, interpretive authorities, and technical authorities and 
how these functions relate to who is FH line management/line organization 

Clear Roles and Responsibilities: Interviews conducted with project level personnel revealed 
that specified positions (such as facility managers, discipline leads, and functional area 
managers) roles and responsibilities were not consistent with those same titles described in the 
FH Management Plan (FH 2000d) for the implementation of the ISM System Description 
(FH 2000~).  Positions descriptions reviewed for discipline leads at the project level were found 
to describe the project roles and responsibilities of personnel in the position, yet did not include 
those defined in HNF-MP-001 (FH 2000d). Table 1 ofHNF-MP-001 is difficult to follow; some 
of the titles listed within the functional area responsibilities are being used on some projects as 
direct job titles and not on others. Through interviews, the MGO subteam found that the intent 
of the chart is to flow down roles and responsibilities regardless of the job title. 

Competence Commensurate with Responsibility: FH has procedures that ensure personnel 
who supervise work have competence commensurate with responsibilities. HNF-MP-01 1 ,  
Sitewide Quultfication and Training Plan (FH 1999c) provides Hanford Site-wide information 
concerning worker training and qualification. HNF-MP-011 establishes the framework and 
standards to ensure that all training provided to workers meets applicable contractual and 
regulatory requirements. HNF-MP-01 1 defines the mechanisms to meet the Hanford Site ISMS 
guiding principle ensuring that FH workers have competence commensurate with responsibility. 

d 

2000c) and the FH Management Plan (FH 2000d) in relation to functional group managers, .-d 
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Based on interviews conducted during this verification, it was apparent that FH management was 
aware of the processes in place to ensure employees were competent and trained. Position 
descriptions reviewed defined the requirements for those individuals who supervise work. The 
appropriate training and qualification was found in the Training Implementation Matrices and 
Training Matrix (“F-PRO-164, Training Mupix Capabilities and Access). By using the 
Training Matrix and Training Implementation Matrices, managers can ensure that employees are 
qualified and trained to conduct work in a safe manner. 

Balanced Priorities: FH uses an integrated planning process to identify and prioritize mission- 
related tasks. This planning process supports development of the Multi-Year Work Plan 
(MYWF’). Details of this process are described in HNF-3552, FH Project fiecution Plan, 
Section 4.0, “Project Controls,” Section 5.0, and Exhibits 2-4, 4-1, 4-2, 4-35-1, and 5-2. The 
project work breakdown structure (WBS) divides the project scope into discrete, manageable 
work packages. The WBS has a coding structure that permits tracking of progress, costs, work 
hours, and schedule. 

Hazard Controls Tailored to Work Being Performed: FH institutional-level procedures for 
ES&H analysis for work are in place. These mechanisms ensure that controls are implemented 
prior to commencing work and that these controls remain in effect as long as the hazard is 
present. At the project and/or facility-level, procedures provide work authorization levels and 
process steps prior to commencing work. The work control process allows for worker input and 
the worker has Stop Work authority. 

Provide Feedback and Continuous Improvement: FH uses a series of tools to provide 
feedback for both positive and deficient work activities. Some of these tools include Enhanced 
Work Planning, AJHq post-job reviews, lessons learned, management self-assessment, and 
corrective action management. Use of these tools provides for worker involvement with input 
from various support .organizations in the pre-planning and post-job reviews. 

W 

u 

The feedback and improvement processes within the PHMC have improved since the October 
1999 ISMS Phase I Verification. Many functions have been centralized with established single 
points of control. The FH plans demonstrate additional movement toward this centralized 
direction. Although improvement is noticeable, further effort will be needed. 

The Corrective Action Management (CAM) process does not clearly define deficiencies and 
allows issues to be screened out based on postulated consequence prior to analysis. This may 
result in eliminating an issue with safety or environmental impacts from CAMS. 

Additionally, there are numerous, informal systems in use to track issues. These informal 
systems are not associated with the CAMS system and many are not institutionalized. 

Worker Involvement: All FH managers interviewed recognized the benefits of employee 
involvement in identification of hazards and the development of hazard controls. The contractor 
has institutionalized processes that provide good opportunities for worker involvement. 
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Noteworthy Prnctices 

All senior managers interviewed demonstrated an awareness and dedication to the ISMS and 
to the principles of ISM. (MGO.l-1, MGO.l-4) 

The self-assessment performed by FH in preparation for this verification were found to be 
thorough and comprehensive. (MG0.3-1) 

Opportunities for Improvement 

The system description inconsistency describes those mechanisms that comprise the safety 
management system. Several mechanisms were omitted and many are not well integrated. 
(MGO.l-2, MGO.l-4) 

Clarification is needed between institutional (HNF-MP-OOl/"F-MP-O03) and project-level 
and facility procedures in relation to roles and responsibilities and how they relate to the 
definition of line managementhe organizations. (MGO.l-3, MG0.2-3, MG0.2-4, 
MG0.2-5,MG0.2-7,MG0.2-8,MG0.3-3) 

Numerous informal, independent systems are used to manage issues with the PHMC 
(MG0.2-6, MG0.2-9, MG0.3-6, MG0.3-9) 

The CAM process does not clearly define deficiencies and allows issues to be screened out 
based on postulated consequence prior to analysis. This may result in eliminating an issue 
with safety or environmental impacts From CAMS. (MG0.2-6, MG0.2-9, MG0.3-4, 
MG0.3-5) 

Ld 

7.0 CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 

The team recommends that the RL Manager approve the ISM System Description after FH 
addresses the following: 

Definition of FH roles and responsibilities at the projedfacility level 

Institutionalization of issue management systems that are independent of the Corrective 
Action Management System 

Resolution of two outstanding corrective actions resulting from previous Phase I 
Verifications. 
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8.0 LESSONS LEARNED 

In developing the Review Plan (Volume 2) and the approach for this ISMS Verification, the 
Verification Team reviewed the lessons learned from the previous eight Hanford Site ISMS 
Verifications and incorporated those lessons applicable to this verification. . 

No new lessons learned were identified by the Team during this verification that would be of 
significant value to the final ISM verification planned for this fiscal year. 
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FUNCTIONAL AREA: Business, Budgets, and 
Contracts 

W I I I 

OBJECTIVE: BBC.l 
DATE: 4/21/00 

OBJECTIVE 

BBC.1 - FH procedures ensure that missions are translated into work, expectations are set, tasks 
are identified and prioritized, and resources are allocated (CE 1-2, CE 1-7, CE 1-9). 

Criteria 

1. FH procedures translate mission expectations from DOE into tasks that permit identification 
of resource requirements, relative prioritization, and performance measures. 

2. FH procedures provide for DOE approval of proposed tasks and prioritization. Work 
planning procedures provide for feedback and continuous improvement. 

3.  FH procedures provide for change control of approved tasks, prioritization, and identification 
of resources. 

4. FH procedures provide for flow-down of DEAR 970.5204-2, Integration of Environment, 
Safeiy and Health into Work Planning and Execution requirements into subcontracts 
involving complex or hazardous work. 

5 .  FH has established a process that establishes documents, and implements ES&H performance 
objectives, performance measures, and commitments in response to DOE program and 
budget execution guidance. The ISMS desciibes how system effectiveness will be measured. 

6. Ensure completion of corrective actions from previous Phase I verifications. 

v 

Record Review 

Determine if the mechanisms for translation of the missions and policies from higher 
authority are appropriate, if a mechanism for assigning priorities has been established, and if 
performance objectives are reviewed and approved. 

Review personnel position descriptions, selection criteria, training programs, and training 
records to determine if the staff competency is adequate. 

Review mission prioritization procedures to determine if tailoring of resources is appropriate. 

Verify that the budget process allows adequate resources for standards selection, hazard 
controls, and work authorization processes to support work planning and scope definition. 

BBC.1-I 



FUNCTIONAL AREA: Business, Budgets, and 
Contracts 

Review corporatelsite manuals of practice that describe the budget and planning process and 
those documents that identify mission requirements, the approval of contractor plans, and 
those that address the assignment of budget priorities. 

Review corporate/site procedures for formally documenting change control procedures. 

Review how safety requirements are included in subcontracts as well as the flow-down of the 
DEAR clause into subcontracts for hazardous work. 

OBECTIVE: BBC.1 
DATE: 4/27/00 

Select several mission tasks from the DOE programs and planning documents and track the 
tasks through the process to evaluate how the above criteria are met. 

Review hture year planning and current year authorized work. 

Select several current-year authorizations and track change control. 

Select several project-specific subcontracts and review for incorporation of the ISM DEAR 
clauses. 

Interviews 

Interview project contractor personnel responsibie for management of the budget process. 

Interview line managers responsible for Headquarters-directed mission accomplishment. 

Interview the ES&H manager to determine how the process for integration of safety into 
mission tasks is accomplished. 

Interview managers at selected project levels to determine their understanding and 
implementation of the defined process for translation of mission into work authorization. 

Interview selected ES&H professionals and line managers to determine how safety is 
incorporated into the budget plans and authorization. 

Interview project contractor procurement personnel regarding subcontract flow-down 
requirements. 

a 

Record Review 

a 00-MPD-048, Contract No. DE-AC06-96RL13200 - HanfordMission Planning Guidance 
MPG)for Fiscal Year (Fy)2002 - Amendnent #2, Correspondence from S A Sieracki, RL, 
to R D Hanson, FH, April 10, 2000 

BBC. 1-2 
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FE ISMSV-I ASSESSMENT FORM 
I FUNCTIONAL AREA: Businws, Budgets, and I OBJECTIVE: BBC.l 

I 
- 

Contracts I DATE: 4/27/00 I 
99-PID-054, Contract No. DE-ACO6-96RLI3200 - Fiscal Year (Fr) 2000 Baseline Updating 
Guidance (BUG), Correspondence from J .  C. Hall, DOE-RL, to R. D. Hanson, FDH, 
April 7, 1999 
ASP-200, Analytical Services Procedures 
- Section 1.18, “Technical Procedures Group,” Rev. 0, approved DRAFT dated 

April 11, 2000 
Section 3.1, “Maintenance Work Management,” Rev. 3, February 22,2000 
Section 3.5, “Subcontractor Project and Construction Work,” Rev. 2, September 30, 1999 

- 
- 
DE-AC064Ul3200, Mod 086, Project HanfordManagement Contract, October 1, 1999 
FDH-9955044, FY 2000 Multi-Year Work Plan Guidance, Correspondence from L. Hafer, 
FDH, to Distribution, July 27, 1999 
FFTF Operations Administrative Procedure 
- A-28, F F F  WorkManagement Process, Rev. 13 
- A-33, Work Prioriiization and Scheduling, Rev. 4 
FSP-WESF-00 1, WESF Project Administration 
- Section CM-03, “Work Management Process,” Rev. 5, December 13, 1999 
- Section CM-05, Controlling Subcontractor Work at WESF, Rev. 3, March 29,2000 
- Section EN-2, “System Engineers’ Responsibilities,” Rev. 6, March 13, 2000 
- Section MS-13, “Work Prioritization and Scheduling,” Rev. 0, March 8, 2000 
FSP-WESF-002, WESF Conduct of Operations 
- Section 1 .O, “Operations Organization and Administration,” Rev. 1, December 8, 1999 
- Section 16.1, “Technical Procedure Process,” Rev. 2, September, 8, 1999 
HNF-4554, Integraied Environment, Sajeiy and Health Management System flSM$ 
Implementation Project Plan, Rev. 4, March 10,2000 
HNF-MD-016, Annual Budget Submittal, Rev. 0, March 3 1, 1997 
HNF-MD-029, Hanford Site TechnicalBaseline Change Control, Rev. 1, May 17, 1999 
HNF-MD-032, Presidents and Employee Zero Accidents Councils, Rev. 0, July 1, 1997 , 
HNF-MD-482 1 ~ Guidance for Flow Down of I W S  Requirements to Lower Tier 
Subcontracts, Rev. 0, July 30, 1999 
HNF-MP-001, Fluor HanfordManagement Plan, Rev. 2, Mach 10,2000 
HNF-MP-003, Integrated Environment, Sajeiy, and Health Management System Description, 
Rev. 3, April 12,2000 
HNF-MP-005, RiskManagement Plan9 Rev. 0, February 26, 1998 
HNF-MP-599, Qualiiy Assurance Program Description, Rev. 4, January 14,2000 
HNF-PRO-050, Managing Employee Performance, Rev. 1, August 25, 1999 
HNF-PRO-069, Maintenance Management, Rev. 3, January 14,2000 
HNF-PRO-074, Sajeiy Responsibilities, Rev. 3, March 2000 
HNF-PRO-078, Subcontractor Safeiy & HealthManagement, Rev. 2, August 10, 1999 
HNF-PRO-079, Job H-dAnalysis, Rev. 4, September 9, 1999 
HNF-PRO- 123, The Material Request/Purchase Requisition/Contract Requisition Process, 
Rev. 6, July 22,1999 
HNF-PRO- 183. Preacquisition Planning Requiremenis, Rev. 4, June 18, 1999 
HNF-PRO- 186, Preparing a Statement of Work for Services, Rev. 2, September 8, 1999 
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0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

a 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

HNF-PRO-I 92, Assignment and Duties qf the Buyers Technical Represenlalive (BTR), 
Rev. 2, December 3, 1999 
HNF-PRO-268, Conhol of Purchased Items and Services, Rev. 5, October 19, 1999 
HNF-PRO-4294, Performance Indicator Process, Rev. 1, December 1, 1999 
HNF-PRO-5 18, Work Breakdown Siructure, Index, and Dictionav, Rev. 0, July 22, 1999 
HNF-PRO-5 19, Schehfe Development, Rev. 0, March 16, I998 
HNF-PRO-522, Multi-Year Work Planning, Rev. 0, September 1, 1999 
“F-PRO-533, Change Control, Rev. 1, April 5, 2000 
HNF-PRO-585, Cost Estimating, Rev. 0, March 26, 1999 
HNF-PRO-706, PHMC Acquisition System Requirements, Rev. 0, October 17, 1997 
HNF-PRO-706, PHMC Acquisition System Requirements, Rev. 2, Draft 
HNF-SP-1240, Fiscal Year I999 Multi-Year Work Plan -Advanced Reactor Transition 
Program, Rev. 1, September, 1998 
SI-RCP-009, Pre-Award/Notice to Proceed Checklist For Contract Releases and 
Amendments, Rev. 0, Draft 
WHC-IP-12 17, Work Management Guidance. Rev. 0, January 19, 1996 
WMH-200, Waste Management Hanford Procedures 
- 
- 

Section 2.1, “Organization and Administration,” Rev. 2, September 16, 1999 
Section 2.16, “Technical Procedures,” Rev. 8, August 23, 1999 

- Section 3.1, “Maintenance Work Management,” Rev. 3, February 22, 2000 
- Section 7.2, “Engineering Practices,” Rev. 0, April 7, 2000, approved Draft. 

- Section 3.5, “Subcontractor Project and Construction Work,” Rev. 2, October 28, 1999 w 

Interviews Conducted 

Analytical Services Provider (ASP) 

0 Functional Lead, Safety 
0 ISMS Coordinator 
0 Lead, Contracts and Procurement 
0 

0 

0 Manager, Project Support. 

Lead, Project Controls and Budget 
Lead, Project Controls and Procurement 
Manager, Maintenance and Work Control 

Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) 

Accountant 
Project Control Analyst 
Project Office Engineer 
ProjectProgram Manager, Transition Project Office 
Scheduler 
Team Lead, Project Control 
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0 Team Lead, Project Integration. 

Fluor Hanford (FH) 

0 

0 Director, Project Controls 
0 Manager, Management Control Systems 

Manager, Performance and Reporting 
0 

0 

0 Vice President, Performance Assurance. 

River Corridor Project (RCP) 

Buyer, Project Controls and Business Support 
0 Director, Business Management and Integration 

Expert, Performance Indicators 
v 0 Manager, Project Control and Business Support 

Planner/Scheduler/Estimator 
Project Manager, Project Controls and Business Support 

Waste Management Project (WMP) 

Acting Manager, Plan and Budget 
Director, Occupational Safety and Health 

Manager, Project Hanford Management Contract (PHMC) Requirements and Standards 
(Training) 
Manager, Salary Administration and Human Resources Integrated System 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Acting Manager, Solid Waste Storage and Disposal Projects 
Activity Engineer 
Engineer (2) 
Engineer, Site Planning and Integration (2) 
ISMS Coordinator 
Manager, Contracts (2) 
Manager, Operations 
Manager, Procurement 
Nuclear Safety Oversight 
Operations Supervisor Waste Receiving and Process (WRAP) Facility 
Supervisor, Waste Sampling and Characterization Facility (WESF) 
Team Lead, Work Management Maintenance Project Support. 
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FUNCTIONAL AREA: Business, Budgets, and 
Contracts 

Discussion of Results 

Criterion 1: FH procedures translate mission expectations,from DOE info tasks thaf permit 
idenftfication of resource requirements, relafive prioritization, and performance measures. 

FH plans, procedures, and management directives provide a framework for the translation of 
DOE direction into work. DOE provides direction on mission and priorities through the annual 
Hanford Mission Planning Guidance (MPG), and Baseline Updating Guidance (BUG) 
documents. These documents are frequently passed directly to the Projects. However, additional 
guidance is sometimes provided by FH to clarify the DOE guidance; for example, 
FDH-9955044, FY 2OOOMulti-Year Work Plan Guidance. The MPG is the source for the annual 
budget submittal and development of the Integrated Priority List (IPL). This established the 
general criteria for RL’s priority scheme. Per the direction of HNF-MP-005, Risklwanagemenf 
Plan, Units of Analysis elements are created which group similar work activities within each 
project. Accordingly, FH has each project develop its own Project Priority List, which is 
reviewed and consolidated for submission to DOE. FH uses a risk-based approach for initial . 
priority setting after complying with DOE direction contained in the MPG. In discussions with 
interviewees it was found that as part of the budget development process, resources are identified 
at the lowest level of detail of work activities to support the prioritization of mission work. 

Even though the process is well understood by staff and management, the specifics for ‘.d 

developing the IPL was found not to be well documented. (BBC.l-I) The P L  process is 
mentioned in the high-level documents. HNF-MP-001, Fluor HanfordManagement Plan, and 
HNF-Mp-003, Integrated Environment, SMety, and Health Managemenf Sy.stem Description, but 
the detail is lacking for the project level. This is a repeat of a concern noted during the October 
DOE/RL-99-72, Fluor Daniel Hanford, Inc., Integrated Safty Management System Phase I 
Verification. It should be noted that project personnel are cognizant that the need to prioritize 
work properly is not documented. 

Performance objectives, measures, and expectations are set for the budget year, which focus on 
the outcomes set by DOE. The FH process for monitoring the Projects is through monthly 
project reviews with senior management. While these reviews focus primarily on project 
schedule and cost status, numerous ES&H indicators are also presented (e&, Occupational 
Safety and Health LostRestricted Workday Case Rate) as described in HNF-PRO-4294, 
Performance Indicator Process. For the current year there were no specific ES&H expectations 
set by DOE. FH corporate goals are being used for ES&H indicators and are reviewed by the 
President’s Performance Assurance & Quality Council on a quarterly basis. Review of Project 
documentation showed the Projects considered the indicators in their planning and tracked them 
monthly, In addition, the business management systems and tools reviewed enabled the 
contractor to readily identify ES&H components of planned work; Le., ES&H is integral and 
visible in work planning. 

OBJECTIVE: BBC.1 
DATE: 4/27/00 
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Criterion 2: FHproceduresprovide for DOE approval of proposed rash atidprioritization. 
Work planning procedures provide for feedback and continuous improvement. 

Review of FH documents and interviews with responsible personnel within the projects indicate 
that the existing plans, procedures, and processes provide for DOE review and approval of 
proposed tasks. At both the FH and project-level, procedures provide for significant upfront 
DOE engagement, review, and approval of work prioritization reflected in the IPL and 
subsequent development of the Multi-Year and Annual Work Plans. DOE formally issues the 
“PHMC Work Authorization” to annually approve work plans. 

The work planning process provides for.feedback and continuous improvement at two distinct 
levels of planning. At the Hanford Site level, the work plans are reviewed by the senior 
management team as well as external groups (e.g., RL, locallstatelfederal stakeholders). Second, . 
during project execution, procedures provide for extensive employee involvement and utilization 
of a variety of tools and processes such as Job Hazard AnalysidAutomated Job Hazard Analysis 
(AJHA). The change control process, HNF-PRO-533, Change Control. is recognized as the 
mechanism for adjustments to work plans as a result of new information from the feedback tools. 

Criterion 3: FH procedures provide for change control of approved tasks, prioritization, and 
identification of resources. 

Review of procedures and interviews indicate that FH has a comprehensive process for 
controlling technical, cost, and schedule changes down to the project level. Below the project 
level the quality of documentation is dependent on the business management staK While no 
serious concerns were identified in the projects reviewed, interviews revealed that the basis of 
estimate is continuously updated as baseline changes occurred. HNF-PRO-585, Cost fifimufing, 
requires that an audit trail be maintained between the original estimate and the revised estimate, 
and that the Basis of Estimate be maintained as a record until project closeout. However, 
discussion with project staff demonstrated that the skill of the staff incorporation of ES&H 
review of changes is visible at all levels. 

W 

W 

Criterion 4: FH prmeduresprovide forflow-down of D M R  970.5204-2, Integration of 
Environment, Safe fy and Healfh info Work Planning and Execution requirements info 
subcontracfs involving complex or hazardous work. 

The controlling document for ensuring that ISM requirements are properly imposed on 
subcontractors is HNF-MD-4821, Guidance for Flow Down of I W S  Requirements fo Lower Tier 
Subconiracfs. This management directive is referenced in HNF-MP-003, the overall controlling 
document for ISMS implementation. HNF-MD-4821 specifically mandates that Department of 
Energy Acquisition’Regulation (DEAR) clause 970.5204-2 requirements be flowed down to 
subcontractors involved in complex or hazardous work. The process used to accomplish this is 
adequately described in this management directive and cross-references to other necessary 
documents are included. HNF-MD-4821 contains a cancellation provision, as follows: “This MD 
will be cancelled after this guidance is fblly incorporated into the appropriate site procedures and 
field implementation of this guidance is achieved.” At the time of this verification, 
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Contracts 

HNF-MD-4821 was not yet completely referenced in the guiding HNF-PRO and project 
documents. Of the HNF-PROS referenced in HNF-MD-4821, only HNF-PRO-192, Assignment 
and Duties of rhe Buyers Technical Representative @7R) provides a direct link back to 
HNF-MD-4821. The other PRO documents link back indirectly by referencing other documents 
that eventually lead to HNF-MP-003. Both the River Corridor Project (RCP) and the WMP 
identified flowdown weaknesses in their ISMS self-assessments. The RCP has developed a draft 
procedure, SI-RCP-009, Pre-Awarrt/Notice to Proceed Check& for contract Releases and 
Amendments, that contains adequate ISMS flowdown direction. The WMP has just begun 
identifying the necessary changes they intend to make to WMH-200, Wmre Management 
Hanford Procedures, Section 3.5,  “Subcontractor Project and Construction Work.” The WESF 
has an existing document, FSP-WESF-001, WESFProject Administration, Section CM-05, 

. “Controlling Subcontractor Work at WESF,” that contains adequate ISMS flowdown direction. 
The FFTF and ASP do not have project-specific documents in this area (although ASP 
reportedly intends to incorporate such guidance into ASP-200, Analytical Services Procedures, 
Section 3.5 ,  “Subcontractor Project and Construction Work”), but rely on the HNF-PRO series to 
provide the pertinent guidance. The contractor did not present a cohesive site-wide plan to 
incorporate HNF-MD-4821 flowdown requirements into applicable guidance documents. 
Current references frequently lead to HNF-MD-4821 only through rather circuitous paths, and 
incorporation of the pertinent guidance is being made piecemeal, project by project. 
Incorporation of DEAR 970.5204-2 flowdown requirements into operating level documents 

document, HNF-MD-4821, for ensuring that the flowdown of ISM requirements are properly 
imposed on subcontractors. (BBC.1-2) 

The determination of flowdown requirements is made using the “ISMS Clause Flow Down 
Prescreening Questions” (Attachment B, HNF-MD-4821) to determine the appropriate level of 
ISM andlor standard ESH&Q requirements to flow down to subcontractors. All onsite services 
are subject to either Special Provision SA (SP-SA) or Special Provision 5B (SP-5B). SP-5A 
imposes full ISMS provisions (as defined by FH) and is flowed down to all onsite subcontractors 
performing work considered complex or hazardous, as determined by the prescreening process. 
SP-5B is flowed down to all other onsite subcontractors where the work does not require the full 
rigor of ISMS. The AJHA may also be used to assist in the determination of the appropriate 
flow down requirements. Through interviews and random sampling, it was found that the 
prescreening questionnaire is being consistently used and the appropriate SP-SNSP-SB decision 
incorporated into the Statements of Work. It should be noted that Special Provision 5A does not 
include the flowdown of paragraph (d) of DEAR 970.5204-2. This particular paragraph 
addresses performance objectives, performance measures, and commitments. The DEAR clause 
requires the flowdown of a clause that is substantially the same into subcontracts involving 
complex or hazardous work onsite at a DOE-owned or -leased facility; yet the provisions of 
DEAR 970.5204-2 paragraph (d) y e  omitted from Special Provision 5A. (BBC.l-3) The DOE 
has a policy requiring revisions to DEAR 970.5204-2 be submitted by the RL Manager (or 
designee) to the DOE Procurement Executive for approval before incorporation into any prime 

for approval prior to inclusion into subcontracts. In certain instances, FH requires subcontractors 

remains unfinished. Specifically, implementing documents do not reference the controlling Lj 

contract, FH has no similar policy for submitting proposed clause changes to the RL Manager d 

OBIECTIVE: BBC.l 
DATE: 4/27/00 
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OBJ'ECTIVE: BBC.l 
DATE: 4/27/00 

to submit an ISM System Description. However, there is no defined process or implementing 
mechanism for FH review and approval of subcontractor ISM System Descriptions. (BBC.l-4) 

Current flowdown status to major subcontractors is as follows: 

The DynCorp subcontract and the Waste Management Technical Services (WMTS) task 
ordering agreement have flowdown clauses that are substantially the same as DEAR 970.5204-2. 

The Lockheed-Martin Services, Inc. task-ordering agreement, the Protection Technology 
W o r d  subcontract, and the Fluor Federal Services (FFS) master agreement contain the 5A 
special provision. The other A&E pool members also contain the 5A special provision. The text 
of the clauses included into the preceding subcontracts and ordering agreements are slightly 
different from company to company, and from SP-54 but the intent and meaning remain similar 
and in accordance with DEAR 970.5204-2, except for the omission of paragraph (d) provisions. 

It should be noted that "F-PRO-706, PHMC Acquisition System Requirements, sets forth the 
general acquisition system requirements that will govern the acquisition of goods and services 
and incorporates the attendant flowdown provisions of the FH prime contract. However, it 
currently does not mention flow down of ISMS requirements, nor does it reference all of the 
procurement procedures that &est the acquisition system. A proposed draft revision was 
reviewed that directly references the subject DEAR clause. W 

A document referenced in HNF-MD-4821 that strengthens the application of ISMS core 
functions is HNF-PRO-186, Preparing a Statement of Workfor Services, that requires each 
Statement of Work satisfy the basic core filnctions as described in "F-Mp-003 for defining the 
scope of work, analyzing hazards, and implementing hazard controls. 

Criterion 5: FH has established aprocess that establishes documents, and implements E S W  
perfomance objectives, pevormame measures, and commihnents in response to DOE program 
and budget execution guiahce. The ISMS describes how ystem eflectiveness will be measured 

Performance measures are established in the DOE contract with FH and are flowed down to the 
Projects. The annual Multi-Year Work Plan (MYWP) guidance specifically incorporates the 
establishment of yearly performance measures at the project-level, which are approved through 
FH and DOE. The FH Vice President, Performance Assurance and FH Director Occupational 
Safety & Health explained the FH process for establishing, documenting, and implementing the 
ES&H performance objectives, performance measures, and commitments. FH management 
directive, HNF-MD-018, PeTfonnance Reporting supports the FH performance measurements 
process. It was demonstrated through document review that ESH goals are established at the FH 
and project levels. A good example of a performance measurement is River Corridor Project's 
Corporate Management goal of Operational Safety and Health Act recordable accident rate of 
25% below the FY 1999 rate as established in the MYWP. 
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Criterion 6: Ensure completion of corrective actionsfrom previous Phase I verijications. 

BBC 1.5 HNF-PRO-533. Change Control and HNF-MD-029. Hanford Site Technical 
Baseline Change Control, are not linked 

The corrective action package documentation has been reviewed and verified that its contents 
adequately address the concerns previously expressed by the review teams. Both HNF-PRO-533 
and HNF-MD-029, Hanford Site Technical Baseline Change Control have references that 
explicitly link the two procedures together. 

B BC 1.7 ESdiH considerations are not formalized and are not an integral element of ihe 
change control process. Specifically, the change control process does not 
explicitly address how E S M  implications ofproposed changes are evaluated and 
addresssed. 

OBJECTIVE: BBC.1 
DATE: 4/27/00 

The corrective action package documentation has been reviewed and verified that its contents 
adequately address the concerns previously expressed by the review teams. HNF-PRO-533 has 
been modified to explicitly incorporate ES&H involvement via incorporating the Vice President 
of ES&H as a permanent FH Change Control Board member and notification of ES&H staff to 
review pending Baseline Change Requests for analysis of potential impacts. 

BBC 1.9 
d 

The integration and linkages among FDH Procedures nee& to be more fully 
developed 

The documentation has been reviewed and the BBC Team can not recommend closure of this 
corrective action package. The original corrective action package submittal did not adequately 
address the previous team’s concern. 

Based on negotiations between FH and the RL ISMS Verification Team, the closure package 
will be subsequently revised to h l l y  address the concern detailed in this Opportunity for 
Improvement, Further discussions with appropriate FH staff concluded that adequate corrective 
action activities can be achieved. It was agreed that the following corrective action language 
should be incorporated into the FH corrective action plan. “The procedure governing the 
preparation and management of documentation in the Project Hanford Management System 
(PHMS), HNF-PRO-589, Processing Project Hanford Procedures will be revised by 
July 3 1, 2000. This revision will expand the scope of the procedure to cover all documents in the 
PHMS. It will require that all requirements identified in the PHMS have a source reference 
listed in the document in which they appear. It will also require that each document list 
interfacing documents so that impact of changes can be constructed with increased assurance of 
completeness.” This revised action adequately addresses the concern previously expressed by 
the RL ISMS Verification Team. 
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DOERL-99-73, 
Opportunity 2 Implementation of ISMSjiow down io construction subcontract on the 

SNF Projeci is not adequate. Procedural guidance is preliminary and 
nee& to be more fully developed io assure ihatjiow down of requiremenis 
are clearly understood and mei. (BBC. 1-5, MG. la-I, MG. la-2, ME. 4-3) 

Closure of this corrective action is not achieved. The major portion of the corrective action 
package inadequacy is addressed in MG. 1. The BBC portion of the corrective action package 
documentation has been reviewed and was found to partially address the concerns previously 
expressed by the RL ISMS Verification Team. The Spent Nuclear Fuel Project appendix to 
HNF-MP-003 now includes specific references to flowdown requirements for construction 
subcontracts. Contract language clause substantially the same as SP-SA has now been 
incorporated into the FFS master agreement. However, there still remains the issue of the 
omission of DEAR 970.5204-2 paragraphs (d) from SP-SA. 

Conclusion 

Based on the documents reviewed and the interviews conducted, two of the four corrective 
action packages are considered to adequately address previous concerns, and regarding this 
verification, no additional concerns were identified that would cause this objective to be 
considered not met. + 

This objective has been met. 

Strengths: 

None 

Concerns: 

The processes associated with prioritization are not fully documented. Specifically, there are 
no procedures that describe the process used by the contractor to ensure a proper balance 
among competing priorities of the organization reconciling external and internal conflicts. 
The procedure should explicitly state how FH ensures that safety is the top priority in the 
allocation of resources. (BBC.1-1) 

Incorporation of DEAR 970.5204-2 flowdown requirements into operating level documents 
remains unfinished. Specifically, implementing documents do not reference the controlling 
document, HNF-MD-4821, for ensuring that the flowdown of ISM requirements are properly 
imposed on subcontractors. (BBC.l-2) 

The DEAR clause requires the flowdown of a clause that is substantially the same into 
subcontracts involving complex or hazardous work onsite at a DOE-owned or -leased 
facility; yet the provisions of DEAR 970.5204-2 paragraph (d) are omitted from SP-5A 
(BBC.1-3) 
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0 There is no defined process or implementing mechanism for FH review and approval of 
subcontractor ISM System Descriptions. (BBC.1-4) 

OBJECTIVE: BBC.l 
DATE: 4/27/00 

Submitted: 

I Bart Schmidt 

Team Member. , 

v 
Dave E. Stromberg 

I Team Member 

Approved: A 
Y 

Michael A. Mikolanis 

Team Leader 
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Contracts DATE: 4/27/00 

‘OBJECTIVE 

BBC.2 - FH budgeting and resource assignment procedures include a process to ensure the 
application of balanced priorities. Resources are allocated to address ES&H, programmatic, and 
operational considerations. Protecting the public, workers, and environment is a priority 
whenever activities are planned and performed. (CE 1-2, CE 1-7) 

Criteria 

1. The FH’s prioritization and allocation process clearly addresses both ES&H and 
programmatic needs. The process involves line management input and approval of the 
results, including commitments and agreements to DOE. 

2. FH procedures allow for adequate analysis of hazards associated with the work being 
planned. 

3. FH procedures for allocating resources include provisions for implementation of hazard 
controls for tasks being funded. 

4. Resource allocations reflect the tailored hazard controls. 

5 .  The incentive and performance fee structure promotes balanced priorities. 
W’ 

ADDroach 

W 

Record Review 

Review corporatdsite manuals of practice that describe the budget and planning process and 
those documents that address the assignment of budget priority as well as the procedures for 
their development. 

Select several mission tasks from the DOE requirements and outyear pladning documents to 
determine if they adequately address the assignment of resources with balanced priorities. 

Select several current year authorizations and review selected funded tasks at the individual 
task level to verify balanced priorities. 

Interviews 

Interview responsible DOE and contractor personnel who manage the budget process to 
determine their understanding of the priority for assigning resources. 

Interview line managers responsible for DOE mission accomplishment. 
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Interview the ES&H manager to determine the process used for integration of safety into 
mission tasks. Interview selected managers at each level of corporatehite organizations to 
determine their understanding of the allocation of resources with appropriate priority. 

Record Review 

OBJECTIVE: BBC.2 
DATE: 4/27/00 

00-MPD-048, Contract No. DE-ACO6-96RL13200 - Hanford Mission Planning Guidance 
(MPG) for Fiscal Year (7T72002 - Amendmen! k2, Correspondence from S .  A. Sieracki, 
DOE-RL, to R. D. Hanson, FH, April 10,2000 
99-PID-054, Contract No. .DE-AC06-96RL13200 - Fiscal Year (Fu 2000 Baseline UMting  
Guidance (BUG). Correspondence from J .  C. Hall, DOE-RL, to R. D. Hanson, FDH, 
April 7, 1999 
ASP-200, Analyfical Services Procedures 
- Section 1.18, “T‘echnical Procedures Group,” Rev. 0, approved DRAFT April 1 1, 2000 
- Section 3.1, “Maintenance Work Management,” Rev. 3, February 22, 2000 
DE ACO6-RL13200, Mod 086, Project HanfordManagement Contract, October 1, 1999 
DE AC06-RL13200, Mod 090, Project HanfordManagement Contract, October 28, 1999 
FDH-9955044, FY2OOO Multi-Year Work Plan Guidance, Correspondence from L. Hafer, 
FH, to Distribution, July 27, 1999 
FFTF Operations Administrative Procedure 
- A-28, FFTF Work Management Process, Rev. 13 
- A-33, Work Prioritization and Scheduling, Rev. 4 
FSP-WESF-001, WESF Project Administration 
- Section CM-03, “Work Management Process,’’ Rev. 5, December 13, 1999 
- Section EN-2, “System Engineers’ Responsibilities,” Rev. 6, March 13. 2000 
- Section MS-13, “Work Prioritization and Scheduling,” Rev. 0, March 8, 2000 
FSP-WESF-002, WESF Conduct of Operations 
- Section 1.0, “Operations Organization and Administration,” Rev. 1, December 8, 1999 
- Section 16.1, “Technical Procedure Process,” Rev. 2, September, 8, 1999 
HNF-MD-016, Annuaf Budget Submittal, Rev. 0, March 3 1, 1997 
HNF-MP-001, Fluor HanfordManagement Plan, Rev. 2, March 10,2000 
HNF-MP-003, Integrated Environment, Safe fy, and Health Management System Description, 
Rev.3, April 12,2000 
HNF-MP-005, RiskManagement Plan, Rev. 0, February 26, 1998 
HNF-PRO-054, Sharing Fee With Employees, Rev. 0, July 15, 1998 
HNF-PRO-069, Maintenance Management, Rev. 3, January 14,2000 
HNF-PRO-074, Safety Responsibilities, Rev. 3, March 2000 
HNF-PRO-079, Job HazardAnalysis, Rev. 4, September 9, 1999 
HNF-PRO- 186, Preparing a Statement of Work for Services, Rev. 2, September 8, 1999 
HNF-PRO-3 57, Completion and Closure ojPerjormance Agreements, Rev. 1, 
September 30, 1999 
HNF-PRO-5 18, Work Breakdown Structure, Index, and Dictionav, Rev. 0, July 22, 1999 
HNF-PRO-519, Schedule Developmenf, Rev. 0, March 16, 1998 
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HNF-PRO-522, Multi-Year Work Planning, Rev. 0, September 1, 1999 
HNF-PRO-533, Change Control, Rev. 1, April 5,2000 
HNF-PRO-585, Cost Estimating, Rev. 0, March 26, 1999 
HNF-SP-1240, Fiscal Year 1999 Multi-Year Work Plan -Advanced Reactor Transition 
Program, Rev. 1, September, 1998 
HNF-4554, Integrated Environment, Sajeiy and Health Management System ( I m S )  
Implementation Project Plan, Rev. 4, March IO, 2000 
WHC-IP-1217, WorkMmagement Guidance, Rev. 0 ,  January 19, 1996 
WMH-200, Waste Management Hmford Procedures 
- Section 2.1, “Organization and Administration,” Rev 2, September 16, 1999 
- Section 2.16, “Technical Procedures,” Rev. 8, August 23, 1999 
- Section 3.1, “Maintenance Work Management,” Rev. 3, February 22, 2000 
- Section 7.2, “Engineering Practices,” Rev. 0, April 7,2000, approved Draft. 

Interviews Conducted 

Analytical Services Provider (ASP) 

ISMS Coordinator. 

Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) 

Accountant 
Project Control Analyst 
Project Ofice Engineer 
ProjectlProgram Manager, Transition Project Oflice 
Scheduler 
Team Lead, Project Control 
Team Lead, Project Integration. 

Fluor Hanford (FH) 

0 Director, Project Controls 
Manager, Management Control Systems 
Manager, Performance and Reporting 
Site Planning and Integration Analyst 
Vice President. Performance Assurance. 

v 

Acting Manager, Plan and Budget 
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River Corridor Project (RCP) 

Electrical Engineer 

Planner/Scheduler/Estimator 

Waste Management Project (WMP) 

Director, Business Management and Integration 

Manager, Project Control and Business Support 

Project Manager, Project Controls and Business Support. 

Acting Manager, Solid Waste Storage and Disposal Projects 
Activity Engineer 
Contracts Manager 
Engineer 
Engineer, Site Planning and Integration 
Engineer, Site Planning and Integration 
ISMS Coordinator 
Nuclear Safety Oversight 
Operations Manager 
Operations Supervisor Waste Receiving and Processing (WRAP) Facility 
Supervisor, Waste Sampling and Characterization Facility (WESF) 
Team Lead, Work Management Maintenance Project Support. 

Discussion of Results 

Criterion 1: The FH '.~prioriiizaiion and allocaiionprocess clear4 addresses both ES&H and 
programmatic needs. The process involves line managemeni inpui and approval of the resulis, 
including commitmenis and agreements io DOE. 

In reviewing the applicable procedures at the Project level, it was found that projects use a 
standard set of guidance documents and procedures written at the PHMS level for the 
prioritization and allocation process-planning phase of the budget. (BBC.2-I) 

The set includes the following: 

HNF-PRO-5 19, Schedule Development 
HNF-PRO-522, Multi-Year Work Planning 
HNF-PRO-585, Cost Estimating 
HNF-MP-005, RiskManagemeni Plan 

Annual guidance that flows down from DOE in the Mission Planning Guidance and the 
Baseline Updating Guidance 
HNF-PRO-186, Preparing a Siaiemeni of Work for Services 
HNF-PRO-5 18, Work Breakdown Structure, Index9 and Dictionary 
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HNF-MD-016, Annual Budget Submittal. 

In addition, HNF-Mp-001, Fluor HanfordManagement Plan and HNF-Mp-003, Integrated 
Environment Safety and Health Management System (ISMS) Plan delineates expectations for line 
management to integrate ES&H into work planning. This includes defining the scope of work, 
identifying the hazards and applicable ES&H requirements based on the applicable 
Authorization Envelope, and requiring that appropriate controls be implemented to mitigate 
hazards prior to performing the work. By incorporating ES&H requirements into the definition 
of work scope, ES&H resources are budgeted for and adequate to support Project needs. 

In developing the building blocks for the budget (i.e., Basis of Estimate), it was demonstrated 
that line management was involved from the beginning of work scope definition. Line 
management continues their involvement through interim processes; this ensures that minimum 
safe activities are properly accounted for in final project prioritization lists. In the execution year 
the prioritization of work activities is maintained within the approved project schedules and 
detailed working schedules. The schedules are developed and maintained beginning in the 
budget cycle through the execution of work and range from the Projects’ lower-level, detailed 
activity schedules that roll up to top-level summary schedules. In addition, those schedules 
depict DOE’S commitments and agreements through the inclusion of selected Project Hanford 
milestones, including the following: 1) all DOE-Headquarters; 2) enforceable agreement 
milestones (Tri-Party Agreement major and Tri-Party Agreement major interim); 3) Defense 
Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB) commitments; and 4) selected RL milestones, as 
agreed to by RL Project Managers. Stakeholder and regulator involvement is occurring in the 
development of those commitments and the creation of the project priority lists for each year’s 
budget request. 

Criterion 2: FHprmedures allow for adequate analysis of hmm& associated with fhe work 
being planned. 

As evidenced through documentation review and interviews for work planning, maintaining 
clear, risk-informed work definition at each level of the work breakdown structure 
(”F-PRO-5 18) is a critical element of ES&H management functions. This sets the stage for 
the scope and depth of hazards and environmental impact identificatiodanalysis for known 

v 

v 

hazards. The work breakdown structure is the foundation for the budget formulation allocation 
process, and is the primary factor in establishing expectations and accountability mechanisms. 

For the budget execution allocation process, HNF-PRO-079, Job Harardr Analysis (JHA) is the 
primary mechanism used to further identify ESH hazards and environmental impacts associated 
with a specific facility or project work activity and the ES&H standards and requirements that 
apply to the scope of work. Through interviews, it was evidenced that the JHA procedure 
applies to the performance of all high and medium risk work activities involving general plant 
maintenance, operations, and construction. Therefore, FH procedures do allow for adequate 
analysis of hazards starting in budget formulation through budget execution processes. 
However, it should be noted that although the linkage of the JHA to the allocation of hnding 
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through change control is understood by project staff that linkage is not documented via the 
procedures. (see BBC.l-3) 

Criterion 3: FH proceduresfor allocating resources include provisions for implementation of 
hazard controls,for tasks heingfunded. 

Through documentation review, the primary procedures and guidance that meet this criterion 
include the following: 

00-MPD-048, Contract No. DE-ACO6-96RL13200 - HanfordMission Planning Guidance 
(MPG) for Fiscal Year (FF72002 -Amendment #2 

99-PID-054, Contract No. DE-ACO6-96RLI3200 - Fiscal Year (FV 2000 Bayeline UpCiating 
Guidance PUG) 

HNF-PRO-533, Change Control 

HNF-PRO-079. 

DOE guidance and Hanford Site procedures work together to ensure that resources are allocated 
to cover implementation of hazard controls for tasks being funded. It starts with the Mission 
Planning Guidance (MPG), which facilitates the determination of which tasks will be funded in 
the budget year, then continues with the development of the final baseline documentation in 
accordance with the Baseline Updating Guidance (BUG). This encompasses planning of the 
proper hazard controls for the known conditions. 

Once the baseline is established and approved, a change mechanism that can be used as required 
is the Change Control procedure. This allows for any fluctuation within the allocation of 
resources based on hrther definition of work scope or applying controls to any unforeseen 
hazards that arise. Most fluctuations will be discovered through the application of 
HNF-PRO-079, as this mechanism is applied to medium and high-risk tasks. For low risk tasks, 
alternate methods of identifying hazards may be used. Therefore, identification of ES&H 
hazards is accomplished through the JHA process for medium and high-risk tasks, as well as 
analysis of the proper implementation of hazard controls. If the current allocation of resources 
needs to be adjusted, line management will proceed with a baseline change request in accordance 
with the Change Control procedure. This procedure is the last step in the process that allows for 
the implementation of adequate hazard controls for tasks being funded. 

Criterion 4: Resource allocations reflect the iailored hazard controls. 

The tailoring of hazard controls begins in the work planning process and continues through work 
execution. Generally, HNF-Mp-001 identifies necessary requirements, policies and procedures, 

implementing mechanisms, which define the criteria for the depth and rigor of the facility 

4 

as appropriate to begin the tailoring process for hazard controls. "F-MP-003 contains the d 
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hazards analysis. Known hazards are identified and appropriate controls are incorporated into 
the basis of estimate in accordance with HNF-PRO-533 when work scope is defined. 

For work scope execution, the Job Hazard Analysis process identifies hazards and the necessary 
controls. The Job Hazard Analysis process also references the applicable standards and 
requirements. In reviewing procedures, W - 2 0 0 ,  Wusie Munugemeni Projeci Procedures, 
Section 7.2, “Engineering Practices,” demonstrated roles and responsibilities of staff to 1) use 
preliminary AJHA to make fUrther engineering evaluations and to help establish the fhctional 
design criteria for a project or task; and 2) use engineering judgement to determine a graded 
approach in the documentation of the Request for Engineering Services. Interviews with projects 
also provided several examples where instances of work scope execution resulted in the 
discovery of unknown hazards that resulted in redefinition of scope, evaluated risk, and priority. 
All examples demonstrated that controls and procedures are in place to analyze and tailor the 
hazard controls to safely proceed with the execution of work via the proper allocation of 
resources. In addition, per the contract FH also coordinates with other site prime contractors in 
the performance of its work while maintaining the ES&H environment as a prime consideration. 

Criterion 5: The incentive andper$ormance fee struciure promoies buluncedpriorities. 

As per Clause H-41 of the contract, “The Government will develop performance objectives, 
measures, and expectations along with related fee distribution for the coming fiscal year which, 
after discussion with the contractor, will be unilaterally added to the contract.” The only specific 
incentive procedure that pertains to documenting completion of incentives is HNF-PRO-357, 
Compleiion and Closure of Performunce Agreemenis. This procedure also assigns 
responsibilities for ensuring completion of subject performance agreements. The Contractor’s 
priorities are driven by the FH contract (DE-AC06-RL13200, through Modification 090) that 
reflects the fee structure imposed by RL. Modifications 086 and 090 contain the FY2000 
performance incentives. 

W 

OBJECTIVE: BBC.2 
DATE: 4/27/00 

The flowdown of the performance incentives within the Project Hanford Management Contract 
(PHMC) incorporates RL’s balanced priorities as reflected in the Baseline Upclating Guidance 
for Multi-Year Work Plans. This determination was made through a sampling of the 
performance incentives contained in the cited contract modifications. The Contractor 
participates in the development of the performance incentives by making recommendations to 
RL, participating in incentive development meetings with RL staff, and proposing changes to 
existing incentives. Even though it is not explicitly stated, each of the individual project-specific 
incentives require that work be performed safely as contractually required through the 
comprehensive portion of the fee structure. In general, the goals of the project-specific 
incentives are to safely accelerate the Hanford Site work scope. This implies through the 
acceleration of work scope that the reductions of risk to public health and safety, worker health 
and safety, and the environment would ultimately be reached sooner and therefore reduce the 
amount of time any particular risk exists. In addition, the comprehensive incentive (FH- 
Comprehensive) explicitly incorporates protection of worker safety and health, public safety and 
health, and the environment through the clauses A and B in performance objective/measure 1. 
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OBJECTIVE: BBC.2 
DATE: 4/27/00 

Of note is HNF-PRO-054, Sharing Fee With Employees; this procedure requires that each 
PHh4C team member share 5% of earned fee with employees through merit-based programs. 
Each team member is directed to administer an employee recognition program “which identifies, 
reinforces, and promotes safe and environmentally protective work behavior, promotes quality 
values, or recognizes positive contributions resulting in improved employee performance.” Such 
programs are an added incentive to complete work in such a manner as to meet the expectations 
of the contractual performance incentives, which represent balanced Hanford Site-wide 
priorities. 

Team Member 

This review did not reveal any substantial gaps in documentation incorporating balanced 
priorities into the budget or business systems. Documentation for resource allocation indicates 
that safety, programmatic, and operational considerations are incorporated into these processes. 

This objective has been met. 

Strenpths: 

Projects use a standard set of guidance documents and procedures written at the PHMS level for 
the prioritization and allocation process-planning phase of the budget. (BBC.2-1) 

Concerns: 

None. 

Team Leader 

Approved: 
1. 
. 

Submitted: 
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OBJECTWE 

BBC.3 - The contractor procedures and practices ensure that personnel who define the scope of 
work and allocate resources have and maintain competence that is commensurate with the 
assigned responsibilities. (CE 1-8) 

Criteria 

1. FH procedures ensure that the personnel, including line management who define, prioritize, 
and approve the scope ofwork and allocate resources, have and maintain competence that is 
commensurate with the assigned responsibilities 

2. FH personnel who actually participate in definition of the scope of work and allocate 
resources demonstrate competence to prioritize and approve work with tailored hazard 
controls. 

Aaaroach 

Record Review 

Review organizational documentation to determine the personnel positions with 
responsibility associated with this objective. 

Review the position description for those positions. 

Review the personnel records that identify the individual qualifications that meet the 
elements of the position descriptions. 

W 

Review any training or qualification material including corporatelsite manuals that support 
gaining or verifying competence to fill the positions. 

Interviews 

Interview selected individuals and managers whose responsibilities include defining the scope of 
work and allocation of resources to determine competence in prioritizing and approving work 
with tailored hazard controls. 

Record Review 

Exempt Job Descriptions 
- Director, 324 Building Deactivation Project 
- Director, 327 Building Deactivation Project 
HNF-1275, WRAP Dangerous Waste Training Plan, Rev. 3, December 1999 a 
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HNF-45 54, Integrated Environment, Safety, and Health Management System (ISMS) 
Implementation Project Plan, Rev. 4, March 2000 
HNF-MP-00 1, Fluor Hanjord Management Plan, Rev. 2, March 10,2000 
HNF-Mp-003, Integrated Environment, Safety, and Health Management System Description, 
Rev. 3, April 12,2000 
HNF-MP-0 1 1, Sitewide Qualification and Training Plan, Rev. 1 ,  April 6, 1999 
HNF-MP-599, Quality Assurance Program Description, Rev. 4, January 14, 2000 
HNF-POL-EMPLOY, Employee Training Policy, Rev. 0 ,  May 16, 1997 
HNF-PRO-02 I ,  Employment and Personnel Placement, Rev 2, January 20,2000 
HNF-PRO-046, Compensating Except and Salaried Non-exempt Employees, Rev. 0, 
July 15, 1998 
HNF-PRO-I 64, Training Identification and Training Matrix, Rev. 1, February 22, 2000 
HNF-PRO-168, Employee Training, Rev. 0, February 16, 1998 
Performance Assessment and Development Forms 
- Director, 324 Building Deactivation Project 
- Director, 327 Building Deactivation Project 
Qualification Cards 
- 222-S Shift Supervisor 
- SWSD Project Manager 
- WRAP Facility Manager 
- WSCF Support Operations Supervisor 
WMH-390, Training Procedures 
- 
- 

- 

Section 1.30, “Field Work Supervisor,” Rev. 0, November 18, 1999 
Section 1.41, “WRAP Operations Manager,” Rev. 1, November 18, 1999 
Section 6.2, “Developing Qualification Cards,” Rev. 0, November 18, 1999. 

OBJECTIVE: BBCJ 
DATE: 4/27/00 

Interviews Conducted 

Analytical Services Provider (ASP) 

Manager, Maintenance 
Manager, Project Suppon 
Manager, Quality Assurance 
Specialist, Functional Safety Lead 
Specialist, Human Resources 
Specialist, Project Controls and Budget Lead 
Specialist, Training Lead. 

Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) 

Manager, Transition Project Ofice 
Manager, Work ControVScheduling 

Manager, Fuels and Materials Examination Facility (FEW) Maintenance 
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OBJECTIVE. BBC.3 
DATE 4/27/00 

Specialist, Accountant 
Specialist, Financial Scheduler 

River Corridor Project (RCP) 

Manager, Business 
Manager, Traininfimergency Preparedness 
Planner, 327 Facility 
Specialist, Human Resources 
Specialist, Training 
Specialist, TrainingEmergency Preparedness. 

Waste Management Project (WMP) 

Manager (Acting), Low-level Burial Grounds (LLBG) Solid Waste StoragelDisposal 
Operations 
Manager (Acting), Waste Receiving and Processing (WRAP) Facility 
Manager, Waste Sampling and Characterization Facility (WSCF) Operations 
Manager, WRAP Operations 

L’ Specialist, Human Resources 
Specialist, Training. 

Discussion of Results 

Criterion 1: Contractor procedures ensure that the personnel who define, prioritize, and 
approve the scope of work and allocate resources, have and maintain competence that is 
commensurate with the assigned responsibilities. 

The Fluor Hanford (FH) process to ensure that there is management and staffthat can define, 
prioritize, and approve work, plus allocate the necessary resources to accomplish the work can be 
applied at the institutional, facility, and activity levels. These positions can include, for example, 
activity work planners and schedulers, budget analysts, and supervisors up through middle and 
senior management positions. Essentially, this process is embodied in Guiding Principle Three 
(GP-3). The implementing documents that define the process have been identified in FH’s 
HNF-MP-003, Integrated Environment, Safety, and Health Management System Description. 

HNF-MP-003 states in Section 2.2 that GP-3 will relate to all core hnctions (CF) (visually 
depicted in Figure 3). Section 3 of the ISM System Description identifies the implementing 
mechanisms for each of the seven CFs. Table 3, “Implementing Mechanisms Organized by 
Guiding Principles and Core Functions” depicts the key mechanisms as they relate to the CFs. 
The mechanisms identified in the Section 3 descriptions are not consistent with the mechanisms 
identified in Table 3. (BBC.3-1) In addition, a review of the WMP, RCP, FFTF, and ASP ISM 
System Descriptions revealed that the Table 3 implementing mechanisms generally did not flow 

‘U’ 
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down to the project level CFs. There is a lack of coordinating implementing procedures within 
the FH and project ISM System Descriptions. (BBC.3-2) 

The contractor process for procuring and maintaining a competent workforce did include 
procedures that identified the basic qualifications of applicable staff, plus provide and maintain 
needed training to ensure competence is commensurate with work assignments. WMP, RCP, 
FFTF, and ASP all had appropriate Human Resource Hiring Procedures that identified the 
necessary skills, and Training Organizations that utilized Qualification Programs and Training 
Matrices based on training plans and procedures that ensured skills were sufficient and 
maintained current. However, two documents significant to this process were found to be weak 
in their involvement in hiring and maintaining a competent workforce. HNF-PRO-02 1 
Employment and Personnel Placement fails to address coordinating the critical Knowledge, 
Skills and Abilities that envelope competence with Position Descriptions as they relate to the 
hiring process. In addition, HNF-MP-011, Sitewide Qualification and Training Plan does not 
contain language defining a process to maintain employee competence once they are hired. 

In summary, the main weaknesses with the procuring and maintaining competency process can 
be summarized as that hiring and training documents fail to hlly address competence for new 
hired staff. Maintaining competence is not a problem for staff already on board. In addition, 
there is a lack of linking these “competence” processes into a correlated workforce management 

process was fragmented and is not institutionalized; Le., there was no common “competence” 
linkage between them. 

Criterion 2: Contracfor personnel who actuallyparticipaie in de$nition of the scope of work 
and allocate resources demonstraie competence io prioritize and approve work with tailored 
hazard controls. 

system. (BBC.3-3) All of the tools necessary were identified, but some were weak, overall the 4 

OBJECTIVE: BBC.3 
DATE: 4/27/00 

As discussed in Criterion 1, the process to define, prioritize, and approve work, plus allocate the 
necessary resources to accomplish the work can be applied at the institutional, facility, and 
activity levels. Based on interviews with selected managers and staff, there did not appear to be 
any problems with these personnel demonstrating their competence to prioritize and approve 
work with tailored hazard controls. The interviews with appropriate planning personnel 
indicated that “tailored controls were identified through the application of the Automated Job 
Hazards Analysis system, and work was being approved within the confines of appropriate 
engineered, administrative, and personnel protective controls. 

Conclusion 

Although there is a lack of process formality to procuring and maintaining “competence,” all the 
procedural tools needed to have and maintain staff competency are present at all of the projects. 
Applicable staff interviewed demonstrated their competence to define scope and allocate 

because this CRAD represents a major guiding principle, it was apparent same documentation 
guiding the hiring and maintaining a competent workforce needs to be addressed, and that the 

resources. The concept of tailored hazard controls appeared to be understood. However, 4 
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OBJECTIVE: BBC.3 
DATE: 4/21/00 

competence principle was not being uniformly addressed within the FH ISM System 
Description, or was being applied across all of the Project CFs. 

This objective has been met. 

Gerry M. Bell 

Team Member 

Submitted: 

W 

Approved: 

/ M z A .  Mikolanis 

Team Leader 

None. 

Concerns: 
The meL..misms identifie- -2 Section 3 of the Fl 
are not consistent with the mechanisms identified in Table 3. (BBC.3-I) 

SM System Description (“F. P- 

There is a lack of coordinating implementing procedures within the FH and project ISM 
System Descriptions. (BBCSZ) 

Documents guiding the process for hiring, and maintaining, of personnel competency lacks 
essential language. In addition, there is a lack of linking the hiring and training hnctions 
into a “competent” workforce management system. (BBC.3-3) 
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OBJECTIVE: W . 1  
DATE: 4/27/00 

HAZ.1 - Hazards associated with the work are identified, analyzed, and categorized. Policies 
and procedures shall assure that hazards for the work to be authorized have been analyzed. 
(CE 1-3, CE 1-9) 

Criteria 

1. The FH ISM System Description and supporting documents assure that projectlfacility 
hazards have been identified and appropriately analyzed. FH procedures for analysis of 
projectlfacility hazards reflect accepted rigor and methodology. The resulting analyses are 
utilized in the selection of controls and the development of appropriate Authorization 
AgreementdAuthorization Envelopes. 

2. FH procedures require identification, analysis, and categorization of all hazards associated 
with planned work. Hazards that are considered are nuclear, chemical, industrial or others 
applicable to the work being considered. 

3. The FH ISM System Description and supporting documents ensure controls are tailored to 
the hazards associated with the work or operations to be authorized. 

4. The FH ISM System Description and supporting documents ensure the identified controls, 
standards, and requirements are agreed upon and approved prior to the commencement of the 
operations or work being authorized: 

I 

v 

Aaaroach 

Record Review 

W 

Review FH policies and procedures associated with identification and evaluation of potential 
hazards ( e g ,  nuclear, chemical, radiological, industrial, and other ES&H) to ensure that 
there is a proper flow-down of requirements. 

Review the policies and procedures to assure that they include requirements for 
comprehensive identification, appropriate analysis, review, and approval of hazards. 

Review the procedures on safety authorization basis documentation to verify consistency 
with DOE requirements. 

Review procedures to ensure accurate and effective development of Authorization Basis 
documentation. 

Review procedures for Automated Job Hazard Analysis (AJHA) for identification and 
analysis of hazards. 
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lnterviews 

Coordinate the review with the Subject Matter Expert (SME) functional area reviewers 

Interview corporatdsite personnel responsible for identification, analysis, and categorization of 
hazards to assess their understanding of the procedures, tools, the underlying principles and 
requirements. 

Record Review 

ASP-200, Analytical Services Procedures 
- 

- 

DOE Order 15 1.1, Comprehensive Emergency Managemeni, Change 2, August 2 1, 1996 
DOE Order 5480.23, Nuclear Safeiy Analysis Reporis, Change I ,  March 10, 1994 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) Operations Administrative Procedure 
- A-28, , FFTF Work Management Process, “Appendix I-AJHA and Safety Information, 

Automated Job Hazard Analysis Process,” Rev. 13 
- A-39, Unreviewed Safeiy Questions, Rev. 1A 
FSP-3647, 200 Area Deaciivation Prqject Adminisiration, Section CM-3, “Work 
Management System,’’ Rev. 2, April 3, 2000 
FSP-FSS-5-35, Fuel Supply Shutdown Project ControiManuai 
- 
- 
FSP-PFP-5-8, Plutonium Finishing Plant Administration Manual, Section 13.4. “Work 
Management Process Description and Job Control System Process,” Rev. 20, Change 0, 
February 25,2000 
FSP-WSF-00 1, Work Managemen/ Proce.ss, Rev. 5 .  December 13, 1999 
HNF-5247, 400 Area Azrthurizatioin Envelope, Rev. 0, March 6, 2000 
HNF-5608, 300 Area Authorization Envelope, Rev. 0, March 6. 2000 
HNF-607 1, 200 Area Deaciivaiion Prvject Facilities Auihorizaiion Envelope Document, 
Rev. 0 
HNF-6 148, 300 Area Liquid Efluent Facilities Authorization Envelope 
HNF-IP- 120 1 , (;uidance,for Conducting Emergency Preparedness Hazards Assessments, 
Rev. 3, October 1, 1999 
HNF-IP- 1264, 324/327 Facilities Siahilizaiion Projects Administraiive Manual, Section 2.7, 
“Unreviewed Safety Questions,” Rev. 7, October 29, 1999 
HNF-MP-001, Fluor HanfordManagement Plan, Rev. 2, February 25,2000 
HNF-MP-OO~, Iniegraied Environment, 
Rev. 3 ,  April, 2000 
HNF-PRO-062, Ideniifiing and Resolving Unreviewed Safeiy Questions, Rev. 1, 
January 28,2000 
HNF-PRO-079, ./oh HazardAnalysis, Rev. 4, September 9, 1999 

Section 4.3. “Unreviewed Safety Questions,” Rev. 4, December 13, 1999 
Section 4.5, “Safety Analysis,” Rev. 0, December 30. 1997 

Section 01-01, “Responsibility and Authority,” Rev. 6, December 16, 1999 
Section 01-1 1 .  “Unreviewed Safety Questions,” Rev. 4, September 15, 1999 

and Healih Managemeni $stem Description, 
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0 

a 

’ *  

0 

W 

HNF-PRO-270 1, Authorization Envelope and Authorization Agreement, Rev. 0, 
July 29, 1999 
HNF-PRO-700, Safely Analysis and Technical Safely Repirements. Rev: 2, 
November 16. 1999 
HNF-PRO-70 I .  Sqfely Analysis 1’rvce.s.s- Exisling Facilities, Rev. I ,  November 20, 1999 
HNF-PRO-702, Sufi@ Analysis Process- Fucility (.’hanp or Mvd@ulion, Rev. 1 , 
November 16. 1999 
HNF-PRO-704, Hazard and Accident Analysis Process, Rev. 1, September 2, 1999 
HNF-PRO-705, Safely Basis Planning, Documentation, Review: and Approval, Rev. 2, 
November 5, 1999 
HNF-SD-SPJ-SAR-001, Building 324 Safely Analysis Report, February 22, 1999 
NF-PRO-703, Safely Analysis Prr,cess- New Project, Rev. 0, October 1, 1997 
RCP-3 10. 300 LEF Prejecl Administrativn Procedures. Section 7.02, “Unreviewed Safety 
Questions,” Rev. 4, March 15, 2000 
RCP-MD-003, Rerli~ireme?il.s,fir Review and Approval of Safety Basis D~~cumentaticin. 
Rev. 0, April 5 .  2000 
SI-327 Bldg-002, Automated.lr,h Hazard Analysis (AJHA), Rev. 0, February 9, 2000 
Wh4H-200, Wnste Management Hanford Procedures 
- Section I .6, “Operational Readiness Activities,” Rev. 1. September 14, 1999 
- Section 3.1, “Work Management.” Rev. 4, March 28,2000 
- Section 4.3, “Unreviewed Safety Questions,” Rev. 4, December 13, 1999 
- Section 4.5, “Safety Analysis,” Rev. 4, December 30, 1997 
- Section 5.2, “Waste Management Drill Program,” Rev. 1, September 17, 1998 
WMH-320, 300 Area Liquid Efluenl Facilities Administration Manual, Section 1.15, 
“Authorization Envelope,” Rev. 0, September 23, 1999 
WMH-33 1, 200 Liquid Wa.ste Processing Facili@ Administrative Priocedurcs, Section 3.12, 
“Authorization Bases,” Rev. 1, April 9, 1999 
Wh4I-I-MD-043. Approval Desipia/or.s,f)r Radioloigical Contrvl. Nuclear Safely, and 
Criticaliiy .sqfi@ Activities, Rev. 0, lune 17, 1999. 

interviews Conducted 

Analytical Services Provider (ASP) 

Emergency Preparedness Program Manager 
Maintenance Manager 
Nuclear Safety Oversight. 

Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) 

Nuclear Safety Engineer 
Safety Manager. W 
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FR ISMSV-I ASSESSMENT FORM 
I FUNCTIONAL AREA Hazards Identification and I OBJECTIVE HAZ.1 

Standard Selection 1 DATE: 4/27/00 I I 
Fluor Hanford (FH) 

Occupational Safety and Health Director. 

Nuclear Materials Stabilization (NMS) 

Director 
Safety Representative 
Senior Operations Advisor. 

River Corridor Project (RCP) 

Chief Engineer 

Management and Self-Assessments 
Nuclear Safety 
Project Deputy Chief Engineer. 

Waste Management Project (WMP) 

Emergency Preparedness Program Manager 
Maintenance Manager 
Nuclear Safety Oversight 
Safety Engineer 

Discussion of Results 

Criterion 1 : The FH ISMS bjwem description and supporting documen!s assitre that 
project< facility htrzards have been ident$ed and appropriately analyzed. FH procedure.s,li,r 
tinulysis (?f proiec/.;fircili/y hazards r@cl accepted rigor and meihoddogy. The resulting 
analysrs tire utilized in the .selectiori of controls and the developm~nt qf appropriate 
Authorization A~eemeiit.s/Ai~thorizcitir~~i Envelops. 

Director Environmental Safety, Health and Quality 

Automated Job Hazard Analysis ( M A )  Planner 

Team Lead, Maintenance Project Support 
Waste Encapsulation and Storage Facility (WESF) Operations & Maintenance Manager 

FH management and staff have identified procedures and mechanisms that adequately identify 
and analyze hazards. "F-MP-003, Integrated Environment, Safely, andHealth Management 
$stem Description details the institutional procedures to identify, analyze, and classify hazards 
at Hanford Site facilities. The HNF-PRO-700 series procedures provide a systematic process to 
identify and evaluate hazards. Document reviews and interviews conducted during the ISMS 
Verification found that FH projects use the "F-PRO-700 series of procedures to identify 
hazards and conduct safety analyses allowing for the selection of appropriate controls. Many 
projects have tailored institutional level procedures to identify and analyze hazards uniquely 
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associated with their processes. For example, the WMP and ASP use the HNF-PRO-700 series 
procedures to identify hazards and conduct accident analysis to ensure that safety analysis is 
conducted in accordance with DOE Order 5480.23, Nuclear Sujely Analysis Reports. The WMP 
and ASP organizations have developed WMH-200, Waste Munugement Hunfrrd Procedures, 
Section 4.5, “Safety Analysis” to ensure that hazards analysis associated with their unique 
processes are effectively incorporated into their Authorization Basis documents as required by 
the HNF-PRO-700 series. Both organizations use the procedure to conduct and document safety 
analysis to maintain the Authorization Basis of WMP and ASP facilities. The WMP has 
developed a graded approach to maintain the Auditable Safety Analysis for 200 Area Liquid 
Waste Processing Facilities by utilizing WMH-33 1, 200 Lquid Wasre Processing Facility 
Admini.strarive I’rocedures. Section 3.12, “Authorization Basis Review for 200 Area Liquid 
Waste Processing Facilities.” This document is used to identify and evaluate changes to facility 
configuration or facility operations that could impact the authorization basis. Interviews with FH 
project personnel found that these individuals possess a thorough understanding of the 
requirements contained within the HNF-PRO-700 series documents and applicable DOE Orders 
governing safety basis documentation. 

FH has a formal process for developing Authorization Agreements (AA) and Authorization 
Envelopes (AE) for facilities within FH projects. FFTF and WMP AAs and A E s  have been 
completed in accordance with the criteria contained in HNF-PRO-2701, Aulhurizutiun Envelope 
und Authorizution A&Teement. FH projects utilize HNF-PRO-704. Hazurdund Accident 
Analysis f’rucess to identify the safety basis for nuclear, non-nuclear, and industrial facilities. 
FFTF has developed HNF-5427. 400 Area Aulhurizuriun Envehpe and HNF-5608, 300 Area 
Authorization Envelupe to define the safety basis for non-nuclear and industrial facilities in the 
300 and 400 Areas.as required by “F-PRO-2701. Facility personnel conduct facility walk 
downs to identify hazards and document findings on worksheets contained in HNF-PRO-704. 
The worksheets are completed annually and used to document and update the safety basis for the 
AE and support the existing AA. (HAZ.l-1) (See HAZ.2 for hrther discussion.) 

HNF-PRO-062. Ident!;fying undRe.sulving Unrevicwed Sujep Questions (USQ) has been 
established at the institutional level to evaluate conditions or events outside of the Authorization 
Basis and ensure that changes or modifications to the design of facilities do not explicitly or 
implicitly affect existing Authorization Basis or technical safety requirements. FH projects have 
formulated USQ screening procedures such as FFTF Operations Administrative Procedure A-39, 
Unreviewed Sufev Questions, and adopted categorical exclusions based on facility-specific 
activities and hazards. Similarly, RCP developed HNF-IP-1264, 324132 7 Facilities Sfuhi1i:utiun 
Projects Adminisfrutive Manual, Section 2.7. “Unreviewed Safety Questions” to evaluate 
changes, occurrences, and discoveries within the 324 and 327 Facilities. Interviews with project 
personnel during the lSMS Verification revealed that FH project personnel understand the 
application of the USQ process within their organization and the applicable USQ screening 
procedures. 

L’ 

OBJECTIVE: RAZ.l 
DATE: 4/27/00 1 

v Interviews with personnel in WMP, ASP, and FFTF found that Emergency Preparedness 
Hazards Assessments (EPHA) have been conducted in accordance with HNF-IF’-I 201, Guidartce 
f . r  Cf~nducting Emergency Preparedness Hazurds Assessments, Rev. 3, to satisfy the 
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requirements found in DOE Order 15 1.1, Comprehensive Emergency Management. The EPHAs 
identify hazards and release scenarios used to formulate Emergency Action Levels and 
subsequent protective actions to protect workers and the public. 

Criterion 2 :  FH procediires require iden/ijicalion. analysis. and categ~~rization of all hazards 
nssocialed with planned work. Hazards /ha/ (Ire con.sidered are nuclear. cheniical. indirs/rial. or 
o1her.S applicahle /(J the work heing considered. 

OBJECTIVE HAZ.1 
DATE 4/27/00 

FH has identified institutional procedures in “F-Mp-003 to identify, analyze, and categorize 
hazards associated with planned work. FH has institutionalized HNF-PRO-079, ./oh Hazard 
Analysis to integrate ISM principles into work-planning processes. Document reviews and 
interviews with FH Project personnel found that FH projects use HNF-PRO-079 and have also 
authored project-specific work control procedures to customize the requirements contained in 
HNF-PRO-079 to analyze project-specific activities. For example, RCP uses FSP-3647, 200 
Area DeUC/rVa//fJti I’r<Jjec/ Adn?ini.strn/ioti, Section CM-3, “Work Management System” to 
categorize hazards, involve workers in hazard identification by using a team approach, and 
enables the selection and implementation of controls based on hazards identified during pre-job 
walk downs. Similarly, WMF’ developed WMH-200, Wa.s/e Managenwnt Haiford  procedure.^, 
Section 3. I ,  “Work Management” to direct WMP and ASP throughout the work management 
process. (See SME M&WC for further discussion.) 

The ISMS Verification Team found that FH projects utilize HNF-PRO-079 and supporting 
project procedures to identify, analyze, and categorize hazards associated with planned work. 
This process allows the project to analyze and verify hazards and work controls for existing 
maintenance activities and identify hazards associated with new activities that would require 
additional analysis. The Building 327 Deactivation Project use S1-327 Bldg-002, Aulomaled.loh 
HazardAna!~~~i.s to analyze the risks associated with specific activities such as confined space 
entry, roof work, painting, and use of hand tools. (See SME-M&WC for further discussion.) 
The level of rigor that individual projects apply to the work-planning procedures varies from 
project to project. 

w 

Criterion 3: FH ISMS .Sy.slem Description and siipporting dfJcumen1.s ensifre c(~n1r~~l.s are 
luilf~red t~ /he hazards associaled with the work or operations 10 he aiithorized 

The FH ISM System Description (HNF-MP-003) identifies various procedures that are applied in 
an effort to ensure that controls are tailored to the hazards associated with work. Various FH 
procedures at the institutional level govern the following: the development and maintenance of 
Authorization Basis documentation as prescribed in the HNF-PRO-700 series, identification and 
evaluation of USQs in HNF-PRO-062, and work planning and execution processes in 
“F-PRO-079, to ensure that controls are tailored to hazards associated with authorized work. 
lnterviews with FH project personnel found that some projects utilize institutional procedures 
while other projects develop project-specific procedures to tailor controls to work. 

Although approaches used by the various projects to tailor controls of work activities varies 
widely throughout FH projects, the substantive intent of the institutional requirements contained 

d 
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OBJECTIVE: HAZ.1 
DATE: 4/27/00 

within the various HNF-PRO documents is incorporated within FH project procedures. For 
example, USQ procedures for RCP vary within various RCP facilities. Buildings 324 and 327 
use HNF-IP-1264. Section 2.7, “Unreviewed Safety Questions” to evaluate changes, 
occurrences, and discoveries within the facilities. The RCP has also customized the USQ screen 
flow charts contained in HNF-PRO-062 relative to programs at the building level. However, 
FSP-FSS-5-35. F t d  Supply Shttidown Projecf (-’onIrol Manual, Section 0 1 - I  I ,  “Unreviewed 
Safety Questions” for Fuel Supply Shutdown (FSS) facilities is more informal and applies less 
rigor than that used for the aforementioned RCP facilities. FSP-FSS-5-35. Section 01-1 1 does 
not apply the same level of rigor to the USQ process as HNF-IP-1264, Section 2.7 whereas it 
references use of the USQ screening flow charts contained in HNF-PRO-062 to conduct USQ 
screens on FSS facility changes and occurrences. 

Criterion 4: The FH ISMS Sy.stem Descriptiiin and supporting documents ensure the identljied 
controls, standardv, and requirements are agreed upon and approvedprior 10 ihe 
commencemeni of the operations or work heing auihorized. 

The FH ISMS System Description (HNF-Mp-003) identifies HNF-PRO-055, Facilities Stari-Up 
Readiness as the process designed for attaining and verifying readiness for new or changed 
activities andlor operations. HNF-PRO-055 was written to implement the requirements 
contained in DOE Order 425.1 at RI facilities. Review of HNF-PRO-055 found that the 
document identifies controls, standards, and requirements prior to authorizing start-ups and 
restarts of facilities. HNF-PRO-055, Section 2.1 contains guidance for developing a Start-up 
Execution Plan. The Start-up Execution Plan uses a graded approach to identify hazards and 
select controls based on the complexity of the activity and the hazards associated with the 
activity. 

WMP and FFTF have developed project procedures to implement the requirements contained in 
HNF-PRO-055 at the project level. For example, WMH-200, Section 1.6. “Operational 
Readiness Activities” utilizes a similar Criteria Review and Approach methodology as that found 
in HNF-PRO-055. This approach is designed to ensure that hazards are identified and that a 
safety program, policies, and procedures have been developed based on the hazards identified 
with W activities. Similarly, the criteria within WMH-200. Section 1.6 confirm the condition 
and operability of safety systems and conformance with applicable DOE Orders and standards. 
(See SME-M&WC for fltrther discussion.) 

Conclusion 

‘Q 

W 

Interviews with FH management and project personnel and review of FH procedures found that 
the FH ISM System Description references institutional and project procedures to identify, 
analyze, and categorize hazards associated with work. Although the level of riyor and 
consistency of approaches to identify, analyze, and categorize hazards associated with work at 
the project level varies, this verification found that the criteria have been satisfied and the 
objective has been met. 
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I Standard Selection ] DATE: 4/27/00 I 

J 

Strengths: 

FFTF has developed a formal process to maintain the Authorization Envelope that defines the 
safety basis for non-nuclear and industrial facilities. Facility personnel conduct annual walk 
downs to identify hazards and satisfy the requirements contained in HNF-PRO-2701. (HAZ.1-1) 

Concerns: 

None. 

Submitted: A A-J 
Scott Ludwig 

Tetim Member 

h c h d A .  Mikolanis 

Tennr Lender 
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OBJECTIVE: W . 2  
DATE: 4/27/00 

OBJECTIVE 

HAZ.2 - Applicable standards and requirements are identified and agreed upon. (CE 1-4. 
CE 1-9) 

Criteria 

1. The FH ISM System Description and supporting documents utilize acceptable methodologies 
to identify adequate hazard control standards at both the site and corporate level and at the 
facility level to protect the public, worker, and environment. Controls at the corporate level 
appear in the contract while those at the facility level are reflected in the authorization basis 
documentation. 

2. The FH ISM System Description and supporting documents utilize accepted and structured 
methods and processes to identify, select, and gain approval for ES&H standards and 
requirements commensurate with the workscope and its associated hazards. 

3. FH procedures define the processes for the development, approval, and maintenance of 
documentation addressing the establishment of authorization protocols and authorization 
agreements. 

4. Approved requirements are based on site-specific hazards, vulnerabilities, and risks and are 
sufficient to ensure protection of the public, workers, and the environment. 

e 

Aooroach 

W 

Record Review 

Review policies and procedures to verify methodologies and instructions provided for hazard 
control are acceptable and robust, and that the policies and procedures encompasses a 
hierarchy of 1 )  hazard elimination, 2) engineering controls, 3) administrative controls, and 4) 
personnel protective equipment. 

Review requirements and procedures at the institutional, projectlfacility and activity levels to 
ensure that the requirements flow down properly. 

Review hazard control requirements and procedures to ensure that they are appropriately 
tailored and graded for the diverse types of nuclear, non-nuclear, and industrial facilities and 
operations. 

Review requirements for developing and maintaining the applicable set of ES&H 
requirements, including the Standardaequirements Identification Documents ( S / R I D ) .  
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Review requirements and procedures for developing and maintaining authorization 
agreements/envelopes. 

Review the procedures for Unreviewed Safety Question (USQ) screening and evaluation. 

Review procedures for coordinating work-related documents with the S M E  hnctional area 
reviewers. 

Interviews 

Interview personnel responsible for developing and implementing hazard control policies and 
procedures. This should include personnel such as those responsible for Safety Analysis 
ReviewiTechnical Safety Requirements policies and procedures, S/RID procedures and policies, 
Authorization Basis and Agreements, etc. 

Record Review 

242-A Evaporator Authorization Agreement Between U S .  Department <#Energy Richlund 
Operations Office and Fluor HanfiJrd, March 16, 2000 
3J000-00-LWR-007. WRAP Facility AlJth<JrIZation Envelope. February 2000, Letter from 
L. W. Roberts, Pacific Northwest National Laboratory, to C. J .  Wolfe, Waste Management 
Hanford, February I O ,  2000. 
3M000-00-DKS-008, 200 Area Liquid Wuste Proces.sing Facilities (L WPF) Authorization 
Enveluppe (AE), Letter from D. K. Smith to C. J. Wolfe, Waste Management Hanford, 
February 17, 2000 
8D000-RJG-00-053, Authorization Envelope,fr,r Analytical Services Project, Letter from R.J. 
Giroir and L. F. Perkins to C. J. Wolfe, Waste Management Hanford, February 1. 2000 
ASP-200. Analytical Services f’rocedures 
- 
- 

ASP-3 10, Analytical Services Projecl Administration, Section 2.3, Rev. 2, “Operational 
Compliance,” April 11. 2000 
ASP-MD-043, Approval DesignatorA’ for Rudiologrcal Control, Nuclear A‘afev, and 
criticality Safity Activities, Rev. 1, February 10, 2000 
DE-AC06-96RL 13200, Modification M086, Project HanfordManagement Contract, Fluor 
Daniel Hunford, Inc., October 1 ,  1999 
Fast Fliix Test Focilify Operations Administrative Procedure 
- 
- 
- 

- 

d 

Section 4.3, “Unreviewed Safety Questions,” Rev. 4, December 13, 1999 
Section 4.5, “Safety Analysis,” Rev. 0, December 30, 1997 

A-7, “Environmental Specification Administration,” March 9, I995 
A-28, “FFTF Work Management Process,” December 3 1, 1997 
A-40, “Plant Review C’ommittee,” August 30, 1996 
A-39, “Unreviewed Safety Questions,” Rev. 1 4  May 22, 1998 

FS-NOP- 16-003, Fuel Supply Shutdown Project Surveillance Procedure, March 20, 2000 . 
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OBJECTIVE: HAZ.2 
DATE: 4/27/00 

0 

8 

v 

FSP-005, B& W Hanjiird Facility Stabilization Prvjeci Pre-Existing Condition Assessmeni. 
Rev. 0. September I ,  1998 
FSP-PFP-5-8, PI~i/oniiini Finishing Plan1 Admini.s/roiion Manual, Section 13.4, “Work 
Management Process Description and Job Control System Process,” Rev. 20, Change 0, 
February 25, 2000 
FSP-WESF-00 1, WESF Project Administmiion 
- Section CM-3 “Work Management Process,” Rev. 5 ,  December 13, 1999 
- Section MS-06, “S/RID Configuration Management,” May 8, 1998 
HNF-5243, FFTF Authorization Agreemenr. Rev. 0. February 2000 
HNF-5247, 400 Area Authorization Envelope, Rev. 0, March 2000 
HNF-5608, 300 Area Authorization Envelope, Rev. 0, March 2000 
HNF-5902, Fuel Supply Shutdown Project Facilities Ai4thorizatiiin Envelope. Rev. 0, 
April 13, 2000 
HNF-607 1, 200 Area Deactivation Project Faciliiies Authorization Envelope Documeni, 
Rev. 0, March 28,2000 
HNF-6148, 300 Area LiquidEfjluent Facilities Authorization Envelope, March 30, 2000 
HNF-IP-1264, 3241327 Facilities Stahilization Prr,jects Administrative Manual, Section 2.7, 
“Unreviewed Safety Questions,” Rev. 7, October 29, 1999 
HNF-Mp-001, Fluor HanfiirdManagement Plan, Rev. 2, March 10,2000 
HNF-MP-003, Integrated Environmeni, Saf iy  and Health Management @stem Description, 
Rev. 3, April 12, 2000 
HNF-MP-015, RequirementsManagement Plan. Rev. 1, August 19, 1999. 
HNF-PRO-062, Identrbing and Resvlving Unreviewed Safeiy Questions, Rev. 1. 
January 28, 2000 
HNF-PRO-079, .lob Hazard Analy.si.s, Rev. 4. September 9, 1999 
HNF-PRO-229, Technical Procedure Siandard, March 4, 1999 
HNF-PRO-265, .Slaiidar~~,’Heqiiirement.s ldentjfication Dricumeni Process, Rev. 4. 
January 19,2000 
”F-PRO-3 60, Fire Protectirin/Prever~ti~~n jor Consiruciion, General Occiipancy und 
Demoli/ion Activities, Rev, 2. October 27, 1999 
HNF-PRO-424, Emergency Preparedness Program. Rev. 3, October 26. 1999 
HNF-PRO-430, S@ety Analy.ris Program. December 7, 1999 
HNF-PRO-533, Change Ciintrd, Rev. 1, April 5 ,  2000 
HNF-PRO-700, Safety Analy.9i.s and Technical Safety Requirements. Rev. 2, 
November 16, 1999 
HNF-PRO-701, S@e@ Analy.si.s Process- Existing Facilities, Rev. 1. November 20, 1999 
HNF-PRO-702, Safety Analysis Pr~icess- Facility Change or Mrdijication, Rev. 1, 
November 16, 1999 
HNF-PRO-703, Safety Analysis Process- New Project, Rev. 0, October 1, 1997 
HNF-PRO-704, Hazard and Accident Analysis Proces.~, Rev. 1, September 2, 1999 
HNF-PRO-705, S@ety Basis Planning, Documentation, Review, and Approval, Rev. 2, 
November 5 ,  1999 
HNF-PRO-2243, Niiclear Safety Requiremen1 Noncompliances, Rev. 0, March I ,  1998 
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OBJECTIVE: W . 2  
DATE: 4/27/00 

“F-PRO-270 1, Authorization Envelope and Authorization Agreement. Rev. 0, 
July 29, 1999 
HNF-PRO-4564, Hanfiord Fire Marshal Permits. Rev. 0,  August 12, 1999 
“F-SD-MP-SRID-007, Waste Encapsulatiori and Storage Facility S,’RIL), January 27, 2000 
HNF-SD-MP-SRID-008, Rev. 1, SIRID 3241327 Buildings, January 27, 2000 
“F-SD-MP-SRID-0 1 I ,  Waste Management Hanjiird 
Low-Level Burial Grounds Authorization Agreement Between U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office and Fluor Hanford, March 16, 2000. 
RCP-3 10, 300 LEF Project Administration Procedures , Section 7.02, “Unreviewed Safety 
Questions,” Rev. 4, March 15, 2000 
RCP-PRO-0 12, Authorization Envelope and Authorization Agreement Requirement.s,fi)r 
Industrial. Radiolvgical, and Nuclear Facilities, Draft (not dated) 
RCP-MD-00 I I River Cvrridvr Prvjeci (RCP) Roles. Respvnsihilities and Ftincfions. Draft, 
(not dated) 
RCP-MD-003, Rcquirementsjbr Review and Approval vf Safety Basis Dommentation, 
Rev. 0, April 5 ,  2000 
WHC-SD-MP-SRID-006, FFTF Sta?idard/Requirement Identification Document, Rev. 0, 
November 11,  1996 
WMH-200, Waste Management Hanford Prvcedures 
- 
- 
- 
WMH-320, 300 Area Liquid Efluent Facilities Administration Manual, Section 1.15, 
“Authorization Envelope,” Rev. 0, September 23, 1999 
WMH-33 1, 200 Area Liquid Waste Processing Facilities, Section 3.12, “Authorization Bases 
Review,” Rev. 1, April 9, 1999 
WMH-340. Solid Wcr~re Treatment Projeci Administrative Procedures, Section 1.9, 
“Conduct Periodic Solid Waste Treatment Facility Environmental Compliance Inspections,” 
Rev. 0, January 28, 2000 
WMH-MD-043, Approval Designators for Radiolvgical Control, Nuclear Safety, and 
Criticali/y Safe/y Activities, Rev. 0, June 17, 1999. 

November I I ,  1999 

0 

Section 3. I ,  “Work Management,” Rev. 4, March 28, 2000 
Section 4.3, “Unreviewed Safety Questions,” Rev. 4, December 13, 1999 
Section 4.5, “Safety Analysis,” Rev. 4, December 30, 1997 

e 

Interviews Conducted 

Analytical Services Provider (ASP) 

Conduct of Operations Manager 
Occupational Safety and Health Manager. 

HAZ.2-4 



FH ISMSV-I ASSESSMENT FORM 
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Standard Selection I DATE: 4/27/00 I 
Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) 

Engineering Manager. 

Safety Manager 

Fluor Hanford (FH) 

Director, Nuclear Safety 
0 

Nuclear Materials Stabilization 

Final Safety Analysis Review Administrator 

Occupational Safety and Health Manager 
Lead for Standardkquirement Identification Documents. 

Director, Plutonium Finishing Plant 
Senior Operations Advisor 
Safety Representative. 

Safety Specialist, Environment, Safety, Health & Quality (ESH&Q) Assurance 

u River Corridor Project (RCP) 

ISMS Advisor 
Chief Engineer 
Project Deputy Chief Engineer 
Director Environmental Safety, Health and Quality 
Acting Director, Accelerated Deactivation 
Requirements Basis Manager 
Management and Self-Assessments 
Nuclear Safety. 

Waste Management Project (WMP) 

AJHA Planner 
Conduct of Operations Manager 

0 ISMS Program Manager 

Requirements Manager 
Safety Engineer. 

Occupational Safety and Health Manager 
Operations & Maintenance Manager, WESF 
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Discussion of Results 

Criterion 1 : 7he FH ISM Sy.s/em L)e.scriplion and .stippwting doctimen1.s utilize acceptahle 
methOdok0gle.S lo Ider711~ ndeqiiale hazard cwilrol slandards a1 holh ,he sile and corporale level 
and crl the, facilily level lo prolecl /he puhlic, worker, and eni~irr~nmenl. C(Jtlfr(J/.S at the 
corporate level uppear I n  the conlracl while lhose a1 the,facility level ure rqflecred in !he 
triilhorizulioii husis doCllmelllUlion. 

The ISM System Description, along with the referenced documents, identifies the processes at 
institutional. project, and facility levels, which determine the requirements and standards for 
controlling hazards that could endanger the public, worker, or the environment. Specifically, 
HNF-MP-015,l~ecliiiremenf.s Managemen! Plan, describes the integrated system used to identify, 
document, manage, and implement requirements and standards. For Hazard Category 1 and 2 
nuclear facilities (there are no Hazard Category 1 Project Hanford Management Contract 
[PHMC] facilities), the appropriate requirements and standards are developed and updated 
through the implementation of HNF-PRO-265, Standards and Requirements Ident!fication 
lh~ctimen~ (.SilUD) Process. The facility-specific SIRID is derived from all applicable federal 
and state laws and regulations, DOE directives, and other applicable requirements and standards. 
For the low-hazard facilities, e.g., Hazard Category 3 nuclear, radiological, and non-nuclear 
facilities, the PHMC. Section J, Appendix C. specifies an applicable set of DOE directives. 

agreements; e.g., as specified in HNF-h4D-482 I ,  GuIdance,frr Flow Dowit ofISMS 
l~eyiiiremenls lo Lower 7ier Suhconlracls and HNF-PRO- 186, Preparing a Stalemen1 of work 
,fir Services 

HNF-PRO-265 imposes the requirement for facility managers to maintain S/RID compliance for 
all operations and activities. Facility functional area managers maintain functional area 
compliance for each applicable S/RID functional area. Furthermore, S/RID assessments must be 
updated annually. When regulatory requirements are not adequate, e.g., due to change in 
workscope or operations, appropriate changes must be made to the applicable set of 
requirements. HNF-PRO-265 recommends that facilities develop a facility-specific procedure 
for addressing the S/RID process. The Spent Nuclear Fuel and NMS Projects, as well as one 
WMP facility (Waste Encapsulation and Storage Facility), each have a facility-specific S l R I D  
configuration control procedure. However, RCP and WMP facilities with similar level 
operations and hazards (e.g., Building 324 and Waste Receiving and Processing Facility) do not 
have such a procedure, Based on this inconsistent application, HNF-PRO-265 does not provide 
the necessary criteria and guidance for determining the need for a facility-specific S/RID 
configuration control procedure. (HAZ.2-3) 

Facility-level requirements to control hazards are also derived through hazards and safety 
analyses conducted pursuant to the applicable requirements mentioned above, and these are 
documented as part of the Authorization Basis (AB). For example, the S / R I D  requirements of 

HNF-PRO-704, and WMH-200. Waste Manugemen1 Hanfird Procedures. Section 4.5, “Safety 
Analysis” at the institutional, project, and facility levels, result in operational and administrative 

These requirements and standards flow down to subcontractors through contracts and task-order 4 

DOE Orders 5480.22 and 5480.23 for nuclear facilities, as implemented through HNF-PRO-700, .1 
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controls specified in the AB. Furthermore, the integrity and accuracy of the AB, including the 
hazard controls, are maintained through the requirements of DOE Order 5480.21, Unrevicwed 
Sufey L, I I~ .s /~(J~~.s .  implemented through HNF-PRO-062, Idenflhing and I(e.solviiip [Inreviewed 
Sufety Que.slir~ti (USQ), and facility-specific USQ procedures such as W - 2 0 0 ,  Section 4.3 (for 
the W), and FFTF Administrative Procedure A-39, “Unreviewed Safety Questions.” For 
radiological and non-nuclear facilities, an auditable safety analysis provides the basis for the 
hazard controls applied. While not a requirement, W applies a procedure (similar to the LJSQ 
process) to all its radiological and non-nuclear facilities through WMH-33 1, 200 Area Liquid 
Wasre Proce.s.sing Facilities, Section 3.12, “Authorization Basis Review.” The application of 
such a process is a good practice, if appropriately graded. (HAZ.2-1) (See also HAZ.l.) , 

In addition to the requirements for hazard controls at various levels directly derived from 
S/RIDs, safety analyses, and hazard assessments, the Project Hanford Management System 
(PHMS) has other documented programs and procedures, such as HNF-PRO-2258, Chemical 
Management, HNF-PRO-533, Change Control, and HNF-PRO-229, Technical Procedure 
Standard, which support the effective implementation of ES&H requirements. 

Criterion 2: The FH IJlM Sjmiem Description and supporting documenis utilize accepted and 
.s/nrctiired methods andprocesses to identlfv. select, andgain approva1,fiir E S M  standard.s and 
requiremen/.s crimmemwratr with the workwipe and i f s  awiciared hazards. 

As stated under Criterion 1, the S/RD process described in HNF-PRO-265 provides the ES&H 
standards and requirements applied to Hazard Category 2 facilities. The process, including its 
Phase 1 assessment that identifies the specific procedures and standards to satisfy higher-level 
requirements, provides for adequate tailoring and grading of the requirements applied. All 
except two PHMC Hazard Category 2 facilities have approved S/RIDs. The two Hazard 
Category 2 facilities without S l R I D s  are RCP facilities 224-T and PUREX Tunnels, for which 
the contractor has proposed applying the List of DOE Directives in PHMC Section J, Appendix 
C. This is not in conformance with HNF-PRO-265 and there is no approved variance or waiver. 
(HAZ.2-4) (See also discussion under Criterion 3). It is also noted that while the FFTF has an 
approved S M D  (WC-SD-I@-SRID-006, Fast Flux Test Facility Sfa?i~rd~Reyrrirement.~ 
Ideri/Ificatioin Document), the ISM System Description for this project does not address this key 
documentation of contractual ES&H requirements. (HAZ.2-5) 

W 

OBJECTIVE: HAZ.2 
DATE: 4/27/00 

PHMC, Section J. Appendix C. provides for applying Federal and state regulations, and specifies 
a set of DOE directives applicable to all PHMC facilities. However, the PHMC also requires a 
graded approach to be applied. A systematic tailoring and grading process is therefore needed to 
ensure that ES&H standards and requirements, applied to facilities below Hazard Category 2, are 
commensurate with the workscope and associated hazards at these types of facilities as well. 
The lower hazard facilities (to which the S/RID process is not applied) include Hazard 
Category 3 nuclear. radiological, non-nuclear, and industrial facilities. Presently, a systematic 
process that may be uniformly applied to identifying, selecting, and applying specific ES&H 
requirements for the lower hazard PHMC facilities is lacking. (HAZ.2-6) For radiological, 
non-nuclear. and industrial facilities, a draft institutional level procedure has been developed to 
meet this need, and it is currently in advanced stages of review and approval. However, it is not 

HAZ.2-7 
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procedures that are sufficiently defined within the PHMS. For example, the safety basis is 
developed in accordance with HNF-PRO-704; the environmental protection basis includes 
environmental assessment and permits, which are developed and approved in accordance with 
FH procedures; and the requirements basis is developed according to the processes and 
procedures mentioned in the discussion of Criteria I and 2 above. 

In establishing the process for developing and maintaining an AE, HNF-PRO-2701, provides 
considerable flexibility in terms of its review, approval, update, and update schedule. It 
recommends that the AE be updated at least annually. The various PHMC Projects have 
developed and maintained the AE for their facilities in different ways. All A E s  that are 
contained in an AA, and all AEs developed by the RCP provide the review and update the 
schedule within the AE itself. The RCP has developed a lower-tier implementing procedure, 
RCP-PRO-0 1 2 (Draft), Auth(irizati~in Envelope and Authorization Agreement Requirement.s,for 
Industria/, Radiolrigical, and Niiclear Faci/itie.s. for establishing, maintaining, and managing the 
AE for its facilities. This procedure delineates the responsibilities of key individuals; and 
provides for internal self-assessments, annual review, update, and configuration control. It also 
provides guidance on how multiple classifications within facility groupings should be handled. 

All PHMC Hazard Category 2 facilities have successfully established their AA, except two RCP 
Hazard Category 2 facilities, 224-T and PUREX Tunnels. The AA for these two facilities 
presently is under review within RL. Therefore, the statement in the ISM System Description for 
the RCP (HNF-MP-003, Appendix F) that all its Hazard Category 2 nuclear facilities have 
established AA between FHI and RL is incorrect. (HAZ.2-8) 

Criterion 4: Approved reqitirenienls are hased (in .si/e-.specific hazards, vidnerahi1ilie.s~ and 
risks mid are s t ~ ~ i c i e n l  to en.vire protectirm ofthe public, woirker.~~ and the environment. 

The ISM System Description and its associated supporting documents adequately describe how 
standards and requirements pertaining to protecting the environment, safety and health are 
determined by the work to which they apply, and how they are incorporated into the governing 
work procedures at the appropriate level. For example, appropriate fire protection and criticality 
safety requirements will be applied, when they are identified to control hazards identified in 
facility-level safety analyses. At the activity level, HNF-PRO-079, Joh HazardAnalysis, serves 
as the primary vehicle to integrate ES&H requirements into work management processes. For 
example, the analysis may identify a requirement to protect human health and the environment, 
which in turn, may necessitate analyzing environmental impacts of an activity. 

As facility conditions change, there is potential for new or different types of hazards and 
therefore, new or different hazard control requirements may have to be identified. Project-level 
procedures provide for inspection and surveillance to identify facility conditions that may 
endanger health and safety of the public or the worker, or the environment. The following are 
examples of such project-level procedures: ASP-3 10, Section 2.3, “Operational Compliance”; 
WMP-340. Section 1.9, “Conduct Periodic SWT Facility Environmental Compliance 
Inspections”; and FFTF Administrative Procedures A-28, “Work Process Management,” 
and A-7, “Environmental Specification Administration.” 

~e 

‘W’ 
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PHMC Projects also have management and administrative mechanisms that support identifying 
and applying appropriate requirements and standards when ES&H issues are identified. These 
range from the charter of a facility's Plant Review Committee ( e g ,  Fast Flux Test Facility 
Administrative Procedure A-40) to a directive that identifies additional approval requirements; 
e.g., ASP-MD-043, Approved /~e.si~~ltrlor.s,for /<Udio/ogiccd ('ontro/, Niicleur S f l f i t y .  mid 
Criticality Sufity Activi/ie.s, which implements HNF-PRO-233, Kevieiv and Approval of 
Doczrmenl.s. 

Facility-specific safety or environmental risks include situations when PHMC facilities have 
interfaces with facilities operated or maintained by other PHMC projects, contractors, or 
organizations. Examples include interfacing walls with penetrations; underground pipe or trench 
connections between facilities; inaccessible tanks within a facility operated by another 
contractor; and operations or conditions outside the facility fence. In such circumstances, facility 
management may not have control over a condition or an assumption relied upon for the control 
of a significant hazard; and safety could be compromised by activities, actions (or non-actions) at 
the other facility. For nuclear facilities, HNF-PRO-701, Safev Analysis Process - Existing 
Futilities, provides a procedure for identifying and controlling interfaces with other facilities, 
contractors, and organizations, where the facility's authorization basis could be potentially 
affected. For other types of lower hazard facilities, such as radiological, non-nuclear, and 
industrial facilities. the risks would be lower. However, such interfaces, especially with other 

fire hazard potentially introduced during interfacing construction activities may be addressed 
through HNF-PRO-3 60. /?re I'rotectir~it~l%ei~eiiti~~ii,fi~r ('onstrirction. Genrrol Occtrpuncy and 
Ikmoli i ir~i i  Activiries. Also, certain hazards due to interfaces may be identified in hazards 
assessments conducted in support of HNF-PRO-424, En'nlergency Preparedness Program. In 
implementing DOE 5481.1 B, Sqfely Ai1ulysi.s undReview .Sy.slem. for non-nuclear and 
radiological facilities, the procedure HNF-PRO-702, Safity Analysis Process - Facility Change 
01' Mod(ficn/iorr. also addresses conditions under the control of other organization. However, the 
procedure then refers to HNF-PRO-701, where the requirements for interface concerns apply 
only to nuclear facilities. Thus, there appear to be inadequacies and gaps in the overall system 
for identifying and controlling interfaces for radiological or non-nuclear facilities, which could 
pose radiological. chemical, and other hazards. (HAZ.2-9) 

Another issue identified here concerns the unique facility-specific risk when an inactive, 
inadequately characterized nuclear facility with unknown hazards, and without an adequate 
safety basis, is transitioned to another organization. The workscope of 200 Area Accelerated 
Deactivation Project within the River Corridor Project involves accepting such facilities for 
deactivation. Presently, its inventory of facilities includes three nuclear facilities, 224-T. 
PUREX Tunnels, and 23 1-Z, with the characteristics mentioned above. The integration of 
hazard controls and applicable ES&H requirements into the conduct of work at such facilities 
requires significant amount of data and information about the facility. including pertinent design 
and historical operational information. For example, operational history and process knowledge 
enables making assumptions about radiological contamination and fissile materials in 
inaccessible areas. The River Corridor Project is utilizing a B&W Hanford procedure, FSP-005, 
Facility . ~ l n h l / f Z f f l i O i l  Project Pre-ExisIing Condiiion A.sses.smen1, for obtaining information 

HAz.2-IO 
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about a facility to be accepted for deactivation and transitioning. It is also developing a revised 
procedure (FSP-3647) similar in requirements to FSP-005. However, the Fluor Hanford 
Management Plan and River Corridor Project System Description do not include any discussion 
of this important mission of the Accelerated Deactivation Project; nor does it include a reference 
to either of the procedures. Furthermore, neither procedure is adequate for ensuring that the type 
of essential historical data and information mentioned above is obtained. The procedures 
describe the assessment process, report format, and administrative details, and refer to lines of 
inquiry that are not part of the procedure, but “will be provided” by other organizations. 
Importantly, there are no criteria or guidelines in the procedure for conditions requiring further 
evaluations and for the nature of information to be obtained. Thus, the River Corridor Project 
does not currently have an adequate procedure to ensure that pertinent data and information 
about the facility are obtained from the transferring organization, and thereby to establish facility 
conditions properly. (HAZ.2-10) 

For facilities, such as those considered above, historical data and any information from a pre- 
existent condition assessment may not be adequate to make reasonable assumptions for 
conducting a safety analysis, and thus to establish adequate operational controls for deactivation 
activities to be conducted within the facility. The River Corridor Project does not currently have 
a procedure that describes an approach to establishing the necessary safety basis for those 
facilities with inadequate safety basis, characterization data, or past information. (HAZ.2-11) In 
the case of 23 1-Z. a step-wise approach was developed as part of its interim safety basis, which 
will guide the additional activities needed to conduct hither characterization and establish the 
safety basis necessary for deactivation. However, the approach has not been documented such 
that it could be applied to other Accelerated Deactivation Project nuclear facilities in a similar 
situation. 

W 

Conclusion 

The FH ISM System Description adequately describes the processes and procedures utilized to 
apply ES&H requirements to all PHMC facilities and operations It also reflects adequate 
mechanisms to identify the need for new or different requirements. The process for tailoring and 
grading the application of requirements and standards to lower hazard nuclear, radiological, non- 
nuclear, and industrial facilities is presently inadequate. Furthermore, there appear to be 
inadequacies in the procedures (a) to identify and control “interface” hazards to radiological. 
non-nuclear and industrial facilities, and (b) to provide the approach for transitioning and 
preparing inactive, inadequately characterized nuclear facilities for deactivation 

This objective has been met 
Strengths: 

The safety basis of WMPIASP radiological and non-nuclear facilities is maintained through a 
procedure similar to the USQ process. (HAZ.2-1) 

W 
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The Project Hanford Management System requires the entire spectrum of its facilities - 
nuclear, radiological, non-nuclear. and industrial - to develop and maintain an 
Authorization Envelope. (HAZ.2-2) 

OBJECTIVE. H U . 2  
DATE: 4/27/00 

Concerns: 

Criteria and guidance for determining the need for a facility-specific S/fUD configuration 
control procedure is lacking. (HAZ.2-3) 

Two RCP Hazard Category 2 nuclear facilities (224-T and PUREX Tunnels) do not have 
S/RIDs as required by HNF-PRO-265, nor approved variances. (HAZ.2-4) 

The ISM System Description for the FFTF does not address its S/RID, which is the 
documentation of contractual ES&H requirements (HAZ.2-5) 

A process for tailoring and grading the application of ES&H requirements and standards to 
Hazard Category 3 nuclear, radiological, non-nuclear, and industrial facilities is lacking. 
(HAZ.2-6) 

ES&H-related roles and responsibilities presented in the FH Management Plan 
(HNF-MP-001) are not h l l y  defined at the project level. (HAZ.2-7) 

Statement in the ISM System Description that A A s  have been established for all RCP Hazard 
Category 2 nuclear facilities is incorrect, since AAs for two such facilities (224-T and 
PURE>( Tunnels) are in the review and approval process. (HAZ.2-8) 

For radiological, non-nuclear, and industrial facilities and activities. there are inadequacies in 
the system for identifying and controlling hazards posed by interfaces with other contractors 
and organizations (HAZ.2-9) 

The FH Management Plan (HNF-MP-001) and System Description (HNF-MP-003) for the 
RCP do not discuss the significant mission and processes for transitioning inactive facilities 
with inadequate characterization or safety basis. The procedure for assessing the pre-existing 
condition of such facilities is inadequate for ensuring that pertinent and available information 
about the facility is obtained from the transferring organization. (HAZ.2-IO) 
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There is no procedure that describes an approach to establishing the necessary safety basis 
for those facilities with inadequate safety basis, characterization data, or past information 
(HAZ.2-11) 
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OBJECTIVE 

EAZ.3 - Contractor procedures and policies ensure that contractor personnel responsible for 
analyzing the hazards and developing, reviewing, or implementing the controls have competence 
that is commensurate with their resoonsibilities. Personnel shall uossess the exoerience. 
knowledge, skills, and abilities that are necessary to discharge their responsibilities (CE 1-7, 
CE 1-8). 

Criteria 

I .  The FH ISM System Description and supporting documents have clearly defined roles and 
responsibilities to oversee, review, approve the analysis of hazards, and establish controls 
associated with facility activities. 

2. The FI-I ISM System Description and supporting documents require that personnel 
responsible for analyzing hazards and identification of adequate controls have competence 
that is commensurate with their responsibilities. 

3. FH work planning procedures ensure appropriate involvement of workers and ES&H 
professionals in hazard analysis and selection of controls. ..-., 

Aooroach 

Record Review 

Review FH organization documentation to identify personnel, including technical personnel 
and first levels of management, to whom this objective applies. 

Review the position descriptions for those personnel to determine the required competencies. 

Review cooperatdsite training manuals and qualification and competency procedures 

Review selected training and qualification records for those personnel identified above to 
determine how the required competency has been gained, retained, and validated. 

Interviews 

Interview managers responsible for analyzing hazards and developing and implementing controls 
and/or Authorization Basis Documentation at the site and project levels. These included 
personnel such as those responsible for Safety Analysis Review/Technical Safety Requirements 
preparations and implementation, As Low as Reasonably Achievable (ALARA) review 
requirements, AJHA’s, Process Hazard Analysis activities, etc. 

v 
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Record Review 

DOE-RL 0223, Emergency Plan Implementation Procedure, Rev. 3, September I ,  2000 
FFTF Performance Assess and Development Plan for employee (Scientist 11. ES&H Safety 
Manager) 1999-2000 performance period 
Fluor Hanford Job Code Table (December I ,  1999) and corresponding Job Descriptions 
(April 20, 2000) 
- General Engineers 
- Safety Engineers 
- Technical Safety 
- Health Physics Analysts 
- Health Physicist personnel 
FSP-FFTF-POL-6- 14, FFTF Plant Policy Manual, Section 18.0, “Qualification 
Requirements for FFTF Project Personnel,” Rev. 2, December 31, 1998 
FSP-FFTF-TRNG-0329, 400 Area Training Plans, Section 2.0, ”FFTF Operations Training 
Program,” Rev. I ,  December 18, 1999 
FSP-WESF-00 1, WESF I)rc!lecl Administration 
- Section CM-3, “Work Management Process,” Rev. 5, December 13, 1999 
- Section CM-5, “Controlling Subcontractor Work at WESF,” Rev. 3, March 29, 2000 
- Section EN-2, “System Engineers Responsibilities,” Rev. 6,  March 13, 2000 
- Section MS-13, “Work Prioritization and Scheduling,” Rev. 0, March 8, 2000 
FSP-WESF-002, WESF conducl of Operations, Section 16.1, “Technical Procedure 
Process,” Rev. 2, September 8, 1999 
HNF-436 I .  PHMC Expeclo/~~~n.s,fi~r Worker In~v~lvement, Rev. 0, April 28, 1999 
HNF-5053, Policy,ji)r Envirc~nmental SqfeQi and Health, Rev. 2, October 18. 1999 
HNF-IP- 1264, 324.32 7 Facilities S/uhilizatiori Projects Admini.strative Manual, Section 2.16, 
”Administrative Manual.” Rev. 3, November 22, 1999 
“F-IP- I28 1, Itiver Corridor 7klitIlng Projecl Training Plan, Rev. 2, February 29, 2000 
HNF-Mp-0 1 1 , Project Hanfi~rdMat~agemet~t Contract Sitewide Qunltjica/ion and Training 
Plan, Rev. I ,  April 6, 1999 
HNF-POL-EMPLOY, Employee Training Policy, Rev. 0, May 16, 1997 
HNF-PRO-02 1, Empkiymenl and Persotinel Placement, Rev. 2, January 20, 2000 
HNF-PRO-046, Compensating Exempf and Non-exempt Emplriyees and Personnel 
Placcmenl. Rev. 0, July IS, 1998 
HNF-PRO-050, Managing Employee Pe?ffirmance, Rev. 1, August 25, 1999 
“F-PRO-074, Sajtefy RespcNlsihilities, Rev. 1, July I ,  1997 
HNF-PRO-078, Stihcriniractor Safety di Health Managemetit, Rev. 2, August 10. 1999 
HNF-PRO-079. J0h Hazard Analysis, Rev. 4, September 9, 1999 
HNF-PRO-168, Employee Training, Rev. 0, February 16, 1998 
HNF-PRO- I 76, Preparing Qunlijication Programs af Nuclear Facilities. Rev.0, 
September 29, 1997 

kd 
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L 

HNF-PRO- 1 77, Preparing Certification Programs a1 Nuclear Facilities, Rev. 0. 
September 29, 1997 
HNF-PRO- 18 19, PHMC Engineering Requircmenls, Rev.4. January 24, 2000 
HNF-PRO- 186, Preparing a Slatemen1 of Wr,rk,fi~r Services, Rev. 2, September 8, I999 
HNF-PRO-357, ~.‘(~nipIetiiin and C‘lo.smre ofl’erfiirmance Agreemmls, Rev. I ,  
September 22, 1999 
HNF-PRO-430, SMely Analysis Program, Rev. 2, December 7, 1999 
HNF-PRO-533, Change Cfintrol, Rev. I, April 5 ,  2000 
HNF-PRO-700, SMety Analysis and Technical Safety Reqiiirements, Rev. 2, 
December 2, 1999 
HNF-PRO-704, Hazard and Accident Analysis Process, Rev. 1, September 2, 1999 
HNF-PRO-705, Safely Basis Planning, Do~imentati~in, Review, and Approval, Rev. 2, 
November 5, 1999 
Qualification Cards 
- Waste Management Project, Industrial Hygiene, Sample, Rev. 0, December 31, 1998 and 

Position Training Report (printout April 8,2000) 
- Waste Management Project, Safety Engineer, Sample, Rev. 0, December 3 I ,  1998 and 

Position Training Report (printout April 8.2000) 
- Waste Management Project, Radiological Control Technician, Sample, Rev. 0, 

November 3, 1999 and Position Training Report (printout April 8, 2000) 
- 300 Area Technical Staff, Nuclear Safety, Rev. I ,  June 8, 1998 and Summary of Training 

History (printout April 19, 2000) 
- 300 Area Technical Staff, Safety Engineer, Rev. 1, June 8, 1998 and Summary of 

Training History (printout April 19,2000) 
- 300 Area Technical Staff, Industrial Hygiene, Rev. 1, June 8, 1998 and Summary of 

Training History (printout April 19,2000) 
- FFTF-400 Area Training Staff Technician Plan, Safety Engineer, Plan Number 071946 
Wh4H-200, Waste Management Hanford Procedures 
- Section 2.1, “Organization and Administration,” Rev. 2, September 19, 1999 
- Section 3.5, “Subcontractor Project and Construction Work,” Rev. 2, September 30, 1999 
- Section 7.2. “Engineering Practices,” Rev. 0, April 7,2000 
- Section 1.41, “Training Procedures, “ (WRAP), November 18, 19999 
- Secttion 5.1, “Waste Management Project Procedures,” Rev. 4, February 29, 2000. 

Interviews Conducted 

Analytical Services Provider (ASP) 

Functional Safety Lead 
8 Training Lead. 
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Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) 

Project Control Analyst 
Safety Lead. 

Fluor Hanford (FH) 

Occupational Safety and Health (OS&H) Director. 

River Corridor Project (RCP) 

327 Facility Planner 

Human Resources Representative 
TrainingEP Engineer 
TrainingJEP Manager. 

Waste Management Project (WMP) 

Health and Safety Program Lead 
0 Human Resources Specialist 

Training and Qualification Manager 

WRAP Facility Operations Manager. 

Discussion of Results 

Criterion 1 : The FH 1.W Sy.stem Description and supporting documents have clearly defined 
roles arid rc.sl,oir.sibilities to oversee, review. approve the analpis of hazard.s# and es/ahli.sh 
controls crssociated with, facility activities 

The upper-tier documents in Table 3 of HNF-MP-003, IntegratedEnvironrnental Safety and 
Health Managemen/ Sy.stem Description contain a listing that identifies roles and responsibilities 
and the corresponding procedures for the analysis of hazards and establishing controls. 
HNF-PRO-430, S q f k f y  Analysis Program, HNF-PRO-700, Safety Analysis and Technical Safety 
Reyiiireme?rl.s, "F-PRO-704, Hazard and Accident Analysis Prricess, 
HNF-PRO-705, Sqfety Basis Planning, Doclimentation, Review, and Approval, and 
HNF-PRO-074, Sqfety Responsibilities, state the manager's and supervisor's roles and 
responsibilities relative to facility hazard analysis. Regarding the selection of personnel for 
analyzing hazards and controls, the upper documents are HNF-POL-EMPLOY, Empfoyee 
Training Policy, HNF-PRO-021, Empk,ymenl and Personnel Placement, HNF-MP-011. 

Business Manager and lntegration Director 

Waste Receiving and Processing (WRAP) Facility Manager 
Work Control and Scheduling Manager 
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Contraci Sitewide QiialIfication and Training Plan. and HNF-PRO- 168, Employee Training 
For further discussion, see BBC.3. MC0.2, and SME-M&WC. 

Appendix B of HNF-MP-003 identifies expectations that are further defined as roles coupled 
with a responsibility assigned to an organization or an individual. It does not appear that this 
appendix is being used to define roles and responsibilities in the contractor’s ISMS. 

Interviews with managers and supervisors indicate a clear understanding of their roles and the 
roles of those involved in hazard identification and analysis, as well as for establishing controls. 
One indication that these supervisors understood their roles was their knowledge of the Job 
Hazard Analysis (JHA)/Automated Job Hazard Analysis (AJHA) process, AJHA screening, and 
other facets of the JHA procedure (HNF-PRO-079, .!oh Hazard Analysis). lnterviews indicated 

‘ that managers and supervisors knew which technical personnel were needed for given hazard 
conditions and facilities. Further evidence of their understanding of their responsibilities was 
their familiarity with applying the process of screening at appropriate levels. Most managers and 
supervisors reiterated the high- and medium-risk identification process that prompted the full 
AJHA process with no or very limited tailoring of the process. 

There was no consistent procedural flow down of specific technical roles and responsibilities for 
controls or identification of hazards. Additionally, there was not a unified system to describe 
how the tailoring process was to be applied. A similar situation was identified in the area of 
SMEM&WC relating to a variety ofwork control procedures applied across the Hanford Site. 
Although this is not ideal, it is not viewed as detrimental to completion of this criterion, and 
therefore, not identified as a concern. 

Criterion 2; The FH ISM System Uescriptioin mid .wpp(ir?Iiig documents require that pr.siin?7el 
re.sp~insihle,fiir crnolyzirig hazurdy and ident~ficcriiiin of adequate ciintriil.~ haw crimpeience that 
i s  ccimmeir.vrrraie with their re.spiin.sihiiitie.s. 

The main documents that satisfy these competency requirements are HNF-PRO-02 1, 
HNF-POL-EMPLOY, HNF-Mp-011, and HNF-PRO-I 68. These procedures establish 
qualification, selection, and training requirements. Human Resources records, projectlfacility 
qualification cards, performance review records, and training review records are used to verify 
that individuals have the necessary competency to perform hazard identification and analysis. 
Training records typically include the Training lnformation Matrix, Training StafFTech Plans, 
lndividual Development Plans, FH qualification and certification program procedures, summary 
of training history printouts, position training reports, etc. Human Resources records typically 
included such items as job code tables and corresponding job descriptions (for General 
Engineers, Safety Engineers and tech safety, Health Physics Analysts and Health Physicist 
personnel) which identified responsibilities and skills/qualifications necessary for each position, 
etc. 

L, 

W Managers and supervisors interviewed were aware they must ensure their workforce is qualified 
and annual workforce training updates are required. They also knew which personnel had the 
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expertise to bring in for help or advice on specific hazards. Several interviewees cited specific 
project or company level training documents used. Likewise, they were equally versed in 
assuring these same or similar qualified personnel were identifying adequate controls to assure a 
safety interface. 

The procedures and methods used for subcontracted workers are much simpler and involve the 
upper-tier procedures HNF-PRO-078, Suhccin/rac/ Sufefy andffeahh Manugemen/ and 
HNF-PRO-186. HNF-PRO-186, Appendix A provides a procurement request form (“Sample 
(Simplified) Statement of Work)  which requires a description of the individual’s qualifications 
necessary to perform the assigned scope of work, including identification of hazards and work 
controls. Procurement managers verify these qualifications. 

The procedures used to establish subcontractor qualifications do describe a process that is 
understood, used, and followed. Managers or supervisors interviewed were satisfied and 
comfortable with the application. However, there is no FH company-level system that describes 
a method to consistently achieve qualification verification for subcontractors at the same level as 
applied to the FH workforce. Although this is not an ideal situation, in this context it is not 
viewed as detrimental to completion of this criterion and therefore is not identified as a concern. 

Criterion 3: FH cl..ork~iuiitiiii~pr~ice~ure.~ en.uire upprvpria/e inwhernen/ r,fworker.s und 
LS&H prt~fi..s.sioiirrl.s i i i  hrrzord una1y.si.y and selection c~fcontro1.s. 4 

The FH ISM System Description. policies. and procedures appropriately describe a plan for 
worker involvement in hazard identification, analysis, and establishment of controls. HNF-4361, 
PHMC Lxpec/aticin.s,fiir Work lnvolvenien/ generally speaks to worker involvement in the ES&H 
process, and ES&H policy HNF-5053, Policy,for Environmental, Safety and Health clearly 
expresses worker involvement as fundamental. HNF-PRO-079 emphatically states the workers 
and ES&H professionals must be included in “. . . hazardhpact identification, analysis, and 
control phases ofjob hazard analysis.” Those involved in this process are fbrther aided by the 
AJHA User’s Guide. the ISMS/AJHA Implementation Information Screen, and the AJHA Help 
screens in developing and establishing the controls for safe work. 

The managers and supervisors interviewed demonstrated a good understanding of these 
procedures and their application. All interviewed were very positive about applying them and 
assuriny workers and ES&H professionals are involved. Again. the examples these managers 
and supervisors cited within their facilities substantiate the application of this criterion. 

In the first Fluor Daniel Hanford ISMS Phase 1 Verification conducted in October 1999, one 
issue identified was that the HNF-4361 could be misinterpreted. The issue stated “...one with a 
management background may interpret this high level policy as referring to craftsman only.” 
The October 1999 Phase 1 Verification concluded otherwise based on the interviews. During this 
Phase I Verification, the managers and supervisors interviewed corroborated this conclusion. 
They related involvement of an all-inclusive scheme of workers; employees at all levels were 
encouraged to supply any input that could help the process. Further, the stop work policy was 
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often part of this area of discussion and recognized at all levels. as was the benefit of worker 
involvement. 

Conclusion: 

Roles and responsibilities for technical positions rely mostly on upper-tier documents. 
lnterviews with management and supervisors of FH and the projects demonstrated an 
understanding of the importance of these criteria and a good working knowledge of the 
procedures. Training documentation was consistent, although the tailoring process varied with 
the use of the procedures. Nonetheless, the responsibilities and qualifications were adequately 
applied and workef involvement was included in the process of hazard identification, hazard 
analysis, and in the developing controls for safe work. 

As identified by SME-M&WC, which related to work control procedures, there was not 
consistent procedural flow down of specific technical roles and responsibilities for identification 
or control of hazards. Also, there is no unified system to describe how the tailoring process was 
to be applied. Additionally, there is no FH company-level system describing a method to 
consistently achieve qualification verification for subcontractors at the same level as applied to 
the FH workforce. These items are not viewed detrimental to satisfying their specific criterion, 
and therefore, are not considered a concern for these criteria. 

This objective has been met. 

Streneths: 

None 

W 

Concerns: 

None 

Teum Member Teum Leader 
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OBJECTIVE 

SMEEP:  Environmental ProtectiodChemical Management - Within the Environmental 
Protection/ Chemical Management area, the planning of work includes an integrated analysis of 
hazards and development and specification of necessary controls and opportunities for feedback 
and continuous improvement. Line managers are responsible for safety, that clear roles and 
responsibilities have been established, and there is a satisfactory level of competence. 

Criteria 

1. The FH ISM System Description and supporting documents are established for allocating 
resources for environmental regulatory and chemical management required provisions 
(BBC.2). 

2. The FH ISM System Description and supporting documents ensure that environmental and 
hazardous material controls are adequate to mitigate all identified hazards associated with the 
planned work. 

OBJECTIVE: S M E E P  
DATE: 4/27/00 

3. The FH ISM System Description and supporting documents for environmental protection and 
chemical management contain clear roles and responsibilities and specify that the line 
management is responsible for enviromental protectiodrequirements. 

4. FH mechanisms are established to communicate environmental requirements and chemical 
management to employees at all levels. 

5 .  The FH ISM System Description and supporting documents are established to ensure that 
environmental protection and chemical management personnel are required to have 
competence commensurate with the assigned responsibility. 

6. The FH ISM System Description and supporting documents are established to ensure that the 
contractor and subcontractors are held accountable for environmental regulations and 
chemical management requirements through appropriate contractual and appraisal 
mechanisms (MG0.2). 

7. The FH ISM System Description and supporting documents for environmental protection and 
chemical management require that withii the subject area, feedback and continuous 
improvement occurs. 

8. Ensure completion of Corcective actions from previous Phase I verifications. 

Q 
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Aoaroach 

Record Review 

Review the policies and procedures that define the procedures and interactions required for 
environmental protection at the site level. 

Assess the adequacy of the documents to meet the criteria above and determine that the 
environmental protection procedures flow down to subcontractor levels. 

Review assessment and feedback mechanisms to assess the effectiveness within the 
environmental protection area. 

Review training records of personnel in the Environmental Protection group to determine 
whether they meet competency standards. 

Interviews 

Interview personnel and responsible managers assigned to Environment Protection, 

Interview line managers to assess the establishment of clear roles and responsibilities and the 
understanding of the support provided to line managers. 

Interview personnel assigned to Environmental Protection to assess level of competence. 

Corrective Action Plan Closures 

See Attachment SME-EPa - PHMC CAP, SME EP-4, SME RP.2 and PFP CAP, PF’P-6 

Record Review 

a ASP-100, Analytical Services Policies 

ASP-GD-00 1, Analytical Services Desk Instructionsfor Environmental Reiliews, Rev. 0, 
April 20, 2000 

- 
- 
- 
- 

Section 4.0, “Analytical Services Charter Description,” Rev. 1, Draft 
Section 4.1, “Analytical Services Charters,” Rev. 1, Draft 
Section 4.2, “Analytical Services Laboratory Charters,” Rev. 1, Draft 
Section 4.3, “Analytical Services Programs and Functional Support Charters,” Rev. 1, 
Draft 
Section 4.6, “Analytical Services (AS) Integrated Safety Management Roles and 
Responsibilities and Functions,” April 2000, Rev. 0, Draft 

- 
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0 

0 

0 

0 i /  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
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ASP-200, Analytical Services Procedures 
- Section 1.13, “Health and Safety Self-Inspection Program,” Rev. 3, January 1,2000 
- Section 1.18, “Technical Procedure Process,” Rev. 0, Draft 
- Section 1.2, “Assessments Program,” Rev. 3, October 28, 1999 
- Section 1.3, “Corrective Action Management,” Rev. 4, July 15, 1999 
- Section 1.6, “Operational Readiness Activities,” Rev. 1, September 14, 1999 
- Section 2.1, “Organization and Administration,” Rev. 2, September 16, 1999 
- Section 2.14, “Required Reading,” Rev. 1, June 13, 1999 
- Section 2.16, “Technical Procedures,” Rev. 8, August 23, 1999 
- Section 2.6, “Abnormal Events-Investigation, Notification and Occurrence Reporting,” 

Rev. 3, June 2, 1999 
- Section 3.1, “Maintenance Work Management,” Rev. 3, February 22,2000 
- Section 3.5, “Subcontractor Project and Construction Work,” Rev. 2, October 28, 1999 
ASP-3 10, Analytical Sewices Project Administration, Section 1.8, “Laboratory Procedures,” 
Rev. 2, January 14,2000 
Fast Flux Test Faciliiy Operations Administrative Procedure 
- A-28, “FFTF Work Management Process,”. Rev. 13 
- A-47, “FFTF Hazard Communication and Chemical Management,” Rev. 1 
Chemical Management Program Stakeholder Newsletter for the Project Hanford 
Management Contractor, November 18, 1999 
Chemical Management Program Stakeholder Newsletter for the Project Hanford 
Management Contractor, December 17, 1999 
Chemical Management Program Stakeholder Newsletter for the Project Hanford 
Management Contractor, April 13,2000 
FSP-FFTF-EI-080, FFTF Engineering Instructions, Corrective Maintenance and 
Modification Work Packages, Rev. 6, September 28, 1999 
FSP-FFTF-POL-6-14, F F F  Plant Policy Manual, Section 2.0, “Organization, 
Responsibilities, and Authority,” Rev. 2, November 20, 1998 
FSP-WESF-001, WESF Project Arlministration 
- Section CM-3, “Work Management Process,” Rev. 5,  December 13, 1999 
- Section CM-5, “Controlling Subcontractor Work at WESF,” Rev. 3, March 29, 2000 
- Section MS-02, “WESF Administration,” Rev. 4, February 17, 2000 
FSP-WESF-002, WESF Conduct ofoperations 
- Section 1.1, “Self-Assessment Program,” Rev. 1, December 8, 1999 
- Section 14.0, ‘‘Required Reading,” Rev. 0, September 30, 1998 
- Section 16.1, “Technical Procedure Process,” Rev. 2, September 8, 1999 
- Section1 .O, “Operations Organization and Administration,” Rev. 1, December 12, 1999 
GO1 5, FFTF Operations Guide GOIS, 400 Limited Area Hazardous MateriaiNaste Training 
Plan, Rev. 1A 
GO1 9, FFTF Operations Guide G019, 400 Area Waste Minimization, Rev. 0 
HNF-3244, 324132 7 Facilities Environmental Efluent Specifications, Rev. 1, 
August 30, 1999 
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HNF-IP-1264, 3241327 Facilities Siabilizaiion Projecis Adminisirative Manual 
- Section 1.2, “Hazard Communication Program,” Rev. 2, December 22, 1999 
- Section 2.1, “324 and 327 Facilities Chemical Management System,” Rev. 1, 

December 22, 1999 
- Section 2.2, “Administrative Procedure Development and Control,” Rev. 4, 

November 22, 1999 
- Section 2.3, “Technical Procedure Development and Control,” Rev. 5, 

November 22, 1999 
- Section 4.1, “Job Control System Implementation,” Rev. 9, November 22, 1999 
- Section 6.1, “Waste Generation Management Plan,” Rev. 2, November 12, 1999 
HNF-Mp-001, Fluor HanyordManagemeni Plan, Rev. 2, March 10,2000 
HNF-Mp-003, Megrated Environmental, Safety, and Health Management System 
Description. Rev. 3, April 12,2000 
HNF-PRO-058, Criiique Process, Rev. 3, Draft 
HNF-PRO-069, Maintenance Management, Rev. 3, Draft 
HNF-PRO- 154, Responsibilities and Procedures, for all Hazardous Material, Rev. 1, 
April 15, 2000 
HNF-PRO- 156, Nonradioactive Hazardous Maierials/Hazardous Waste (HM/HW) 
Shipments, Rev. 1, April 15, 2000 
HNF-PRO- 157, RadioactiveMaterial/ Waste Shipments, Rev. 1, April 15, 2000 
HNF-PRO- 166, Transportation Safety Training Requirements, Rev. 1, April 15, 2000 
HNF-PRO-1793, BuildingManagement, Rev. 1, Draft 
HNF-PRO- 1794, Facility Shuidown, Siandby, and Transfer, Rev. 1, Draft 
HNF-PRO-2258, ChemicalManagemeni, Rev. 0, August 3 1, 1998 
HNF-PRO-229, Technical Procedure Stanuhrd, Rev. 4, Draft 
HNF-PRO-2595, Air Quality Program - Nonradioactive Emissions, Rev. 0, October 20, 1998 
“F-PRO-450, Air Quality -Radioactive Emissions, Rev. 0,  March 18, 1999 
HNF-PRO-455, Solid WasteManagement, Rev. 1, March 7, 2000 
HNF-PRO-456, Water Quality Program, Rev. 0, October 22, 1998 
HNF-PRO-473, Performing Excavation Activities, Rev. 1, Draft 
HNF-PRO-474, Core Drilling/Tie-in Permit, Rev. 1, Draft 
HNF-PRO-489, Third Party Inspections, Rev. 2, Draft 
HNF-PRO-490, Calibrations Managernenr Program, Rev. 3, Draft 
HNF-PRO-5 12 1, Waste Designation and Land Disposal Resirictions, Rev. 0, March 8, 2000 
HNF-PRO-5 122, Dangerous Waste Generator Activities, Rev. 0, March 8,2000 
HNF-PRO-5 123, Mixed Waste, Rev. 0, March 8, 2000 
HNF-PRO-5 124, Nonradioactive, Nondangerous Waste, Rev. 0, March 9,2000 
HNF-PRO-5 125, Radioactive Waste, Rev, 0, March 9, 2000 
HNF-PRO-5 126, Waste Recycling and Reclamation, Rev. 0, March 9, 2000 
HNF-PRO-5 127, Treatment, Storage, m&or Disposal Units, Rev. 0, March 9,2000 
HNF-PRO-696, Conduct of Operaiions Policy, Rev. 1, Draft 

SME-EP-4 
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SI-300 Area-028, 300 Area Stabilization Project, Standing Instructions, 300 Area 
Stabilization Project to River Corridor Preject Reorganization, Rev. 1, October 12, 1999 
SI-324 Bldg-00 1, 324 Building Deactivation Project Standing Instructions, Automated Job 
Hazard Analysis (AJHA). Rev. 0, November 11, 1999 
WMH- 1 00, Waste Managemenf Hanford Policies 
- Section 1 .O, “General Policy Statement,” Rev. 0, May 19, 1997 
- Section 2.3, “Policy and Procedures System,” Rev. 2, October 3 1, 1999 
- Section 4.0, “Analytical Services Charter Description,” Rev. 1, Draf? 
- Section 4.1, “Waste Management Charters,” Rev. 1, Draft 
- Section 4.2, “Waste Management Charters,” Rev. 1, Draft 
- Section 4.3, “Waste Management Programs and Functional Support Charters,” Rev. 1, 

Draft 
- Section 4.6, “Waste Management Integrated Safety Management Roles and 

Responsibilities and Functions,” Rev. 0, April 2000, Draft 
WMH-200, Waste Management Hanford Procedures 
- Section 1.13, “Health and Safety Self-Inspection Program,” Rev. 3, January 1, 2000 
- Section 1.18, “Technical Procedure Process,” Rev. 0, Draf? 
- Section 1.2, “Assessments Program,” Rev. 3, October 28, 1999 
- Section 1.3, “Corrective Action Management,” Rev. 4, July 15, 1999 
- Section 1.6, “Operational Readiness Activities,” Rev. 1, September 14, 1999 
- Section 2.1, “Organization and Administration,” Rev. 2, September 16, 1999 
- Section 2.14, “Required Reading,” Rev. 1, June 13, 1999 
- Section 2.16, “Technical Procedures,” Rev. 8, August 23, 1999 
- Section 2.6, “Abnormal Events-Investigation, Notification and Occurrence Reporting,” 

Rev. 3, June 2, 1999 
- Section 3.1, “Maintenance Work Management,” Rev. 3, February 22,2000 
- Section 3.5, “Subcontractor Project and Construction Work,” Rev. 2, October 28, 1999 
WMH-3 10, Waste Management Laboratory Administration, Section 5.1, “On-the-Job 
Training,” Rev. 2, January 7, 1999 

W 

Interviews Conducted 

Analytical Services Provider (ASP) 

Environmental Manager 
a 

Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) 

2 2 2 4  Laboratory Chemical Management Coordinator 

Waste Sampling and Characterization Facility (WSCF) Environmental Compliance Officer. 

W‘ Regulatory Compliance, Acting Environmental Compliance Officer 
Safety Manager. 
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Fluor Hanford (FH) 

Environmental and Regulation, Senior Director 
Environmental and Regulations, Policies and Procedures Senior technical Advisor 
Environmental Center of Excellence Facilitator. 

Protection/Chemical 
Management 

River Corridor Project (RCP) 

3241327 Facilities Chemical Management Program Clerk 
3241327 Facilities Environmental Compliance Oficer 
,5241327 Facilities Hazardous Material Specialist 
Environmental Program Manager. 

Waste Management Project (WMP) 

Environmental Manager 

Environmental Services, Project Manager 

Discussion of Results 

Criterion 1: The FH ISMSystem Description andsupporting documents are estabhhed for 
allocating resources, for environmental regulatory and chemical management required 
provisions (BBC. 2). 

The FH Environmental and Regulations, W, RCP, FFTF, and ASP Environmental 
ProtectiodChemical Management programs use standard mechanisms for developing 
multi-year work planning for allocating resources. All personnel interviewed indicated a 
comprehensive understanding of the process as it relates to the organization structure listed in 
HNF-Mp-001, Fluor HanfordManagemenf Plan. Specific review of the policies and procedures 
are covered under BBC.2 

Environmental Services, Compliance Filed Services, Manager 
Environmental Services, Deputy Project Manager 

Transportation and Packaging Technical Lead 
Treatment Facility Chemical Management Coordinator 
Treatment Facility Environmental Compliance Oflicer 
Waste Services, Deputy Project Manager. 

w 
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Protection/Chemical 
Management 

Criterion 2: The FH ISM System Description and supporting documents enstire that 
environmental and hazardous material controls are adequate to mitigate all identfied hazards 
associated with the planned work. 

HNF-PRO-2258, ChemicalManagement, is outdated and does not reflect the current 
organization, contains references to procedures no longer implemented, and describes roles and 
responsibilities and requirements that are no longer applicable under the restructured Project 
Hanford Management Contract. (SMEEP-1) This was identified through a self-assessment. A 
waiver has been issued deleting the inventory database system, without providing specific 
direction on what the project and facilities should be using in the interim. The FH 
point-of-contact has been issuing newsletters, but there is no document control or management 
system in place to make project, facility, and subcontractors comply with these requirements. 

WMP, ASP, RCP, and FFTF and associated facilities under these projects use their respective 
work control planning process to identify hazards and ensure that environmental and hazardous 
material controls are adequate to mitigate identified hazards associated with planned work. The 
project facility-level procedures reviewed use the Automated Job Hazard Analysis ( M A )  
process from ‘HNF-PRO-079, Job Hazard Analysis, to involve Environmental 
ProtectiodChemical Management professionals in the work-planning process. Interviews with 
project and facility personnel demonstrated a clear understanding of the process and confidence 
in its ability to ensure their involvement in the work planning. Some of the facilities personnel 
interviewed stated that as the AIHA is implemented and used, recommendations for 
improvements are needed to add specific facility requirements. These recommendations and 
improvements have been implemented through their work-planning procedures. 

WMP, ASP, RCP, and FFTF do not have a specific procedure for environmental technical 
document reviews; however, these projects use several other implementing mechanisms such as 
qualifications and job descriptions to perform the requirement. These responsibilities are 
assigned to the Environmental Compliance Oficer, equivalent, and/or designee. The 
organizational structure at each of the project’s facilities is simple in that the environmental 
organization consists of an Environmental Compliance Oficer and one or two environmental 
engineers. Environmental personnel are trained to the same level as the Environmental 
Compliance Oficer and have the same job description and responsibilities assigned for their 
duties as an engineer or scientist working within the Environmental ProtectiodChemical 
Management organization. 

Criterion 3: The FH ISM System Description and supporting documents for environmental 
protection and chemical management contain clear roles and responsibilities and specify that 
the line management is responsible for environmental protectiodrequirements. 

u 

v HNF-MP-001 lists Environmental Services in Table 1, “Fluor Hanford Organization, Functions, 
Roles and Responsibilities” under the Project Support organization as a functioiial area. 
“F-MP-003, Integrated Environmental, Sdety, and HeaIth Management System Description, 

SME-EP-7 
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Appendix D, “Waste Management Project Integrated Environmental, Safety, and Health 
Management System Description” describes the same organization (Environmental Services) as 
a project. Interviews with the Environmental and Regulations Manager and Environmental 
Services Manager indicated that the organization is performing its functional area responsibilities 
under the WMP organization. Clarification of management organizational structure and 
functional area responsibilities for Environmental Services in HNF-MP-00 1 and HNF-Mp-003 is 
needed. (SMEEP-2) 

HNF-PRO-455, Solid Waste Management, Rev. 1, does not contain clear roles and 
responsibilities. The eight new procedures issued as a revision to HNF-PRO-455, Rev. 0, do not 
indicate line managements, service organizations or facilities’ roles and responsibilities for 
properly characterizing, handling, storing, and treatment of hazardous and radioactive waste. 
(SME-EP-3) 

The WMp, ASP, and RCP do not have the project-level roles and responsibilities completely 
institutionalized. (SME-EP-4) These projects have developed Draft procedures and are 
currently in the process of approving and publishing these prior to the FH ISMS Phase I1 
Verification. This was identified during the self-assessment in preparation for this Phase I ISMS 
Verification. A common observation with these Draft documents and implementing mechanisms 
in use is that terminology used for positions as it relates to HNF-Mp-001, HNF-PROS, and other 
projectlfacility procedures is that the same responsibilities are listed for different job 
titles/positions and several are not integrated with the functional area manager and discipline 
lead. At the project level, the same observation can be said for personnel working jobs such as a 
Line Manager, Facility Manager, Project Manager, Environmental Manager, Environmental 
Engineer, Environmental Compliance Oficer, and Hazardous Material Coordinator or specialist. 
Because SME-EP.4 demonstrates there is no institutionalization document in place, a concern is 
not derived from these observations; however, when evaluating the final implementation of 
corrective actions, terminology should be standardized and consistent with existing programs and 
documentation. 

Criterion 4: FH mechanisms are established to communicate environmental requirements and 
chemical management to employees af all levels. 

HNF-Mp-003, Appendix D (W) does not describe the transportation and packing services 
functions, how integrated safety management is implemented under the core functions, nor does 
it list any implementing mechanisms for the organization, (SME-EP-5) The HNF-PROS used to 
ensure safe shipments of hazardous and radioactive material were not listed under the applicable 
core functions of the system description. These procedures contain the roles and responsibilities, 
mechanism for proper packaging, and shipping material onsite and offsite. 

WMp, ASP, RCP, and FFTF use various tools to flow down Environmental ProtectiodChemical 

programs, training programs, and procedures all had requirements for identification and 

d 

- 

Management requirements from the integrated system description. The required reading I 
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communicating Environmental ProtectiodChemical Management requirements to Hanford Site 
employees. 

Criterion 5: The FH ISM System Description and supporting documenfs are established to 
ensure that environmentalprotection and chemical management personnel are required to have 
competence commensurate wifh the assigned responsibiliv. 

WMP, ASP, RCP, and FFTF implement the training requirements for Environmental 
ProtectiodChemical Management, and transportation and packaging using the HNF-PROS. The 
projects and facility line management use the site Training Matrix to manage and ensure that 
personnel are trained for the responsibilities and tasks they are involved with at the project or 
facility. 

Criterion 6: The FH ISM System Description and supprting documents are established to 
ensure fhaf  the confracfor and subcontractors 'are held accounfable for environmental 
regula fions and chemical management requirements fhrough appropriate con fractual and 
appraisal mechanisms (MGO. 2). 

The WMP and ASP-level procedures for Chemical Management do not have a process to ensure 
that subcontractors comply with their Chemical Management program. This was identified 
through worker self-assessments with other gaps concerning the full implementation of a 
Chemical Management System for the facilities under the W. The mechanism, along with 
the corrective actions identified in the Deficiency Tracking System, ensures that ISMS criteria 
are implemented. The Waste Encapsulation and Storage Facility (WESF) Draft procedure for 
chemical management does contain subcontractor language and is being evaluated for use for the 
W - l e v e l  procedure. 

Criterion 7: The FH ISMSystem Description and supporting documents for environmental 
protection and chemical management require that within fhe subject area, feedback and 
continuous improvement occurs. 

WMP, ASP, RCP, and FFTF all have strong assessment programs. The requirements are 
managed through project-level andor facility-level procedures for assessments and 
self-assessment programs, along with Environmental ProtectiodChemical Management specific 
requirements for inventory, inspections, and surveillances. The documents reviewed include 
sufficient language to ensure that issues, concerns, findings, etc. are evaluated against the 
.corrective actions management program for determining deficiencies and tracking the actions 
until closure. Specific concerns with the feedback and corrective action program at the site, 
project andor facility level are covered under MG0.3. 

W' 
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Criterion 8: Ensure completion of corrective actionsfrom previous Phase I verijcations. 

SME-EP-4 Environmental controls are not heing adequately integrated within Operations 
and Maintenance FDH level policies and procedures. 

A review of the FH Phase I Integrated Safety Management Corrective Action Package for 
SME-EP-4 contained the following procedures: 

OBJECTIVE: SMEEP 
DATE: 4/27/00 

w 

HNF-PRO-058, Critique Process, Rev. 3 
HNF-PRO-069, Maintenance Management, Rev. 3 
HNF-PRO- 1793, BuildingManagement, Rev. 1 
HNF-PRO-1794, Faciliv Shutdown, Standby, and Transfer, Rev. 1 
HNF-PRO-229, Technical Procedure Stanahrd, Rev. 4 
HNF-PRO-473, Performing Excavation Activities, Rev. 1 
"E-PRO-474, Core Drillingflie-in Permit, Rev. 1 
HNF-PRO-696, Conduct of Operations Policy, Rev. 1. 

Environmental controls language was added that required ES&H reviews and approvals on tasks 

addition, the ES&H, Environmental and Regulations, Policies and Procedure Technical Advisor 
was added to the procedures as a point of contact, All of the procedures have been approved. 
The changes incorporate the hndamental principles of integrated safety management into the 
Operations and Maintenance FH-level procedures. The corrective actions taken for SME-EP-4 
were reviewed and found to be adequate. 

SME-RP.2 

involving activities that may impact the public, environment, and/or safety of the worker. In L/ 

Radiological controls and use of AURA practices are not integrated and needs to 
he established in the FDH Operations and Maintenance Program procedures. 

A review of the FH Phase 1 Integrated Safety Management Corrective Action Package for 
SME-RP.2 contained the following procedures: 

HNF-PRO-058 
0 HNF-PRO-069 
a HNF-PRO-229 

HNF-PRO-473 
0 "E-PRO-474 
0 

0 

a HNF-PRO-696. 

The changes to these procedures include the use of radiological sources and the control 
requirements for entry into radiological contamination areas. In addition, the procedure changes 

HNF-PRO-489, Third Par@ Inspections, Rev. 2 
HNF-PRO-490, Calibrations Management Program, Rev. 3 
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from SME-EP.4 (above) are part of the corrective actions for this Opportunity for Improvement. 
The review by the radiological organization indicate, along with addition of safety reviews and 
protection of the worker, that the work planning and review process should ensure that 
radiological controls and requirements are integrated into the work planning task using these 
procedures. The corrective actions taken for SME-Rp.2 were reviewed and found to be adequate. 

PFP-6 PFP has integrated Environmental Compliance/Chemical Management into work 
Planning to ensure hazard identifr'cation and conrrols are evaluated and in place. 
However, there is no documenledprocess for a consistent, systematic approach 
for peg%orming and tracking internal environmental reviewsfor faciliy 
procedures and documents. 

A review of the FH Phase I Integrated Safety Management Corrective Action Package for PFP-6 
contained the desk instruction DI-PFP-ENV-002-00, dated April 1 0,2000. Dl-PFP-ENV-002-00 
requires the use of a standard approach for conducting the environmental technical reviews. 
However, based on roles and responsibilities at the facility, sufficient guidance is not provided 
on the distribution of documents within the Plutonium Finishing Plant (PFP) Environmental 
Team. The desk instruction allows a single person to perform the environmental technical 
review; however, to ensure personnel with specific competence commensurate with 
responsibilities within the PFP Environmental Team, more guidance is needed to clarify the 
coordination process for environmental technical reviews. Based on a phone conversation with 
the Environmental Compliance Officer at PFP, D1-PFP-ENV-002-00 would allow for 
implementation of the corrective actions (systemic approach) while the final reorganization was 
implemented at the facility. This goal has been met. The desk instruction will be revised to 
reflect the roles and responsibilities of the PFP Environmental Team and to clarify the 
coordination process used for environmental technical reviews. The corrective actions taken for 
PFP-6 were reviewed and found to be adequate. 

Conclusion 

W' 

W 

Within the scope of the Environmental ProtectiodChemical Management, the core functions and 
guiding principles associated for defining scope and roles and responsibilities is not integrated 
throughout the site, project, and facility levels. The ISM System Description concerns described 
below with Environmental Services and transportation and packaging, although administrative in 
nature, are examples of not consistently documenting organizations, functions, and roles and 
responsibilities using terminology that is understood at all levels within FH. The Chemical 
Management and Solid Waste Management procedure concerns described below are an example 
of the lack of maturity of the new management structure, ISMS, and the volume of work needed 
to get documents in place and potential problems with overloading the procedure review and 
approval process. 

With the strength coming from the training, corrective action, assessments and work control 
programs, the Hanford Site should be able to build on its implementation and continuous 
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improvement while ensuring the goals and objectives listed within their policies for protecting 
the work, environment, and public are met. 

This objective has been met 

Streneths: . 

None. 

Submitted: 

Team Member 

Concerns: 

Approved: 

Team Leader 

.., 
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OBJECTIVE 

SME - Maintenance and Work Control (M&WC) - Within M&WC, the planning ofwork 
includes an integrated analysis of hazards and development and specification of necessary 
controls. There is an adequate process for the authorization and control of work and a process 
for identifying opportunities for feedback and continuous improvement. Within M&WC, lime 
managers are responsible for safety, that clear roles and responsibilities have been established, 
and that there is a satisfactory level of competence (CE MI-3, CE VIM, CE VI1-6, CE Ifll-7, 
CE Vn-8). 

Criteria 

1. The FH ISM System Description and supporting documents for M&WC require adequate 
planning of individual work items to ensure that hazards are analyzed and controls are 
identified. 

2. Procedures and/or mechanisms for M&WC contain clear roles and responsibilities. M&WC 
is effectively integrated with line support managers to ensure that line managers are 
responsible for safety. 

3. Procedures and/or mechanisms for M&WC require controls to be implemented, that these 
controls are effectively integrated, and that readiness is confirmed prior to performing work. 

4. Procedures andlor mechanisms for M&WC require that personnel who are assigned to the 
subject area have a satisfactory level of competence. 

5. Procedures andor mechanisms for M&WC require that within the subject area, feedback and 
continuous improvement occurs. 

6. Contractor procedures provide a method to ensure that controls are implemented during 
preparation for the initiation of work and start-up activities at each level. The procedures 
ensure that adequate controls are identified to mitigate the identified hazards and the controls 
are effectively implemented. Contractor procedures provide assurance that controls will 
remain in affect so long as the hazards are present. 

7. FH work planning procedures ensure appropriate involvement of workers and ES&H 
professionals in hazard analysis and selection of controls. 

W 
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Record Review 

0 Review the manuals of practice and selected records that define the procedures and 
interactions required for M&WC at the facility or activity. 

Assess the adequacy of the documents to meet the criteria above and determine that M&WC 
is effectively integrated into the facility or activity procedures. In particular, note the 
methods of maintaining configuration management and the documentation during the 
execution of the facility work. Be alert to worker involvement in the processes reviewed. 

Review any lessons learned that provide an opportunity to assess that lessons learned have 
been effectively used within M&WC. 

Review training records of personnel in M&WC to determine whether they meet competency 
standards. 

.. 0 

’ 

OBJECTIVE: SMEM&WC 
DATE: 4/27/00 

0 Review performance indicators used to gauge effectiveness or the work control system; Le., 
how many packages get worked to completion when they are originally scheduled, how 
many procedures require changes, how many changes per procedure, etc. d 

Interviews 

Interview personnel and responsible managers assigned to M&WC. 

Interview line managers to assess the establishment of clear roles and responsibilities and the 
understanding of the support provided to line managers. 

Interview personnel assigned to M&WC to assess the level of competence 

Record Review 

ASP-200, Analytical Services Project Procedures 
- Section 3.1, “Work Management,” Rev. 3, February 22, 2000 
- Section 3.5, “Subcontractor Project and Construction Work,” Rev. 2, September 30, 1999 
- Section 3.8, “Enhanced Radiological Work Planning,” Rev. 3, January 3 1, 2000 
- Section 4.10, “Occupational Medical Qualification and Monitoring,” Rev. 0, 

April 6, 2000 
- Section 5.1, “Training Plan,” Rev. 4, February 29,2000 
- Section 5.3, “Training Implementation Matrix,” Rev. 2, May 27, 1998 

SME-M&WC-2 
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0 

0 

0 

w 0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
W 

D O m - 9 9 - 7 2 ,  Fluor Daniel Hanford Inc.. Integrated Safety Management System Phase I 
Verification, October 1999 
FFTF Administrative Procedure 
- A-3, Operations Organization andResponsibilities, Rev. 6 4  April 29, 1998 
- A-28, F F F  WorkManagement Process, Rev. 13, September 3 1, 1997 
- A-33, Work Prioritization andScheduling, Rev. 4, March 24, 1998 
FSP-3647, 200 Area Deactivation Project Administration 
- Section CM-2, “Work Management Preventative Maintenance and Surveillance,” Rev. 2, 

February 23, 1999 
- Section CM-3, “Work Management System,’’ Rev. 2, April 3,2000 
FSP-FFTF-POL-6-14, FFTF PIant Policy Manual, Section 5.0, “FFTF Readiness Review,” 
Rev. I, July 1, 1998 
FSP-WESF-001, WESF Project Ariministration - Section CM-2, “Work Management Preventative Maintenance and Surveillance,’’ Rev. 0, 

April 13, 1999 
- Section CM-03, “Work Management Process,” Rev. 2, April 3, 2000 
- Section CM-05, “Controlling Subcontractor Work at WESF,” Rev. 2, August 13, 1999 
- Section OH-01, “Safety Program,” Rev.2, February 22, 1999 
- Section TN-01, “WESF Training Program,” Rev. 5, March 21,2000 
HNF-IP- 1264, 3241327 A&inistrative Procedures M m a l  
- Section 2.3, “Technical Procedure Development and Control,” Rev. 5,  

November 22, 1999 
- Section 2.15, “Training Development and Administration,” Rev. 1, October 29, 1999 
- Section 2.16, “Facility Worker Training,” Rev. 9, November 22, 1999 
- Section 4.1, “Job Control System Implementation,” Rev. 9, November 22, 1999 
HNF-MP-003, Integrated Environment, Safety, and Health Management System Description, 
Rev. 3, April 12,2000 
HNF-MP-0 1 1, Site Wide QualQication and Training, Rev. 1, April 6, 1999 
HNF-POL-EMPLOY, Employee Training Policy, Rev. 0, May 16, 1997 
HNF-PRO-055, Facilities Startup Readiness, Rev. 2, December 16, 1999 
HNF-PRO-058, Critique Process, Rev. 2, July 20, 1999 
HNF-PRO-067, Lessons Learned, Rev. 2, November 24, 1998 
HNF-PRO-069, Maintenance Management, Rev. 3 ,  January 14, 2000 
HNF-PRO-074, Safety Repnsibilities, Rev. 1, July 1, 1997 
HNF-PRO-079, Job HazardAnalysis, Rev. 4, September 9, 1999 
HNF-PRO- 164, Training Mafrix Capabilities and Access, Rev. 1, February 28,2000 
HNF-PRO-168, EmpIoyee Training, Rev. 0, February 16, 1998 
HNF-PRO-4616, Supervision ofFieki Work Activities, Rev. 3, January 23. 2000 
SI-324 Bldg-00 1, 324 Building Deactivation Project Standing Instruction, Automated Job 
HazardAnalyss (AJHA). Rev. 0, November 11, 1999 
WMH-I 00, Waste Management Hanford Policies, Section 2.10.2, “Safety Councils,” Rev. 2, 
September 9, 1999 
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WMH-200, Waste Management Hanford Procedures 
- Section 1.6, “Operational Readiness Activities,” Rev. 1, August 17, 1999 
- Section 2.16, “Technical Procedures,” Rev. 8, August 19, 1998 
- Section 3.1, “Work Management,” Rev. 3, February 22, 2000 
- Section 3.5, “Subcontractor Project and Construction Work,” Rev. 5, September 30, 1999 
- Section 3.8, “Enhanced Radiological Work Planning,” Rev. 3, January 3 1, 2000 
- Section 4.10, “Occupational Medical Qualification and Monitoring,” Rev. 0, 

April 7, 2000 
Section 5.1, “Training Plan,” Rev. 4, February 29,2000 
Section 5.3, “Training Implementation Matrix,” Rev. 2, May 27, 1998. 

- 
- 

Interviews Conducted 

Analytical Services Provider (ASP) 

Manager, Maintenance 
Team Lead, Maintenance Project Support and Work Management. 

Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) 

Manager, Maintenance 
Manager, Safety 

River Corridor Project (RCP) 

a 

a 
a 

Manager, Projects, 324 
a Manager, Work Control, 327. 

Waste Management Project (WMP) 

a Manager, Maintenance 
a 

a 

a 

Manager, Work Control and Scheduling. 

Job Control Administrator (JCA), 324 
Manager, Engineering and Maintenance, 324 
Manager, Engineering and Work Control, 324 

Manager, Maintenance and Operations, Waste Encapsulation and Storage Facility (WESF) 
Planner and Automated Job Hazard Analysis (“A) Coordinator 
Team Lead, Maintenance Project Support and Work Management. 

OBJECTIVE: SMEM&WC 
DATE 412 7/00 

v 
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Discussion of Results 

Criterion 1 : 7ke FH ISM Sy.ytem Description and supporting documents for Md! WC require 
adequate planning ofindividuaI work items to ensure fhaf hazards are ana/’ed and controfs are 
identijled (GP-5,6; CF-3). 

“F-MP-003, Integrated Environment, &$e& and Health Management Sy.s/em Description and 
supporting documents for M&WC do require adequate planning of individual work items to 
ensure that hazards are analyzed and controls are identified. This is done through the use of the 
AJHA. HNF-PRO-079, Job Hazard Analysis, provides the minimum requirements for 
integrating environmental, safety, health, and quality into work planning process. The AJHA 
toolis an automated system that is used early in the planning process to ensure hazard analysis 
and control identification and involves teams of personnel from the crafts, engineering, subject 
matter experts, and other applicable disciplines. The application of the AJHA varies from 
project-to-project, but as a minimum is applied to mediudhigh-risk and complex planned work 
items. WESF through FSP-WESF-001, KESF Project Administration. Appendix H of 
Section CM-03, “Work Management Process,” utilizes an AJHA screening process to ensure the 
applicable maintenance items fall under the AJHA tool. This procedure appendix also discusses 
how the AJHA tool is applied to maintenance and operation procedures. The 324 Building 
Deactivation Project performs maintenance per HNF-JP-1264, 324327 Administrative 
Procedures Manual, Section 4.1, “Job Control System Implementation.” This procedure 
provides links to SI-324 Bldg-001, AutomatedJob HazardAnalysis, which augments the 
HNF-PRO-079. SI-324 Bldg-001 applies the AJHA tool across the board from planned work to 
operations procedures. SI-324 Bldg-001 provides examples of what low-, medium-, and 
high-risk activitiesare. The 327 Facility utilizes the same work control procedures and institute 
their own Standing Instructions regarding the use of the AJHA tool. Other RCP Facilities and 
Projects have maintenance procedures that address the application of the AJHA tool. WMP and 
ASP use identical work management procedures that address the use of the AJHA tool for a 
given task or work activity. WMP and ASP, for pre-approved, low-risk simple work activities 
use a Work It Now (WIN) process. For no-planning-required work activities, standing AJHAs 
are used. FFTF through Administrative Procedure A-28, FFTF WorkManagement Process, 
applies the AJHA tool to all planning-required work packages and tasks. At FFTF, 

,W’ 

planning-required work includes medium and high-risk wirk items. Appendix H of A-28 
provides instructions for the application of the AJHA and for items not specifically addressed. 
allows the Work Control Scheduling Manager to determine if an AJHA will be utilized. 

The ASP ISM System Description states under Section 3.3 that ASP-200, AnalyticaIServices 
Project Procedures, Section 3.5, “Subcontractor Project and Construction Work” provides 
supplemental guidance on implementation of the AJHA tool. ASP-200, Section 3.5 does not 
provide any guidance regarding the implementation of the AJHA tool. (SME M&WC3) 

Criterion 2: Procedures andor mechanisms for M& WC contain clear roles and responsibilities. 
M& WC is effectively integrated with line support managers to ensure that line managers are 
responsible,for safe& (GP-I: CF-I). 

‘U 
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HNF-PRO-074, Safety Responsibilities provides the basic outline of roles and responsibilities of 
managers, supervisors, and nonsupervisors for safety and health. WMP, WESF, RCP, FFTF, and 
ASP have M&WC procedures and mechanisms in place that contain clear roles and 
responsibilities for the conduct of maintenance activities. The procedures used for work control 
integrate with line support to ensure line managers are responsible for safety. For example, 
ASP-200, Section 3. I ,  “Work Management” addresses the duties and responsibilities of the 
Operations Manager, Maintenance Manager, and Work Control Manager to ensure the 
integration between line support and line managers regarding safety responsibility. At FFTF, 
Administrative Procedure A-3, Operations Organization and Responsibilities, provide clear 
safety roles and responsibilities for line and line support managers. FFTF through A-28 the 

. integrating of the Facility Manager, Maintenance Manager, and other applicable manager’s roles 
and responsibilities is clear and precise in terms of line management responsibility for safety. 
WMP procedures are identical to ASP procedures in this area. One common thread for all work 
performed is the Person in Charge (P1C)lField Work Supervisor (FWS). HNF-PRO-4616, 
Supervision qfField Work Activities is the base document that defines the roles and 
responsibilities of the FWS. The PlClFWS is the activityhask-level line management 
representative that through the M&WC procedures has clearly defined safety responsibilities. 

Criterion 3: Pr#cedure.s andior mechanism.sfrr hidiwc require contro1.s to be implemented 

work (GP-5,6: CF--/,5). 

WMP, WESF, RCP, FFTF, and ASP have procedures and mechanisms in place that implement 
and integrate controls and confirm readiness prior to performing work. For facility and activity 
startup/restart, the common procedure used is HNF-PRO-055, Facility Starlup Readiness to 
ensure that the appropriate level of assessment is performed ensuring that controls are 
implemented, integrated and readiness is confirmed. WMP and ASP have a lower-tier 
document, WMH-200, Waste Management Hanfod Procedures, Section 1.6, “Operational 
Readiness Activities,” which augments HNF-PRO-055. FFTF also uses a facility-specific 
procedure, FSP-FFTF-POL-6- 14, FFTF Plant Policy Manual, Section 5.0, “FFTF Readiness 
Review” to further augment HNF-PRO-055 

As described in the discussion under criterion 1, the AIHA tool along with the applicable 
M&WC procedures provide the process that require controls be implemented, integrated and that 
readiness is confirmed prior to performing medium, high, and complex work at W, WESF, 
ASP, FFTF, and RCP. A graded approach is used for simple, routine, low-risk work. For 
example, W and ASP utilize standing AIHAs for no-planning-required work and use the 
WTN process described in criterion 1 .  Both 324/327 and FFTF utilize the 3-3, pre-approved, 
work process for low-risk, simple task. A table in their work control documents provides a list 
ofthose tasks along with the associated criteria to determine if an item can be worked under the 
3-3 process. 

/hat these controls are efseectively integrated, and tha/ readiness is confirmedprior to performing Ld 
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of those tasks along with the associated criteria to determine if an item can be worked under the 
J-3 process. 

At the 324 and 327 facilties, HNF-PRO-1264, Section 4.1 had two separate entities involved 
with the authorization of operations activities and release of planned work. Operations did not 
release work packages. A Work Release Coordinator releases the work package independent of 
Surveillance Operations Manager. (SME M&WC-4) RCP took action to correct this deficiency 
immediately after it was brought to their attention. At 324, a Standing Instruction was issued 
requiring the Surveillance Operations Manager to be the single point of contact to release work 
and direct plant operations. RCP ,Management indicated that similar action is being taken to fix 
the same condition at 327. 

Criterion 4: Procedures an#or mechanisms for M& WC require that personnel who are 
assigned to the subject area haw a sati@actory level of competence (GP-3). 

For M&WC, procedures andor mechanisms are in place that ensure personnel assigned to a 
given subject area have a satisfactory level of competence. At the FH-level procedures and 
mechanisms such as HNF-PRO-168, Employee Training, HNF-PRO-I 64, Training Matrix 
Capabilities and Access, HNF-POLEMPLOY, Employee Training Policy, and HNF-MP-0 1 1, 
Site Wide Qualijkation and Training provide guidance and roles and responsibilities regarding 
the processes used to ensure satisfactory level of competence. W, WESF, RCP, ASP, and 
FFTF implement the HNF-PROS described above via their own project or facility-specific 
procedures. 

WMH-200, Section 5.1, “Training Plan” and Section 5.3, “Training Implementation Matrix” 
provide this process. For ASP, the same procedures under the title of ASP-200, Section 5.1, 
“Training Plan” and Section 5.3, “Training Implementation Plan,” do the same. RCP utilizes 
procedures HNF-IF’-1264; and 324/327 utilize procedure HNF-IF’-1264, Section 9. 15, “Training 
Development and Control” and Section 2.16, “Facility Worker Training.” At WESF, the 
FSP-WESF-00 1, Section TN-01, “WESF Training Program” performs this function. Interviews 
with facility work control management show that the above is true. Similar procedures and 
process exist at FFTF and other RCP facilities/projects. 

See BAz.3, BBC.3, and M W . 2  for hrther discussion on competence commensurate with 
responsibility. 

Criterion 5:  Procedures and/or mechanisms for M&WC require thaf within the subject area, 
feedback and continuous improvement occurs (GP-IO; CF-6) 

W 

‘W 

For M&WC, procedures are in place that incorporate feedback and continuous improvement. In 
the WMP, RCP, WESF, ASP, and FFTF work control procedures the AJHA tool is a major 
component in the feedback and improvement process for planned work. Reportedly the AJHA 
tool provides for the incorporation of lessons learned from past work items. The AJHA tool also 
(through job planning meetings) allows engineers, ES&H, radiological personnel, and crafts to 
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provide feedback to the work planning and control process for a given work item or activity. 
Additionally, in the work control process, mechanisms are provided for the personnel performing 
the work to provide feedback during the actual performance of work. WMP, RCP, WESF, 
FFTF, and ASP work control procedures address the use of pre-job briefings aid post-job 
reviews for work that provides additional avenues for feedback and continuous improvement. 

WMP, RCP, ASP, FFTF, and WESF implement HNF-PRO-067, Lessons Learned. WMH and 
WESF utilize a Safety Council as described in WMH-I 00, Waste Management Hanford Policies, 
Section 2.10.2, “Safety Councils,” and FSP-WESF-001, Section OH-01, “Safety Program” as a 
part of the feedback and continuous improvement process. The critique process described in 
HNF-PRO-058, Critique Process, provides yet another means for feedback and continuous 
improvement. 

FH has established a Maintenance Management Board similar to the Conduct of Operations 
Council. This Board provides a forum for WMP, RCP, WESF, FFTF, ASP and other 
maintenance managers, crafts, and interested personnel to share information and provide 
feedback to improve M&WC at the Hanford Site. 

The 3241327 management has instituted a Safety Book where all personnel assigned to work at 
those facilities can write down their specific concerns and issues. Upon notification of employee 
concerndissues, 3241327 management works with the individual to resolve the concedissue and 
update the Safety Book as is necessary. Entries can also be anonymous. (SME M&WC-2) 

Criterion 6: Contractor proceduresprovide a method to ensure that controls are implemented 
duringpreparation for the initiation of work and srart-up activities at each level. The 
procedures ensure that adequate controls are identlfied to mitigate the identlfied hazards and the 
controls are eflecrively implemented. Contractor procedures provide assurance rhai controls 
will remain in affect so long as the hazards are present (GP-7; CF-4, 5). 

Contractor procedures are in place that provides a method to ensure controls are implemented 
during preparation for work initiation and start-up activities. See the discussion in criterion 3 
regarding the start-up and restart hnctions. 

WMP, ASP, RCP, WESF, and FFTF work control procedures (WMH-200, Section 3.1, “Work 
Management” and Section 3.5, “Subcontractor Project and Construction Work;” ASP 200, 
Section 3.1 and 3.5; HNF-IP-1264, Section 4.1; and A-28) provide the methods to ensure 
controls are implemented prior to work initiation of planned and routine (unplanned, low risk, 
and simple task). These same procedures provide a process to ensure that controls are identified 
to mitigate identified hazards and that they are effectively implemented. WMP, ASP, RCP, 
WESF, and FFTF work control procedures provide a process to ensure that controls will remain 
in effect so long as the hazards are present. This process utilizes plans of the day meetings, daily 
release sheets, and work suspension procedures to ensure that controls are in place, conditions 

these activities. See SME-M&WC-4 for a discussion on a deficiency that existed at the 3241327 

4 

are in effect to allow the work to proceed, and that the appropriate operations personnel control ’</ 
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facilities, For items that cannot be worked or if a delay in the work will occur, the work control 
procedures provide for work suspension. Except for WESF, the work suspension procedures 
provided criteria for when a suspension should occur. WESF procedure FSP-WESF-001, 
Section CM-03 does not provide any work suspension criteria. (SME-M&WC-5) 

Criterion 7: FH work planning procedures ensure appropriate involvement of workers and 
ES&!Hprofessionals in hazard anahsis and selection of controls (GP-8). 

FH work planning procedures provide a process to ensure appropriate involvement of worker 
and ES&H professionals in hazard analysis and control selection. For WMP, RCP, FFTF, 
WESF, and ASP the AJHA tool is the mechanism that provides this function and ensures the 
involvement of worker and ES&H professionals. The AJHA tool is used for planned medium 
and high-risk work packages. A graded approach is used for routine, simple, and low-risk work 
items to ensure the appropriate level of involvement of worker and ES&H personnel. For this 
type of work, various processes are utilized. All of the work control procedures address, in one 
form or another, what constitutes routine, low risk, and simple tasks. WMP and ASP utilize a 
WIN process for such tasks/work items. A deficiency regarding HNF-PRO-079 concerning risk 
versus complexity was identified in DOEIRL-99-72, Fluor Daniel Hanford, Inc.. Integrated 
&fey Management System P h e  I Verification (October 1999) in HAZ.3, criterion 1. A draft 
update to HNF-PRO-079 is still in the review and approval cycle to provide guidance regarding 
the definition of risk and complexity. (SME-M&WC-6) For high-risk radiological work, WMP 
and ASP follow WMH-200, Section 3.8, “Enhanced Radiological Work Planning” and ASP-200, 
Section 3.8, “Enhanced Radiological Work Planning,” respectively in addition to following the 
AJHA process. 

At FFTF, a Fix It Now (FIN) Team has been established for work to keep the reactor systems 
and support systems online. The FIN Team is a multi-disciplined team whose purpose is to 
walk-down, troubleshoot, and repair identified equipmentkystem problems in a timely manner 
to support facility operations. The FIN Team is described in the FFTF A-28. (SME-M&WC-1) 

Conclusion 

For WMP, WESF, ASP, RCP and FFTF, the planning of work includes an integrated analysis of 
hazards and development and specification of necessary controls. The AJHA tool and process is 
used for medium and high-risk work. A graded approach is used for simple, low risk, and 
routine work. 

W 

‘V 

For WMP, WESF, ASP, RCP, and FFTF, there is an adequate process for the authorization and 
control of work and a process for identifying opportunities for feedback and continuous 
improvement. At the 324/327 facilities, a deficiency existed in the area of authorization of work. 
See discussion in criterion 3 and SME-M&WC-4 for details. RCP took immediate action to 
correct this deficiency. 
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For WMH, WESF, ASP, RCP, and FFTF, procedures and mechanisms are in place that ensure 
line managers are responsible for safety, provide clear roles and responsibilities, and ensure a 
satisfactory level of competence. 

Projects under the FH umbrella, in the area of M&WC, do not implement the requirements of the 
upper tier HNF-PROS (HNF-PRO-079, HNF-PRO-069, Maintenance Management, 
HNF-PRO-4616, etc.) consistently across the site. This could lead to conhsion of the nomadic 
Hanford workforce as they perform work from facility to facility. Although an opportunity for 
improvement exists in this area it is not viewed detrimental to the meeting of this objective and is 
not identified as a concern. See HA2 3, criterion 1, for an additional discussion of this subject 
as related to hazard identification. 

The objective has been met 

Strengths: 

At FFTF, a FIN Team has been established for work to keep the reactor systems and support 
systems online. The FIN Team is a multi-disciplined team whose purpose is to walk-down, 
troubleshoot, and repair identified equipmendsystem problems in a timely manner to support 
facility operations. The FIN Team is addressed in their A-28. (SME-M&WC-1) 

The 3241327 management has instituted a Safety Book where all personnel assigned to work 
at those facilities can write down their specific concerns and issues. Upon notification of 
employee concernslissues, 3241327 management works with the individual to resolve the 
concedissue and update the Safety Book as is necessary. Entries can also be anonymous. 

d 

(SME-M& W C-2) 

Concerns: 

The ASP ISM System Description stated under Section 3.3 that ASP-200, Section 3.5 
provided supplemental guidance on implementation of the AJHA tool. ASP-200, Section 3.5 
does not provide any guidance regarding the implementation of the AJHA tool. 
(SME-M& W C-3) 

At the 324 and 327 facilities, "F-PRO-1264, Section 4.1 had two separate entities involved 
with the authorization of operations activities and release of planned work. Operations did 
not release work packages. A work release coordinator releases the work package 
independent of Surveillance Operations Manager. (SME-M&WC-4) 

WESF procedure FSP-WESF-001, Section CM-03 does not provide any work suspension 
criteria. (SME-M&WC-5) 
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A deficiency regarding HNF-PRO-079 concerning risk versus complexity was identified in 
DOE/TU-99-72 (October 1999) in HAZ.3, criterion 1. A draft update to HNF-PRO-079 is 
still in the review and approval cycle to provide guidance regarding the definition of risk and 
complexity. (SME-M&WC-6) 

Submitted: 

Dennis C. Humph;eys 

Team Member Team Leader 
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MGO.l - The contractor’s ISM System Description is consistent and responsive to DOE Policies 
450.4, 450.5, and 450.6, the DEAR, and the direction to the contractor from the Approval 
Authority. The wntractor’s policies and procedures ensure that the ISM System Description is 
maintained and implemented, and that implementation mechanisms resutt in integrated safety 
management. (CE 1-1). 

Criteria 

1. The FH ISM System Description is consistent and responsive to DOE Policies 450.4,450.5, 
and 450.6, the DEAR, and the duection to the contractor from the Approval Authority. 

2. FH has assigned responsibilities and established mechanisms to direct, monitor, verify, 
evaluate, maintain, and improve the integrated implementation of the ISMS as described in 
the ISM System Description. Implementation and integration expectations and mechanisms 
are evident throughout all wrporatdsite organizational functions. 

3. Ensure completion of corrective actions from previous Phase I verifications 

Amroach 

Record Review 

. 

L/ 

Review the FH ISM System Description and the direction concerning the guidance on the 
preparation, content, review, and approval of the ISMS. 

Review corporatdsite procedures for the implementation review and maintenance of the ISM 
System Description and associated items, including provisions for the annual review and 
update to DOE. Review charters and “output documentation” fiom any ISMS coordinating 
committees. 

Review contractor assessment activities incident to determination of the adequacy of 
implementation of ISMS. 

Review implementation planning efforts and any corrective action plans that may have been 
developed. 

Review the process established to measure the effectiveness of the ISMS to ensure that the 
methods support the establishment, documentation, and implementation of safety 
performance objectives that support DOE program and budget execution guidance. 

W 

MGO.1-I 



FUNCTIONAL AREA: Management Oversight 

Interviews 

0 Interview contractor managers who are responsible for the development and maintenance of 
the ISM System Description. 

Intervieb contractor line mangers that are or will be responsible for administering the 
mechanisms of the ISMS. 

0 

OBJECTIVE: MCO.l 
DATE: 4/27/00 

0 Interview chairpersons and key members of any ISMS coordinating committees, if 
established. 

Corrective Action Plan Closuru 

See PHMC CAP, Attachment MGO-la, MGO 1.1, 1.2 and 1.3; and PFP CAP, PFP-I, PFP-2, 
and DOE/RL-99-73. #2. 

Record Review 

9953690199-ESH-025, Guidance for Preparation and Content and Review and Approval o j  
Integrated Environment, S d e y  and Healfh Management System Description (ISMSD) in 

RL, to President, FDH, May 28, 1999 
DE-AC06-96RL13200, Mod 086, Project HanjordManagement Connact, October 1, 1999 

0 DOE-G-450.1 A, Integrafed SafeQManagemenl System Guide, Chapter IV, “Maintaining an 
Approved ISMS,” March 28,2000 
Electronic Mail message from Vice President, Environmental Safety and Health (ES&H), 
et al., ISMS, October 19, 1999 

0 FDH-2188, Management Assessment, Rev. 2, August 16, 1999 
0 FDH-5096, Feedback and Improvement Process, Rev. 0, October 25, 1999 
0 Fluor Hanford ISMS Implementation Project Integrated Schedule, April 18, 2000 
0 HNF-45 54, Integrated Environment, Safey and Healfh Management System (ISMS) 

Implementation Project Plan, Rev. 5, April 2000 
HNF-MD-016, Annual Budget Submittal, Rev. 0, March 31, 1997 

0 HNF-MD-0 18, Performance Reporting, Rev. 0, March 3 1, 1997 
0 HNF-MD-019, Project Work Authorization, Rev. 0, March 31, 1997 
0 HNF-MD-032, Presidents and Employee Zero Accidenf Councils, Rev. 0, July 1, 1997 
e HNF-MD-482 1, Guidancefor Flow Down ofIS4S Requiremenis to Lower Tier 

Subcon!racts, Rev. 0, July 30, 1999 
0 HNF-MD-5260, Use ojthe Project Hanford Management System in the Streamlined Project 

Hanjord Organizafion, Rev. 0, October 13, 1999 
0 “F-MP-001, Management andlnfegration Plan, Rev. 2, March 10,2000 

April 12, 2000 
HNF-MP-013, ConfigurationManagemen! Plan, Rev. 0, October 31, 1997 

Accordance with Clause H.5.E (DEAR 970.5204-2), Correspondence from S .  A. Sieracki, b/ 

HNF-MP-003, Integrated Environment, S a f y  and Health Manugement System Plan, Rev. 3, ‘d 

MGO. 1-2 
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HNF-MP-599, Project Hanford Qualiv Assurance Program Description, Rev. 4, 
January 14,2000 
HNF-PRO-050, Managing Employee Performance, Rev. I ,  August 25, I999 
HNF-PRO-052, Corrective Action Managemenf, Rev. 4, April 15,2000 
HNF-PRO-055, Facilities Siartup Readiness, Rev. 2, December 16, 1999 
HNF-PRO-058, Critique Process, Rev. 2, July 20, 1999 
HNF-PRO-060, Reporting Occurrences and Processing Operations Information, Rev. 2, 
September 1, 1999 
HNF-PRO-067, Managmg Lessons Learned, Rev. 1, November 24, 1998 
HNF-PRO-074, Sdefy Responsibilities, Rev. 1, July 1, 1997 
HNF-PRO-075, Sdeiy Communications, Rev. 2, December 3 1, 1997 
"F-PRO-077, Reporting, Invesiigaiing, Managing Events, Rev. 2, March 3 1, 1999 
HNF-PRO-186, Preparinga Statemeni of Workfor Services, Rev. 2, September 8, 1999 
HNF-PRO-1929, RequiremensManagement, Rev. 0, November 23, I999 
HNF-PRO-224, Document Conirol Program St&&, Rev. 2, June 7, 1999 
HNF-PRO-246, Management Assessmeni, Rev. 3, Draft 
HNF-PRO-270 1, Authorization Envelope and Authorization Agreement, Rev. 0, 
July 29, 1999 
HNF-PRO-357, Completion and Closure of Peflormance Agreements, Rev. 1, 
September 30, 1999 
HNF-PRO-4294, Peflormance Indicaior Process, Rev. 1, December 1, 1999 
HNF-PRO-453, SpillandRelease Reporiing, Rev. 1, October 13, 1999 
HNF-PRO-519, Schedule Development, Rev. 0, March 16, 1998 
HNF-PRO-522, Multi-Year Work Planning, Rev. 0, September 1, 1999 
HNF-PRO-589, Processing Project Hanford Procedures, Rev. 2, December I ,  I999 
HNF-PRO-653, Defrciency Tracking Sysiem, Rev. 2, February 3,2000 
Project Hanford Management Contract (PHMC) Environment, Safety, Health and Quality 
Performance Indicator Plan (no document number or date). 

Interviews Conducted 

Analytical Services Provider (ASP) 

Functional Group Manager 
ISMS Coordinator 

0 Operations Engineer 
0 Project Support Manager. 

Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) 

e Engineer, Project Ofice 
Maintenance Manager 
Plant Engineer 

MG0.1-3 
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Project Engineer 
0 Project Ofice, ISMS Coordinator 

0 Team Lead, Project Integration 
Team Lead, Quality Assurance 

0 

Work Control Engineer. 

Fluor Eanford (FE) 

Team Lead, Planning and Scheduling Integration 

Work Control and Scheduling Manager 

ES&H Planning and Performance Project Manager 
ES&H Vice-president 
Executive Vice President and Chief Operating Oficer 
ISMS Implementation Project Manager 
ISMS Team Member (2) 
Management Systems Manager 
Program Manager, Operations and Maintenance 
Senior Director, Project Support. 

Nuclear Materials Stabilization (NMS) 

Project Director. 

River Corridor Project (RCP) 

Project Director 
0 Technical Support (2) 

Spent Nuclear Fuel (SNF) Project 

ISMS Coordinator 

Waste Management Project (WMP) 

0 Project Director 
0 ISMS Coordinator 

Project Support Director 
0 Support Team Lead. 

MG0.1-4 
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Discussion of Results 

Criterion 1 : The PHMC I W S  Description is consistent and responsive to DOE Policies 
450.4, 450.5, and 450.6, the DEAR, and the direction to the contractorfrom the Approval 
Authority. 

HNF-MP-003, Integrated Environment, Sdety and Health Management System Plan added two 
core functions (Establish ES&H Policy and Management Review) and added four guiding 
principles (Worker Involvement, Communication and Stakeholder Involvement, Continuous 
Improvement, and Senior Management Involvement) to those required by DOE Policy 450.4, 
Safety Management System Policy. 

Since the last Phase I Verification was conducted (October 1999), FH has moved from an 
Integrating-Contractor-with-Major-Subcontractors organization to an all-FH organization with 
projects and service providers. 

The subteam reviewed the FH ISM System Description (HNF-MP-003) and compared it with 
DOE Policies 450.4,450.5, and 450.6; the Department of Energy Acquisition Regulations 
(DEAR) clauses 970.5204-2 and 970-5204-78, and direction to the contractor from DOE. The 
Vice President, ES&H, when interviewed, stated that HNF-MP-003 was prepared consistent with 
DOE Policies 450.4,450.5, and 450.6, the DEAR clauses, and direction to FH fiom the RL 
Approval Authority. The Vice President identified several examples throughout HNF-MP-003 
that aligned directly with the DOE Policies. 

PHMC (DE-AC06-96RL13200) clause 1.99 contains specific requirements for the integration of 
ES&H into work planning and execution. Subparagraph (i) states, “The contractor shall include 
a clause substantially the same as this clause in subcontracts involving complex or hazardous 
work on site.. .” This requirement was derived from the DEAR clause 970.5204-2. 

This review indicated that this revision of the FH ISM System Description, HNF-MP-003, 
Rev. 3, has improved the program crosswalks’ institutional mechanisms to the project 
implementing documents. This version of the crosswalk identifies both HNF-PRO documents 
and specific project implementation documents in the cases where projects use them. Additional 
comments regarding consistency in implementing mechanisms are referenced in Criterion 2. 

The FH ISM System Description (HNF-MP-003) contains an abbreviated version of the FH 
senior management roles and responsibilities, which aligns with the current FH organization 
Review of HNF-Mp-001, Fluor HmfordManagement Plan defines the set of roles and 
responsibilities for the top-level management structure and a description of the current 
organization. 

The descriptions for the subordinate project ISM Systems (HNF-MP-003 appendices) match 
reasonably well with the overall FH ISM System Description. The overall description of how 
ISMS is to be conducted at FH has been simplified from the last revision, largely due to the new 
organizational structure. The FH ISM System Description and the project ISM System 

i 

‘d 
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Descriptions are contained in one document, with the project descriptions listed as Appendices to 
the FH ISM System Description. 

In addition, HNF-MP-003, Appendix A provides additional information regarding integration of 
the International Organization for Standardization environmental management system as 
prescribed in IS0 14001 and the DOE Safety Management System as prescribed in DOE 
P 450.4. 

Each Appendix within HNF-MP-003 was reviewed for adequacy in describing the project- 
specific ISMS program. However, key positions called out in HNF-MP-003 are not consistent 
between projects. The following discrepancies were identified. (MGO.l-2) NOTE: These are 
not inclusive. 

Appendix C - Spent Nuclear Fuel Project 

Figure 1 is outdated. 

ISMS implementing mechanisms relating to the SNF Construction Projects (e.g., Canister 
Storage Building, Cold Vacuum Drying Facility, etc.) are not all inclusive. For example, it is not 
clear if the Automated Job Hazard Analysis (AJHA) process is or should be used for these 
construction projects. (Section 3.6.1) NOTE: Further discussion is provided under Criterion 3. 4 

Appendix E - Nuclear Material Stabilization Project 

The Activity Based Startup Review is not described in HNF-PRO-055, Facilities Srartup 
Readiness, is outdated, and is no longer used at the Plutonium Finishing Plant. (Section 3.3) 

Appendix F - River Corridor Project 

The RCP description does not identify a process for facility transition from other projects 
(known state) for transfer to the Environmental Restoration Contractor. 

HNF-MP-003, Appendix F (RCP) describes how they implement and comply with the FH ISMS 
within the RCP organizations and operations to ensure ES&H are integrated into work 
performed. The RCP Administrative Procedure Transition Plan (as noted in the plan) should 
provide the guidance and schedule for establishing the necessary set of administrative documents 
to support safe and effective operations of RCP both at the project and facility level. This draft 
plan was completed during the week of the ISMS Verification. The plan i s  noted within 
HNF-MP-003, Appendix F, Section 3.0 and states that, “Through a planned and carefblly 
implemented procedure transition plan, RCP will establish common level procedures while 
allowing for alignment of facility-specific procedures.” This led the team to believe that the 
Administrative Procedure Transition Plan should be accounted for as a part of the ISMS System 

unawareness as to whether the RCP procedure transition plan is included in the FH ISM System 
Description. 

Description. Interviews, with personnel at both the institutional and project level, found there is .- 

MGO. 1-6 
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The introduction does not describe the existing condition for deactivation projects or the 
“orphan” facilities. (Section 1 .O) 

An approved “transition” plan does not exist for establishing common project-level procedures 
(Section 3.0) 

Criterion 2: FH has assigned responsibilities and established mechanisms to direct, monitor, 
veriifv. evaluate, maintain, and improve the integrated implementation of the ISMS as described 
in the ISM System Description. Implementation and integration expectations and mechanisms 
are evident throughout all corporate/site organiza fional functions. 

Through interviews and review of the FH ISM System Description, the mechanisms within FH 
to direct, verify, evaluate, maintain, and improve the integrated implementation of the ISMS 
were identified. The FH ISM System Description states that the ES&H hnctional organization 
is responsible for the Project Hanford ISM System Description and for establishing the 
environmental, occupational safety and health, nuclear and criticality safety, and radiological 
protection requirements described therein. The FH ISM System Description also states that 
Project Directors ensure projects are executed in accordance with all applicable policies and 
procedures, the project-specific ISM System Descriptions, and project-specific plans and 
procedures. 

Each FH manager interviewed described the integrated implementation of ISMS in accordance 
with their ISM System Description. All senior managers that were interviewed demonstrated an 
awareness and dedication to the FH ISMS and to the principles of ISM. These interviews 
included line managers as well as support managers. All understood the principle that the line 

W’ 

‘d 

manager had responsibility for safety -and that first-line supervision and worker involvement 
supported the identification and development of safety controls. (See MG0.2 for fiuther 
discussion of roles and responsibilities.) All managers recounted the benefits of employee 
involvement in that same safety process of hazard identification and development of hazard 
controls. Each manager interviewed was focused on results. (MGO.l-1) 

The FH ISM System Description is under configuration control within the Project Hanford 
Management System (PHMS) as described by HNF-PRO-589, Processing Project Hmford 
Procedures. The PHMS contains the FH institutional set of requirements and standards that 
apply to the PHMC scope of work. Roles and responsibilities for implementation of 
requirements are defined in HNF-MP-001. HNF-MP-001 describes hnctional responsibilities 
for Functional Area Managers, Discipline Leads, and Technical Authorities to ensure 
requirements are adequately implemented. HNF-PRO-589 requires that the Functional Area 
Managers provide adequate resources for development, publication, and maintenance of PHMS 
procedures, including HNF-MP-003. HNF-PRO-589 identifies Technical Authorities as 
responsible for ensuring PHMS procedures are technically correct. HNF-PRO-1929, 
Requirements Management, defines the process for integrating new requirements into the PHMS, 
including the ISMS. Additionally, HNF-MI’-013, Configration Munagenietif, Section 3.2.4.1 
states “Owners of configuration information shall be identified. The “owner” is the person (e.g., 
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Design Authority, cognizant engineer, responsible organization, responsible person) responsible 
for establishing, verifying, and maintaining control and traceability of the technical content of 
assigned information and ensuring CM information and records are continuously correct.” The 
Vice President, ES&H is the owner of the ISM System Description and has these responsibilities 
for this document. Although the FH system description is under configuration control through 
normal PHMS processes, and roles and responsibilities are defined for maintenance of the 
document, HNF-MP-003 is unique among all PHMS procedures. The inclusion of project-level 
implementing mechanisms in the system description appendices presents a configuration control 
challenge unlike any other PHMS document. FH has not hlly addressed how this configuration 
control challenge will be addressed. (MGO.l-3) 

During interviews, FH personnel referred to efforts in progress to implement the new Chapter 

System Guide. This new chapter of the ISMS guide was issued just prior to commencement of 
this Phase I review, and had not yet been implemented. Personnel interviewed said that plans 
had been developed using the draft Chapter IV, and would be implemented using the final 
version. In particular, Section 4.1.2, “Contractor Activities to Sustain, Measure, and Update a 
Satisfactory ISM,” was referenced by the interviewees. Review of the FH ISMS Implementation 
Project Integrated Schedule showed activities supporting this effort would be complete by 
September 14, 2000. 

HNF-MP-003 describes feedback and opportunities for continuous improvement as being 
obtained through worker, management, and independent assessments; lessons learned; 
performance indicator trending analysis; corrective action management and commitment 
tracking; causal factor analysis; and inspections by external agencies. Also, as part of the Project 
Hanford ISMS, performance indicators are established to measure implementation progress and 
the effectiveness of ISMS implementation. The development and update of the ES&H 
performance indicators are conducted in accordance with HNF-PRO-4294, Pe?$ormance 
Indicator Process 

HNF-PRO-246, Management Assessment, was under revision during the review. The new 
revision (draft revision 3) states “The Management Assessment program is essential to 
successhl implementation of all aspects of the Fluor Hanford (FH) Integrated Safety 
Management System (ISMS). The Management Assessment program implements, in part, ISMS 
core hnctions ‘Management Review’ and ‘Feedback and Improvement,’ and ISMS guiding 
principles ‘Continuous Improvement’ and ‘Senior Management Involvement.’ FH organizations 
use the management assessment process to assess ISMS implementation within their 
organizations. The FH Environment, Safety, and Health organization annually assesses the 
adequacy of the FH ISM system description.” 

. IV, “Maintaining an Approved ISMS,” of DOE-G-450.14 Integrated S@e& Management 

Within the FH ISM System Description, there are statements related to how FH communicates 
the ES&H policy to the workforce and lower-tier subcontractors. This is communicated through 

check-in procedures, and training programs (e.g., Hanford General Employee Training). 
the use of FH policies and implementing procedures, staff meetings, employee briefings, v 
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HNF-PRO-074, Safty Responsibilities, and HNF-PRO-075, Sdety Communications describe 
employee and manager responsibilities with respect to safety and methods of communication. 
HNF-PRO-074 includes the “Master Safety Rules” and the “Worker Bill of Rishts,” which are 
required by HNF-PRO-075 to be posted in the work place. Employee Zero Accident Council 
meetings, pre-job safety briefings, and periodic employee safety meetings were found to be 
several methods of communicating this safety policy. 

Implementation and integration expectations and mechanisms were evident throughout most of 
HNF-MP-003. However, there were several instances in which the implementing mechanisms 
were inconsistent or not listed across the project appendices. The FH mechanisms not listed 
bring into question if the flowdown of the FH implementing mechanisms is optional at the 
project level. The adaptation of an implementing mechanism not included in the FH ISM 
System Description by several projects denotes the need for a contract-wide mechanism for the 
FH ISMS. For example, the mechanisms for transportation and packaging were not included or 
have not been developed for the WMP (Appendix D) who provides this cross-cutting support 
service. Through interviews, some core mechanisms (”F-PROS) are waived at FFTF 
(Appendix G) and are not included or referenced. Other examples (not all-inclusive) are listed in 
the following table: (MG0.1-4) 

Criterion 3: Ensure completion of corrective actions from previous Phase I verifications 

Fluor Hanford 

The following three Opportunities for Improvement in the Management Oversight hnctional 
area were identified during the first ISMS Phase I review of FH: 

MG0.I.I FDH System does not clearly identifi FDH line munagenieni wilh respect to 
definedfinctions, roles. and responsibilities. 

FDH Plans, procedures, and roles and responsibilities do not reflect the current 
FDH organization. 

Facility-specrficprocedures have not been mapped to the FDH ISMS Plan. 

MG0.1.2 

MG0.1.3 

Closure documentation for each of the aforementioned Opportunities for Improvement were 
reviewed and found to be adequate. For MGO. 1.1 and MGO. 1.2, FH revised both HNF-I@-001 

v 
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and HNF-MP-003. For MGO. 1.3, FH revised HNF-MP-003 and included separate appendices 
for each project that includes, where appropriate, project and/or facility-specific procedures. 

Plutonium Finishing Plant (PFP) 

Two Opportunities for Improvement were identified in the Management Oversight functional 
area for the PFP ISMS Phase I review. 

PFP-1 While all of the ISMS core finctions are a&resed, other policy andprocedure 
documenis must be accessed to gel ihe compleie understanding o j  rhe PFP ISM 
System Description. Integration of the work process across all operations was 
not readily demonstrated. Ties to most ISMelements were observed through a 
review of a muliiiude of policies and procedures, but some ouidated 
documentation was encouniered and several expecied connections to higher- 
order procedures were not found When the anticipated change to the FH 
company-level ISM System Description occurs, reconciliation wiih the PFP ISM 
Sysiem Description will be necessary. 

The PFP Project has established the necessary base procedures and mechanisms 
lo support work planning and execution; however, not all of these documenis 

lagged implementation. Addiionally, the iools available to ihe teams (procedures 
regarding Automated Job Hazards Analysis [A.JHA] applicability, scheduling, 
release and suspension of work, feedback and improvement) are not mature or 
integrafed within the plant ISMS. 

PFP-2 

reflect the curreni organization or,field work ieam practices. Documentation has w 

The NMS ISM System Description (HNF-MP-003, Appendix E) was revised to correspond to 
the context, content, and structure of HNF-MP-003. It also eliminated all references to BWHC, 
describes the new Westinghouse Safety Management Solutions management structure, and 
provided up-to-date references. In addition, work control procedures at the PFP were reviewed, 
noted improvements were scheduled, and the procedures revised as pre-phase 2 ISMS correction. 
The corrective actions taken for PFP-I and PFP-2 were reviewed and found to be adequate. 

Spent Nuclear Fuel Project 

Two Opportunity for lmprovements were identified in the Management Oversight functional 
area for the Spent Nuclear Fuel Project ISMS Phase I/II Verification. These two were captured 
along with two other SNF Opportunities for Improvement as stated: Objective evidence of the 
required ISMS DEAR clauses flowdown to the construction contractor. Approved revision to 
the SNF ISM System Description with specific inclusion of the construction projects. 
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DOWIU-99-73, #2 

Implemenfafion of ISMSjlow down io construction subcontracis on ihe SNF Projeci is noi 
adequate. Procedural guidance is preliminary and nee& to be more filly developed f o  assure 
fhaijlow down of requirements are clearly understood and mei. 

Subtask 03 

Revise the SNF ISM Sys fern Description to incorporale ihe SNF Project construction projecis. 

The SNF ISM System Description (HNF-MP-003, Appendix C) was revised (Rev. 1) on 
March 14,2000. The record of revision states, in part.. . “Update to address corrective actions 
identified during November, 1999 ISMS Phase VI1 Verification. Changes included updates for 
new contract structure and language, deleted “Expectations”; updated references, included 
applicable descriptions of construction activities.” 

A thorough review was performed for the SNF ISM System Description (HNF-MP-003, 
Appendix C) with particular emphasis placed on the incorporation of construction-related 
activity implementation mechanisms. Although the revised SNF Project ISM System 
Description contains descriptions and identifies some mechanisms unique to construction 
“Greenfield projects, the description does not describe or list those key mechanisms by ISMS 
functional area for construction projects. Therefore, the corrective actions taken for 
DOE/RL-99-73, Subtask 03 are not complete. (MG0.1-5) 

Conclusion 

The current FH ISM System Description @MF-MP-003) was found to contain the basic 
attributes for a safety management system as outlined in DOE Policies 450.4,450.5,450.6, and 
the DE.4R clauses. However, the incompleteness of the corrective actions for the SNF 
(HNF-MP-003, Appendix C) coupled with the fact that the FH ISM System Description did not 
describe construction projects at the institutional level will need to be addressed by FH. 

This objective has been met. 

Strenpths; 

Each FH manager interviewed described the integrated implementation of ISMS in accordance 
with their ISM System Description. All senior managers that were interviewed demonstrated an 
awareness and dedication to the FH ISMS and to the principles of ISM. (MG0.1-1) 

Con E ems : 

\W 

Y Several discrepancies were identified in the project-specific ISM System Descriptions. 
(MGO.l-2) 
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FH has not fully addressed configuration control of "F-MP-003. (MGO.l-3) 

There were several instances in which the implementing mechanisms were inconsistent or 
not listed across the project appendices in HNF-MP-003. The FH mechanisms not listed 
bring into question if the flowdown of the FH implementing mechanisms is optional at the 
project level. The adaptation of an implementing mechanism not included in the FH ISM 
System Description by several projects denotes the need for a contract-wide mechanism for 
the FH ISMS. (MGO.l-4) 

The corrective actions taken for DOEAU-99-73, Subtask 03 are not complete. (MGO.l-5) 

OBJECTIVE: MGO.l 
DATE: 4/27/00 

Submitted: \ I L  ,j Q 

Mark R Steelman 

Team Member I Team Leader I 

Approved: e2L 
Michael A. ikolanis 
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MG0.2 - Contractor roles and responsibilities are clearly defined to ensure satisfactory safety, 
accountability, and authority. Line management is responsible for safety. Competence is 
commensurate with responsibilities. (CE 1-7, CE 1-8) 

criteria 

1, The FH ISM System Description defines clear roles and responsibilities of all personnel to 
ensure that safety is maintained at all levels. ISMS procedures and implementing 
mechanisms specify that l i e  management is responsible for ES&H. 

2. The FH ISM System Description identifies supporting documents that identify line 
management as responsible for ensuring that the implementation of hazard controls is 
adequate. Line management ensures that work is planned, approved, and conducted safely. 
FH procedures require that line managers are responsible for the verification of adequate 
implementation of controls to mitigate hazards prior to authorizing work to commence. 

3. FH procedures ensure that personnel who supervise work have competence commensurate 
with the responsibilities. 

W 

4. FH projects, facilities, and subcontractors are held accountable for ES&H through 
appropriate appraisaVverif cation mechanisms. 

5 .  Ensure completion of corrective actions from previous Phase I verifications 

ADD r o a e h 

Record Review 

a 

e 

e 

a 

W 

Review facility or activity manuals of practice that define roles and responsibilities of 
personnel responsible for safety. 

Review position descriptions and other documentation that describe roles and responsibilities 
related to ensuring safety is maintained. 

The review should consider personnel in line management and staff positions and should 
evaluate whether l i e  managers are responsible for safety. 

Review the procedures established to ensure that managers and the work force are competent 
to safely perform work. Review the records of qualification and certification as applicable. 

MG0.2-1 
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Interviews 

OBJECTIVE: MG0.2 
DATE: 4/27/00 

Interview selected personnel at all levels of facility or activity management that are identified 
by the record review above. 

Verify their understanding and commitment to ensuring that safety is maintained for all work 
at the facility or activity. 

Interview a selected number of supervisors and workers (see definition) to determine their 
understanding of competency requirements and their commitment to performing work safely 

Corrective Action Plan Closures 

See Attachment MG0.2a - PFP CAP, PFP-3 

Record Review 

0 

0 

300 Area Stabilization Project Manager/Supervisor Qualification Card Course#324049, 
Rev. 1 ,  June 8, 1998 
A-6000-286, WEF007, Exempt Job Descriptions, May 1997 
A-6001-539. Training Completion Record, February 1998 
ASP-100, Analyrical Services Policies, Section 4.6, “Analytical Services (AS) Integrated 
Safety Management Roles and Responsibilities and Functions” Rev. 0, Draft, April 2000 
ASP-200, Ana(ytical Services Project Procedures, Section 5.1, “Training Plan,” Rev. 4, 
February 29,2000 
FSP-PFP-5-8, Plutonium Finishing Plant Administration Organizational Stnrcture, 
Section A 
FSP-PFP-5-8, Plutonium Finishing Plant Administration Roles and Responsibilities, 
Section B 
HNF-5053, Policy for Environment, Safe9 and Health 
“F-MD-482 1, Guidance for the Flow Down of ISMS Requirements to Lower Tier 
Subcontractor, Rev.0, July 30, 1999 
HNF-MD-5237. Other Hanford Contractor Interface, Rev. 0, October 22, 1999 
HNF-MD-5260, Use of the Project HanfordManagement System in the Streamlined Project 
Hanford Organization, October 13, 1999 
HNF-MP-001, Fluor HanfordManagement PIan, Rev. 2, March 10,2000 
“F-MP-003, Integrated Environment, &#e9 and Health Management System Description, 
Rev. 3, April 12,2000 
HNF-MP-011, Sitewide Qualrjkation and Training Plan, Rev. 1, April 6, 1999 
HNF-Mp-599, Project Hanford Qualiy Assurance Program Description, Rev. 3, 
March 10, 1999 
HNF-PRO-050, Managmg Employee Performance, Rev. 1, August 25, 1999 

iJ 
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a 

a 

HNF-PRO-074, Safeiy Responsibilities, Rev. 1, July 1, 1997 
HNF-PRO-079, Job HazardAna&sis, Rev. 4, September 9, 1999 
HNF-PRO-164, TrainingMairix Capabilities andAccess, Rev. 1, Februaiy 28, 2000 
HNF-PRO-168, Employee Training, Rev. 0, February 16, 1998 
RCP-h4D-00 1, River Corridor Projeci (RCP) Roles, Responsibilities and Functions, 
April 21, 2000 
RCP-MD-007, River Corridor Project Administraiive Procedure Transition Plan, 
April 21,2000 
RCP-PLN-002, River Corridor Project Adminisiraiive Procedure Transiiion Plan, Draft 
WMH-200, Wade Management Hanford Procedures, Section 5.1,  “Training Plan,” 
Rev. 4, February 29,2999 
WMH-I 00, Waste Manngemeni Projeci Policies, Section 4.6, “Integrated Safety 
Management Roles and Responsibilities and Functions,” Rev. 0, Draft, April 2000. 

Interviews Conducted 

Analytical Services Provider (ASP) 

ISMS Coordinator 

Project Support Manager. 

Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) 

Maintenance Manager (2) 
Plant Engineer 
Project Engineer 
Project Office ISMS Coordinator 
Quality Assurance Team Lead. 

Fluor Hanford (FH) 

ES&H Planning & Performance Project Manager 
ES&H Vice President 
ISMS Project Manager 

a ISMS Team Member (2) 
Management Systems 
Management Systems Manager 
Senior Director, Project Support. 

v Operations Engineer 
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River Corridor Project (RCP) 

FH Human Resource Manager 
RCP Human Resource Manager 
Waste Management Human Resource Manager 
ISMS Coordinator 
Planner, FW327 Facility 
Projecflrogram Manager 
Technical Support 
TrainingEP. 

Spent Nuclear Fuel (SNF) Project 

ISMS Coordinator. 

Waste Management Project (WMP) 

ISMS Coordinator 
Project Support Director 
Waste Management Project/Analytical. 

Discussion of Results 

Criterion 1: The FH ISM System Description defines clear roles and responsibilities, of all 
personne l io ensure ihai safety is maintained ai all levels. ISMS procea’ures and implementing 
mechanisms specifi that line management is responsible for ES&H. 

The FH ISM System Description section 1.3 references HNF-Mp-001, Fluor Hanford 
Management Plan for detailed roles and responsibilities. HNF-Mp-001 introduces the FH 
project-focus approach for managing and performing work. At the institutional level 
HNF-MP-001 focuses on execution of the Project Hanford Management Contract (PHMC), 
including the specific roles, responsibilities, and authorities for the FH organizations. 
HNF-MP-001, Sections 2.6 through 2.9 define the functional responsibilities for Functional Area 
Managers, Discipline Leads, Technical Authorities and Interpretive Authorities. These 
functional responsibilities describe how requirements are incorporated into procedures. 
Procedures form the basis for how to “Do Work Safely.” HNF-Mp-001, Part 4, Table 1 defines 
the core responsibility for employees to do work safely, comply with procedures, and to ensure 
requirements are adequately implemented. In various interviews, senior management clearly 
demonstrated their understanding of roles and responsibilities and the Management Plan 
(”F-h4P-001). (MGO.2-1) 

Line Managers in Line Organizations are responsible and accountable for safe facility 
operations. Line management responsibility for safety and environmental performance is stated 
in top-level documents such as Project Hanford plans and polices and reflected in Project 
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Hanford and facility procedures. HNF-MP-001 and HNF-MP-003, Integrated Environment, 
Safeq and Health Management System Description define line management as being any 
management level within the line organization, including contractor management that is 
responsible and accountable for directing and conducting work; however, neither HNF-MP-003 
nor HNF-MP-001 clearly define line organization. (MG0.2-3) HNF-MP-003. Appendix B 
defines roles and responsibilities but is not recognized as a mechanism to communicate roles and 
responsibilities. Some confusion was observed in interviews relative to who is responsible and 
accountable for safe operations between FH hnctional groups and the FH projects and service 
providers (Le., who is a line manager in a line organization). Interviews with various FH 
institutional-level and Project/facility-level staff confirm they understood procedures and their 
responsibility for safety. However, the responsibility and accountability of flowdown relative to 
the line management is not clear. 

Based on interviews with Project Directors, roles and responsibilities for Discipline Leads are 
communicated to employees in their position descriptions. Position descriptions reviewed for 
Discipline Leads were found to describe the project roles and responsibilities, but did not 
include the matrix responsibilities to hct ional  groups as defined in HNF-MP-001. (MG0.2-4) 

At the Project-level, procedures that specify personnel such as Facility Managers, Discipline 
Leads, and Functional Area Managers roles and responsibilities are not consistent with those 
same titles described in the Management Plan (HNF-MP-001). Table 1 of HNF-MP-001 is 
difficult to follow, in that some of the titles listed within the hnctional area responsibilities are 
being used on some projects as direct job titles and not on others. Through interviews, the 
Verification Team found the intent of the chart is, to flow down roles and responsibilities 
regardless of the title. .The terminology for roles and responsibilities is not consistent between 
the Project and the FH Organization, Function, Roles and Responsibilities Table 1 in the 
HNF-MP-001 and how the functions relate to who is line managemendline organization. 

'- 

(MG0.2-5) 

WMP/ASP Self-assessments identified several problems with institutionalizing roles and 
responsibilities. Although this was assigned a priority, to be completed before the Phase I ISM 
verification of the ISMS, it has not yet been completed. (MG02-6) The self-identified 
corrective action is to update WMP-001 level organizational charters and roles and 
responsibilities guidance. The Integrated Safety Management Roles, Responsibilities and 
Functions Procedures for ASP and WMP were developed to correct the opportunity for 
improvement but are in draft form. (MG02-7) However, during an interview it was indicated 
that RCP, unlike other projects, does not intend to identify implementing mechanisms within its 
system description. (MG0.2-8) 

The need to institutionalize roles and responsibilities for projects was self-identified as an action 
required to be completed prior to performing a Phase I ISM verification. However, as discussed 
in the above paragraph, these roles and responsibilities were not completed. (MG0.2-9) This is 
an example typical of those problems observed in the Corrective Acton Management System and 
is hrther discussed in MG0.3. 

'e 

OBJECTIVE: MG0.2 
DATE: 4/27/00 
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OBECTIVE: MG0.2 
DATE: 4/27/00 

Criterion 2: The FH ISM System Description identifies supporting documents that idenrib line 
management as responsible for ensuring that the implementation o j  hazard coiitrols is adequate. 
Line management ensures that work isplanned. approved, and conducted sajely. FH procedures 
require that line managers are responsible for the veriJ7cation of adequate implementation of 
controls to mitigate hazardsprior to authorizing work 

FH procedures such as HNF-PRO-079, Joh Hamrd Analysis and HNF-PRO-074, S@e@ 
Responsibiliries are supporting documents that identify line management responsibility relating 
to hazard control implementation. These procedures describe line management roles and 
responsibilities regarding the safe performance of work, and require that line managers are 
responsible for the verification of adequate implementation hazard controls prior to work 
commencement. For additional discussion on this subject see SME-M& WC. 

The Project Hanford ES&H policy is stated in HNF-5053, Policy for Environmental, Safe@ and 
Health and HNF-5054, PHMC Team Environmental Policy. These policies establish line 
management responsibility for ensuring the quality and safety of work performed. Every 
manager and employee has a prime responsibility to carry out assigned tasks consistent with the 
FH ES&H policy to reduce accidents, exposure, and non-compliance. 

Criterion 3: FHprocedures ensure that personnel who supervise work have competence 
commensurate with the responsihilities. 

FH has procedures that ensure that personnel who supervise work have competence 
commensurate with responsibilities. HNF-MP-0 1 1, Sitewide Qualification and Training Plan 
provides site-wide requirements concerning worker training and qualification. HNF-MP-01 1 
establishes the framework and standards to ensure that training provided to workers meets 
applicable contractual and regulatory requirements. HNF-MP-01 1 defines the mechanisms to 
meet the Project Hanford ISMS guiding principle ensuring that FH workers have competence 
commensurate with responsibility. 

Interviews found the management team to be competent and in possession of the experience, 
knowledge, skill, and ability necessary to discharge their responsibilities. Position descriptions 
defined the requirements for those who supervise work. The appropriate training and 
qualification can be found in the Training Implementation Matrices and Training Matrix 
(HNF-PRO-164, TrainingMairix Capabilities & Access). Managers and supervisors 
interviewed were aware that they must assure their workforce is qualified and trained to conduct 
work in a safe manner. 

Criterion 4: FHprojects, facilities, and subcontractors are held accountable for ES&H through 
appropriate appraisal/verifcation mechanisms. 

commence. 

d 

The Manager of FH Human Resources discussed the performance appraisal process that ensures 

The process is an accountability tool to ensure that safety is maintained at all levels. The PHMC 
Safety/Quality Performance Review Addendum, a part of the employee's performance appraisal, 

that FH personnel are held accountable for ES&H through appropriate appraisal mechanisms. i 
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reviews the employee's overall work safety performancebased on the ISMS guiding principles 
(form A-6002-7 IO). (MG0.2-2) Management includes specific examples of successful safety 
performance from projects completed during the evaluation period. A description of areas where 
improvement is necessary and improvement actions that will be taken to enhance safety 
performance in these areas in the future is given. Another section of the form requires 
management to collaboratively establish at least one measurable individual safety improvement 
objective for the employee. Objectives are based on enhancing knowledge, understanding, and 
application of one or more of the ISMS guiding principles and directly relevant to the 
employee's current job and present work. The Human Resources Integrated System provides 
management with a help list describing each guiding principle to support them in the evaluation 
process. 

During interviews, management discussed responsibility for periodically evaluating worker skills 
against the job requirements. HNF-PRO-079, HNF-PRO-I 11, OccuputionalMedical 
Qualification and Monitoring, and HNF-PRO- 1623, Radiological Work Planning Process 
provide requirements to ensure worker health and safety training is adequate for tasks assigned. 
The Employee Job Task Analysis (EJTA) described in HNF-PRO-111 is the primary mechanism 
that identifies the appropriate medical qualification, training, and exposure monitoring based on 
assigned job functions and the hazards to which workers might be exposed. Subcontractors may 
also be required to use the EJTA process. 

HNF-MD-4821, Guidance for Flow Down of ISMS Requirements to Lower Tier Subcontracts, 
and HNF-PRO-186, Preparing Statement of Work for Services provide direction for assigning 
work to subcontractors. This delegation of ES&H responsibility can be explicit, such as in the 
case of construction management, or implicit, such as in design engineering where it is expected 
the design will meet applicable codes. For further discussion relative to the flowdown process 
and its consistency in application see BBC.1. 

Criterion 5: Ensure completion of corrective actions from previoris Phase I verijications. 

One Opportunity for Improvement was identified in the Roles and Responsibilities area for the 
Plutonium Finishing Plant (PFP) ISMS Phase 1 review. 

PFP-3 

W 

Roles and responsibilities have not been clearly defined and were spread widely 
among various documents, some of which were obsolete. In addtion changes 
pending the introduction of the new management feam at the PFP were shown to 
affeci the current representation of assignments. The newly created Authorization 
Basis Team could not identrfv where their roles and responsibilities had been 
defined and documented Position descriptions for severul key Subject Matter 
Erperts couldnot be f o u d  Ofparticular concern, due to past issues, was the 
lack of defined qual@cations for Criticality Sa$ely Engmeers. 

Documentation of the roles and responsibilities in the Nuclear Material Stabilization Project has 
been updated to reflect the redesigned project organization, the Westinghouse Safety 
Management Solutions (WSMS) r e s t r u d n g ,  and key individual positions. The organization 

0 
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structures and roles and responsibilities section (Introduction Attachments A and B) in the 
FSP-PFP-5-8, Pluronium Finishing Plan! Administrafion Manual was updated to reflect the 
redesigned project organization and the WSMS restructuring. Position descriptions are in place 
for all Subject Matter Experts and that qualification formally documented for Criticality Safety 
Engineers The corrective actions taken for PFP-3 were reviewed and found to be adequate 

Conclusion 

All senior managers that were interviewed demonstrated awareness and dedication to the FH 
ISM System Description and to the principles of ISM. All understood the principle that the line 
managers had responsibility for safety and that first-line supervision and worker involvement 
supported the identification and development of safety controls. However, clarification is 
needed between the FH ISM System Description (HNF-MP-003) and the FH Management Plan 
(HNF-MP-001) in relation to Functional Responsibilities and how these functions relate to who 
is FH line managementhe organization. Roles and responsibilities are addressed down to the 
Project Manager level, but are not addressed in HNF-MP-001 at the facility-level. The team 
found several draft project procedures relative to roles and responsibilities that would address 
concerns regarding to this issue. 

FH has procedures that ensure that personnel who supervise work have competence 
commensurate with responsibilities. Roles and responsibilities for technical positions rely 
mostly upon upper tier documents. Management and supervisors demonstrated knowledge of 
procedures and process that ensure worker competency. 

This objective has been met 

Strengths: 

4 

Senior management clearly demonstrated their understanding of roles and responsibilities 
and the management program. (MG0.2-1) 

FH performance appraisal process reviews the employee’s overall work safety performance 
based on the ISMS guiding principles (form A-6002-710). (MG0.2-2) 

Concerns: 

Neither HNF-MP-003 nor HNF-MP-001 clearly defines line organization. (MG0.2-3) 

Positions descriptions reviewed for Discipline Leads at the project-level were found to 
describe the project roles and responsibilities of personnel in the position, yet did not include 
those defined in HNF-MP-001. (MG0.2-4) w 
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OBJECTIVE: MG0.2 
DATE: 4/27/00 1 

The terminology for roles and responsibilities is not consistent between the Project and the 
Flour Hanford Organization, Function, Roles and Responsibilities Table 1 in the 
HNF-MP-001 and how the functions relate to who is line managementbe organization. 
(MG0.2-5) 

WMFVASP Self-assessments identified several problems with institutionalizing roles and 
responsibilities. Although this was assigned a priority, to be completed before the Phase I 
ISM verification, it has not yet been completed. (MGO2-6) 

The ISM Roles, Responsibilities, and Functions procedures for ASP and WMP were 
developed to correct the opportunity for improvement but are in draft form. (MG02-7) 

RCP, unlike other projects, does not intend to identify implementing mechanisms within its 
ISM System Description. (MG0.2-8) 

W 

The need to institutionalize roles and responsibilities for projects was self-identified as an 
action required to be completed prior to performing a Phase I ISM verification and was not 
completed. (MG0.2-9) 

Team Member 
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OBJECTIVE 

MG0.3 - Contractor feedback information on the effectiveness of the ISMS is gathered, 
opportunities for improvement are identified and implemented, line and independent oversight is 
conducted and, if necessary, regulatory enforcement actions occur. (CE 1-6, CE 1-7, CE 1-8) 

Criteria 

1. FH procedures describe clear roles and responsibilities to provide feedback and continuous 
improvement including line management responsibility for ES&H. 

, 2. FH procedures ensure that competence is commensurate with the responsibilities to provide 
feedback and continuous improvement. 

3. FH procedures ensure that priorities are balanced to ensure feedback is provided and 
continuous improvement results. 

4. FH procedures require line and independent oversight or assessment activities at all levels. 
Oversight and assessment activities verify that work is performed within agreed upon 
controls. 

v 

5 .  FH procedures ensure oversight or assessment results are managed to ensure lessons are 
learned and applied, that issues are identified and managed to resolution, that fundamental 
causes are determined, and effective corrective action plans are developed and implemented. 

6. FH procedures ensure that performance measures or indicators and performance objectives 
are developed in coordination with DOE as required. Contractor ISMS procedures require 
effective management and use of performance measures and objectives to ascertain the status 
of the ISMS. 

7. FH procedures provide for regulatory compliance and enforcement as required by rules, laws, 
and permits such as PAAA, NEPA, RCRA, CERCLA, etc. 

8. FH procedures establish an employee concerns program to provide a mechanism for 
employees to raise and follow up on ES&H concerns, including safety-related issues. 

9.  The FH ISM System Description and supporting documents adequately sets forth the 
contractor’s comprehensive approach for occurrence reporting, including near miss reporting. 

10. Ensure completion of corrective actions from previous Phase I verifications. 

1 1. FH procedures ensure that oversight for safety systems have the appropriate review for 
maintenance and hnctionality (DNFSB 2002-observation). W 
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Record Review 

OBJECTIVE MG0.3 
DATE 4/27/00 

Review corporatelsite manuals of practice to determine that the procedures, processes, and 
requirements that meet this objective are effective. The review should include determining 
compliance with regulations in accordance with laws, rules, and permits. 

Review the results and schedules of self and independent assessments 

Review procedures for scheduling and tracking routine assessments. Track issues identified 
during assessments to completion. Assess the effectiveness of the assessment and feedback 
process to achieve process improvement. 

Review the issues management program for adequacy, effectiveness, and support for process 
improvement. 

Review the performance measures or indicators and performance objectives Ensure that a 
process has been established to measure the performance of the ISMS Review the process 
for development of the performance indicators including how the development and change is 
coordinated with DOE 

\yi/ 

Interviews 

Interview selected managers to determine the adequacy and effectiveness of the assessment 
activities. 

Interview contractor assessment managers to determine the adequacy and effectiveness of the 
contractor’s oversight program, as well as other compliance or independent assessment 
programs that may be established. 

Corrective Action Plan Closures 

See Attachment MG0.3a - PFP CAP, PFP-7. 

Record Review 

00-A&E-03 1, Deficiency Trachng System, Letter from K. A. Klein, RL to R. D. Hanson, FH, 
January 18,2000 
16000-99-BO-080, Evpscfationsfor Correcfive &ion Management Process, B. Oldfield, 
WESF, to distribution, November 18, 1999 
3NS00-2000-JLP-02 1, WESF PerfiJrmance 1ndicalor.s -Fehrurrry 2000, J,L, Pennock, 
WESF, to B. Oldfield. WESF’, March 13, 2000 
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OBJECTIVE. MG0.3 
DATE 4/27/00 

a 

a 

a 

a 
W 

3N500-2000-JLP-024, WESF Perforntance Indicafors -March 2000, J.L. Pennock, WESF, to 
B. Oldfield, WESF, April 13, 2000 
DMB-99-0 1 8, A clion Request to Idenlrfy /Inilialing L)ociiment.s Requiring n Price-Ander.son 
Amendmenis Acf Evaluation3Jr Reportahili/y. lnterofice Correspondence D. M. Busche, 
FH, to Distribution, March 8, 2000 
DOE 0 414.14 QualivAsmrance. September 29, 1999 
EA-1999-04. USDOE Compliance Order, May 27, 1999 
FDH-5096, Feedhack and Improvement Process, Rev. 0, October 25, 1999 
FH-000 133 3, Environmenial, Sajev and Heulth, and Quali@ As.sxrance Perfimnance 
Indicator Reporl, Letter from D. L. Jackson, FH to K. A. Benguiat, RL, March 15, 2000 
FSP-WESF-00 1, WESF Projecl Administration 
- Section CM-3, “Work Management Process,” Rev. 5, December 13, 1999 
- Section CM-5, “Controlling Subcontractor Work at WESF,” Rev. 3, March 29, 2000 
- Section EN-2, “Systems Engineers’ Responsibilities,” Rev. 6, March 13, 2000 
- Section MS-13, “Work Prioritization and Scheduling,” Rev. 1, April 12, 2000 
- Section MS-2, “WESF Administration,” Rev. 4, February 17, 2000 
- Section MS-6, “SKID Configuration Management,” Rev. 1, May 8, 1998 
- Section MS-7, “Identifying. Reporting , and Tracking Nuclear Safety Rule Potential 

Noncompliance,” Rev. 3, December 30, 1999 
- Section OH-I, “Safety Program,” Rev. 2, February 22, 1999 
- Section OP-1, “WESF Drill Program,” Rev. 2, April 28. I999 
- Section OP-4, “WESF Management Observations Program,” Rev. 3, January 25. 2000 
- Section QA-2, “Project Assessment Program,” Rev. 3, December 14, 1999 
- Section QA-3, “QA Surveillance Program,” Rev. 1, April 6, 1999 
FSP-WESF-002, WESF Conducl of Operalions 
- Section 1 .O, “Operations Organization and Administration,” Rev. 1, December 8, 1999 
- Section 1.1, “Self Assessment Program,” Rev. 1, December 8, 1999 
- Section 14.0, “Required Reading,” Rev. 0, September 30, 1998 
- Section 16.1, “Technical Procedure,” Rev. 2, September 8, 1999 
FY2000 First Quarter& Feedhack and Improvement Prcxess Report (Ocloher I YYY- 
Decemher IYYY),  Correspondence from J. VanArsdale, FH, to B. Hill, FH 
HNF-4467, Feedhack and Impri~vemenl Policy, Rev. 0, May 7, 1999 
HNF-4554, (iimprehen.Yive PerfiJrmance Zncenfives, Rev. 5, Draft 
HNF-5053, Policy for Environment, Safe@ and Health, Rev. 2, October 18, 1999 
HNF-5054. PHMC Team Environmental P I J ~ Y ,  Rev. 0, August 19, 1999 
HNF-MD-0 16, Annual Budget Suhmittal, March 3 I ,  1997 
HNF-MD-018, Perfiirmance Reporting, Rev. 0, March 31, 1997 
HNF-MD-032, President.s and Employee Zero Accident Councils, Rev. 0, July I ,  1997 
HNF-MP-001 Fluor Han$wdManagement Plan, Rev. 2, March 10,2000 
HNF-MP-003, ISMSDescription, Rev. 3, April 12,2000 
HNF-MP-0 1 1, PHMC Sitewide QualiJcaiion and Training Plan, Rev. 1, April 6, 1999 
HNF-MP-599, Qualify Assrirance Program Descripiion, rev. 4, 1/14/00 
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HNF-MP-xx, Fluor Hanfvrd Center v/Experti.se Operations Managemeni Plan, Rev. 0, 
Draft 
HNF-POL-CRIT-SFT, Nuclear Criticality .Sa/ety Policy, Rev. 0, September 30, 1998 
HNF-POL-OPEN, Open Door Policy, Rev. 0, May 16, 1997 
HNF-PRO-050, Managing Employee Performance, Rev. I ,  August 25, 1999 
HNF-PRO-052, Cvrreciive Action Management. Rev. 4, April 16, 2000 
HNF-PRO-055. Facilities Start-up Readiness. Rev. 2. December 3, 1999 
HNF-PRO-058, Critique Proce.s.s, Rev. 2, July 20, 1999 
HNF-PRO-060, Repvrting Occurrences and Processing Operations Infi~rmaiivn, Rev. 2, 
September 1, 1999 
HNF-PRO-062, fdentihing and Resolving (InreviewedSafity Qttestivn.~, Rev. 1, 
January 24,2000 
HNF-PRO-067, Managing Lessoiii.~ Learned, Rev. 1, November 24, I998 
HNF-PRO-069, Maintenance Managemeni, Rev. 3, January 14,2000 
HNF-PRO-074. Safety Re.spon.sibilitie.s, Rev. I ,  July 8, I997 
HNF-PRO-076, Safety Inspections, Rev. 2, September 15, 1998 
HNF-PRO-078, Subcointractvr Sa/ety dt Health Managemeni. Rev. 3, October 10, I999 
HNF-PRO-079, .Joh HazardAnalysis, Rev. 4, September 9, 1999 
HNF-PRO-097, Engineering Desifli and Evaluation, Rev. 0, July 30, I997 
HNF-PRO-I 55, Operations Management Fundamental Training Program, Rev. 0, 
September 23, 1997 
"F-PRO- 164, Training Ident~ficativn and Training Matrix, Rev. I ,  February 28, 2000 
HNF-PRO-168, Employee Training, Rev. 0, February 11, 1998 
HNF-PRO- 18 19, PHMC Engineering Requirements, Rev. 4, January 24, 2000 
HNF-PRO- 192. Buyer's 7tchtiical Represeniative Assignment and Duties. Rev. 2. 
December 3 ,  1999 
HNF-PRO-2243, Nuclear SU/ety Kequirement Noncompliance.s, Rev. 0, March I ,  1998 
HNF-PRO-246, Management Assessment, Rev. 2, October 25, I999 
HNF-PRO-2701, Authorizaiivti Envelope and Auihoriration Agreement, Rev. 0, 
July 26, 1999 
KNF-PRO-340, Fire Proieciion Program Ovet~iew d; Respon.sihilitie.s, Rev. 1, 
August 17, 1999 
HNF-PRO-350, Fire Hazard Analysis Requirements, Rev. 3, September 21, 1999 
HNF-PRO-3 51, Cvmplrtivt~ and Closure v/Performance Agreements, Rev. I , 
September 30, 1999 
HNF-PRO-410, Resolving Employee Concerns, Rev. 0, March 2, 1998 
HNF-PRO-4294, Performance Indicator Process, Rev. 1, November 29. 1999 
HNF-PRO-430, Sqfety Analysis Program, Rev. 2, December 7, 1999 
HNF-PRO-452, NEPA, SEPA, Cultural and Natural Resources, Rev. I ,  February 2, 1999 
HNF-PRO-46 16, Supervision o/Field Wvrk Activities, Rev. 3, January 24, 2000 
HNF-PR0-490, Calibraticin Management Prvgram, Rev. 3, March 15,2000 
HNF-PRO-522, Multi-Year Wvrk Planning, Rev. 0, September I ,  I999 
HNF-PRO-533, Change Control, Rev. 1, Apnl 5, 2000 
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HNF-PRO-543, Fissionable Material Storage, Rev. 0, July 11, 1997 
HNF-PRO-546, Ciiticalily Alarm Sy.~/em, Rev. 0, August 7, 1997 
”F-PRO-653, Uc@iency Packing Sy.s/em. Rev. 2. February 3, 2000 
“F-PRO-700, S a f i l y  Atialysrs and Technical Sut+ Heqiiiremcnls. Rev. 2.  
November 16, 1999 
HNF-PRO-704, Hazard and Accident Atia/ysi.s, Rev. 1, August 24, I999 
HNF-SD-WM-QAPP, QA Program Plati,fiir WW, Rev. 3, October 27, 1999 
WMH- 100, Wa.ste Management Hanjiird Policies 
- Section 2.10.1, “Accountability for Safety,” Rev. I ,  September I O ,  1999 
- Section 2.10.3, “Safety Councils,” Rev. 2, September 9,l 999 
- Section 4.6, “WMP Integrated Safety Management Roles, Responsibilities and 

Functions,” April 2000, Draft 
WMH-200, Waste Management Hanford Procedures 
- Section 1.10, “Safety I d e a h u e  Program,” Rev. 1, February 24, 1999 
- Section 1.12, “Safety STARZ (Participation) Program,” Rev. 1, June 28, 1999 
- Section 1.13, “Health and Safety Self-Inspection Program.” Rev. 3, January 20,2000 
- Section 1.18, “Technical Procedure Process,” Rev. 0, April 11,2000 
- Section 1.2, “Assessment Program,’’ Rev. 3, October 28, 1999 
- Section 1.3, “Corrective Action Management.” Rev. 4, July 15, 1999 
- Section I .9, “Trending Program,” Rev. 2, March 1, 1999 
- Section 2. I ,  “Organization and Administration,” Rev.2, September 16, 1999 
- Section 2.14, “Required Reading,” Rev. I ,  May 13, 1999 
- Section 2.6, “Abnormal Events - Investigation, Notification, and Occurrence Reporting,” 

Rev. 3, June 28, 1999 
Section 3.1, “Maintenance Work Management,” Rev. 3, February 22,2000 
Section 3.5, “Subcontractor Project and Construction Work,” Rev 2, October 28,1999 
Section 3.8, “Enhanced Radiological Work Planning,” Rev. 3, January 3 1, 2000 
Section 5.2. “Drill Program,” Rev. 1, September 17, 1998. 

- 
- 
- 
- 

OBJECTIVE, MC0.3 
DATE 4/27/00 

Interviews Conducted 

Analytical Services Provider (ASP) 

Environmental Compliance Oficer, Waste Sampling and Characterization Facility (WSCF) 
Environmental Discipline Lead 
Environmental Technical Specialist 
lnstrument SpecialistIPlanner 
Instrument Technician, 2224  Laboratory 
ISMS Team Lead 
Maintenance Lead 
Maintenance Lead, 2224  Laboratory 
Maintenance Manager 
Manager, Project Support 
Manager, Quality Assurance 
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Manager. WSCF 
Manager, WSCF Operations 
Specialist, Management Assessments 

Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) 

Quality Control Engineer. 

Fluor Hanford (FH) 

Director, Price Anderson Amendments Act (PAAA) 
Engineering Resource Management, Engineering Management, Project Support 
Manager, Occurrence Reporting and Emergency Operating Center, Emergency Preparedness 
- Site Services 
Program Manager. Corrective Action Management 
Project Hanford Management Contract (PHMC) Lessons Learned Coordinator, Operations 
and Maintenance, Project Support 
Team Lead, Management Assessments 
Vice President. Performance Assurance. 

Nuclear Materials Stabilization (NMS) 

Director. 

River Corridor Project (RCP) 

Engineer, Technical Support 
Operations Specialist, Technical Support. 

Spent Nuclear Fuel (SNF) Project 

Manager, Operations Support 
Program manager, Subproject Contracts. 

Waste Management Project (WMP) 

Engineer 
Manager, Operations 
Program Manager (2) 

Chemical Management Point of Contact 
ISMS Coordinator. Deputy Manager, K-East Operations 

Quality Control Engineer, Project Support 
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Discussion of Results 

Criterion 1 and Criterion 2: FH procedures descrihe clear roles and respotisihilities lo provide 
feedback and continuous improvement including line management respotisihiIily,for E M H .  
FH procedures ensiire that competence i s  commetimrate with the respotisihilities to  provide 
feedbuck and contiiutotrs improvemenl. 

The reorganization of the contract in October 1999 has led to significant restructuring within 
individual projects and between the FH integrator and the projects. Current transition plans exist 
for some of the projects at a high level (WESF and RCP). The new governing ISM System 
Description has significantly improved the interface points between central FH processes and the 
individual projects as evidenced by the project-specific appendices (see MGO.1). Roles and 

’ responsibilities are also in transition (see MG0.2). Although the project has formally adopted 
HNF-PRO-052, Corrective Action Management as the governing procedure, based on 
interviews, WESF roles and responsibilities in this area appear not to be clear. (MG0.3-3) 

With respect to feedback and improvement, review of training procedures (HNF-PRO-155, 
Operations Management Funhmenral Training Program. “F-PRO- 164, Training 
fdmtificatiun and Training Matrix, and HNF-PRO-I 68, Employee Training) and position 
descriptions such as FSP-WESF-001, WESF Pruject Administratiun, Section EN-2, “Systems 
Engineers’ Responsibilities, indicated that management and staff have received appropriate 
guidance and have been appropriately selected for their positions. Additionally, the Corrective 
Action Management (CAM) procedure (HNF-PRO-052) requires that specific courses be 
provided to the deficiency evaluation chairpersons and CAM representatives. 

Criterion 3: FH procedures ensure that priorities are halanced to ensure, feedhack is provided 
and continnous improvement results. 

The current PHMC approach for balancing priorities is undergoing revision. Additional 
procedures and processes have been created to strengthen the management decision cycle. A 
draft procedure, HNF-MP-XX, Fluor Hanrwd C‘enrer uffipertise Operatiun.~ Management 
Plan” provides scope, authority, and responsibility for Centers of Expertise. These are decision- 
making bodies that provide direction for various hnctional areas. Additionally, interviews 
indicated that ad hoc committees and boards will be consolidated under this concept. FDH-5096, 
Feedbuck and fmpruvement Process provides upper level management with a process to review 
broad trends across the organization and to take action on these issues. HNF-MD-032, The 
Presidents and Employee Zero Accident Councils provides for safety concerns to receive 
feedback from the worker. 

The language within various business and line management processes does not provide guidance 
or criteria regarding balancing priorities. The ISM program is addressed as a whole by reference 
within many documents but no detail is added (i.e., HNF-PRO-533, Change Control). Further, 
the function of providing resources to support the balance between mission need and corrective 
action management (balanced priorities) is generalized. Within HNF-4467, Feedback and 
improve men^ Policy. the generalized statement appears as “Within the context of ISMS, 

W 

LJ 
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monitoring, measuring, evaluating, and making decisions for improvement occur at multiple 
levels across the site. These processes are continuous and dynamic.” There are no implementing 
mechanisms below the policy level that provide for the balancing of priorities (there is no 
implementation of the policy). (See BBC.l-I for further discussion.) 

Criterion 4: FHprocedures require line a d  independent over.sjght or a.s.se.s.smetit activities at 
all levels. 0ver.sighl and a.s.se~.smenl activilie.s verl& /ha/ work is perjiirmed within agreed upon 
cot?lrol.s. 

Existing procedures and mechanisms that control the PHMC self-assessment processes are 
governed by the HNF-Mp-599, Qualily A.s.siirance Program De.scripficJti. This document 
provides the overall strategy for conducting assessments at various levels. Detailed procedures 
such as HNF-PRO-246, Matiagemen1 A.s.se.ssmenf, flowdown from HNF-Mp-599 and in some 
cases additional detail is added by project-level documentation (i.e., WMH-200, Waste 
Mnl~agemeril HcinfOTd Procedures, Section I .2, “Assessment Program”). The various self- 
assessment processes are procedurally linked to HNF-PRO-052. HNF-PRO-052 uses reports 
generated by these processes as initiating documents for prioritizing and assigning corrective 
actions. Additionally. quarterly reports from HNF-PRO-246 and other assessment processes 
such as the Facility Evaluation Board are used as input to the FDH-5096 program and database. 

The comprehensive. thorough self-assessments performed by each of the FH projects in w 
preparation for the ISMS Phase 1 verification identified several issues including appropriate 
corrective actions for those self-identified issues. (MG0.3-1) 

Criterion 5: 1.“ procedures eiisiire oversight or c~.s.se.s.smen/ resulls are managed 10 emwe 
le.ssons are letrrned cind applied, that i.s.vlre.s are idenlified mid managed lo resolution, /ha/ 
frindaniental causes ore deterniitied, and qflective correc/ive action plans are developed and 
implemetrted. 

HNF-PRO-052 implements the requirements promulgated by HNF-MP-599 regarding the 
identification and analysis of conditions adverse to quality, safety and health, the environment or 
to plant operability. 0nce.a condition has been identified as a deficiency, the CAM process is 
initiated. Findings and conditions identified by numerous feedback processes such as self- 
assessments and occurrence reporting are entered into the CAM process as initiating documents. 
However, there is no specific definition for deficiency noted in the procedure directly or by 
reference. Due to the lack of definition, it is unclear what issues are covered by the CAM 
process. (MG0.3-4) 

The CAM process evaluates these initiating documents by forming Deficiency Evaluation 
Groups (DEG) that are comprised of subject matter experts, a line management point of contact, 
a representative from the CAM organization and others as appropriate. However, it is not 
mandatory for the originator of an issue to attend or concur in the conclusion. The DEG 
determines the Risk Rank Value (RRV) for each finding based on degree of non-compliance to 
re~~ulations, law, orders, or impacts to safety, the environment, or mission. The RRV is a 
determination of consequence and probability presented in table form that ranges numerically 
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from 1 (low) to 5 (high). A value of zero can’be assigned if no consequence can be determined 
or postulated. The step in the procedure where this action takes place may allow reviewers to 
screen findings without conducting full analysis against the RRV table. Additionally, the table is 
limited, may not be all-inclusive and is subject to interpretation. (MGO-3-5). Findings that are 
assigned an RRV of zero are remanded to management attention. 

Findings evaluated to a RRV of 1-5 are considered a “deficiency” and receive further attention in 
the form of root cause analysis and causal code assignment (includes ISMS designations). review 
of the PAAA evaluation (HNF-PRO-2243, Nuclear Safety I<equiremenI Nr,ncompliunce.v), 
documentation of compensatory measures, and determination of appropriate corrective actions. 
Corrective actions are assigned to a responsible party. Simple issues may receive a corrective 
action in the DEG. More complicated issues may require development of a corrective action 
plan.’ As a final step, the deficiency and corresponding corrective action are loaded into the 
Deficiency Tracking System (DTS) per HNF-PRO-653, Deficiency Trucking Sy.stem. The CAM 
process identifies the responsible party for correction of a deficiency. This individual is 
expected to use the appropriate operational and business processes to resolve the issue on the 
appointed schedule. DTS is used as a tool to provide a tracking database and status management 
and staff on identified deficiencies. Data maintained by DTS is used to generate various reports 
for management attention, including trending data that in part feeds the feedback and 
improvement process governed by FDH-5096. 

The CAM process continues once the corrective action has been appropriately dispositioned. 
Closure documentation is generated that provides the justification for terminating the action, and 
verification by the CAM organization is conducted based upon the original RRV. Values of 4 
and 5 receive independent verification or validation (values of 3 receive random sampling). 
There is no independent closure for RRVs of 1 or 2. With the appropriate documentation and 
review, the deficiency is closed on DTS. 

Findings that are evaluated by the DEG and assigned a RRV of zero are dropped from hrther 
consideration by the CAM process, not considered a deficiency, and are remanded to the 
responsible management for resolution. There are no hrther formal expectations for developing 
and managing corrective actions for these findings. Although issues with an RRV of zero are not 
considered as deficiencies, many may have significant safety and mission implications and are 
not captured by a formal system. (MG0.3-6) Management of these systems is discussed further 
under criterion 7. 

‘U 

Management level processes for the prioritization and management of the feedback process have 
been recently developed or are being developed. FDH-5096 governs the overall feedback and 
improvement process. FDH-5096 provides a mechanism for presenting management with 
opportunities derived from trending of a variety of feedback processes such as the DTS and the 
Management Assessment process (HNF-PRO-246). 

The PHMC has recognized that the management level feedback processes are immature and 
require additional development and support. FDH-5096 does not provide a formal mechanism to 

v 
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ensure that management decisions are included in business and line management processes. 
(MG0.3-7) 

The top level Lessons-Learned Program has been established through procedure HNF-PRO-067, 
Managing LCSSCJIIS Learned. This document sets forth the roles and responsibilities for an 
overall PHMC lead for maintaining and promoting lessons learned. Each project is required by 
this procedure to formally assign a point of contact to be: tasked with appropriate dissemination 
of items received by the PHMC lead; to actively participating in a Center of Expertise designed 
to maintain and improve the on-site process; and, to collect issues from their respective 
organizations. Revision to this document is expected as part of the corrective action as an 
opportunity for improvement from the October 1999 ISMS Phase 1 verification. 

Lessons learned processes are required by numerous procedures. For example, within the Job 
Hazards Analysis (JHA) process (HNF-PRO-079, ./oh Hcizurd Analysis), lessons learned are 
solicited as a part of each JHA and are entered into a single database. This data can then be 
accessed in preparation for new work. Use of this information is not automatic. Lessons learned 
must be actively pursued by the JHA lead during each session. Additionally, no formal 
mechanism was found that provided for trending of the Automated Job Hazard Analysis (AJHA) 
data. (see MGO.3-9) 

The closure package for Plutonium Finishing Plant opportunity for improvement, PFP-7, did not d 
provide a subtask to resolve a segment of the original statement: No procedure was identified for 
assuring that newly identified hazards are prioritized in such a manner that they are carried 
forward to the feedback. management review, and work scope definition functions of the ISM 
process. (MG0.3-8) 

The FH feedback processes provide mechanisms for the dissemination of information to the 
originator of an issue including final resolution. A noteworthy practice within this area is the use 
within the Waste Management and Analytical Services Projects of the “Safety ldeas and Issues” 
program, which requires the initiator of an issue to agree in writing with its resolution. 
(MG0.3-2) 

Criterion 6: FH procediires enslire /hat performance meamres or indicutors andperfommaim 
ohjec/ives are developed in CoOrdinali(J11 with DOE us required. Contruclor ISMS procedims 
require qffective muriagenten/ und use ofperfurnmice meusures und objectives 10 ascerluiri ihc 
stu/irs ofthe ISMS. 

Performance incentives have been created at several levels within the PHMC. Overall measures 
have been set by contract with DOE. (BBC.l describes those processes that establish ESgLH 
performance measures). Lower-level processes have or will (currently in draft) contain elements 
of direct measure for ISM core functions and guiding principles. The feedback and improvement 
process, FDH-5096, collects performance measures and trends information from the CAM and 
other feedback and assessment mechanisms to assess overall well-being. u 
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Criterion I: FH pr(icedure.spro,~ide,~ir repilalory compliance and enfiircenient as required by 
rtrles, Ian~s, and pcmiiis such a s  FAAA, NEPA. RCRA. CERCLA. etc. 

FH has institutionalized the procedures that provide for enforcement and regulatory compliance. 
For example HNF-PRO-452, NEPA. SEFA, Cullural and Natural Hesources, HNF-PRO-430. 
Safety Analy.si.s Program, HNF-PRO-078, Suhconiruc~~ir Sufeg K- Health Management, and 
HNF-PRO-2243 cover specific functional areas related to compliance and enforcement. 
Functional area managers manage these procedures. 

As a more detailed example, FH has established an office governing Nuclear Safety and 
Regulatory Compliance (NSRC). The knctions ofthis office include those governed by 

. HNF-PRO-2243. This procedure provides for the use of compliance officers in evaluating 
findings for potential PAAA content. The compliance officers are managed centrally by NSRC, 
but are assigned with each project. All items that enter the CAM process (HNF-PRO-052) are 
required to undergo PAAA review. In many cases, although not formally required, the 
compliance officers participate in the DEG reviews. The DEG process identifies the results of 
the PAAA evaluation for each deficiency. The process includes ranking criteria specific to the 
PAAA evaluation. 

The NSRC should have full access to all potential issues that might be subject to PAAA 
requirements. Not only must all deficiencies, as defined by HNF-PRO-052, be tracked, but all 
non-deficiencies, occurrence events, and continuous improvement items must be reviewed. The 
previous ISMS Phase 1 Verification of FH, concern (MG0.3-8) concluded “Performance 
analysis and corrective action is not taken for events and conditions below the event level (Le., 
NCRs, RPRs)”. In response to this concern, FH committed to “evaluate the existing programs 
and processes” with a scheduled completion date of May 29, 2000. Initial data gathered for this 
analysis indicates that a large number of systems not captured by the formal CAM process exist 
currently (interoffice correspondence DMB-99-018). Approximately 26 independent processes 
with myriad of sublevel activities were documented by this study. These numerous database 
systems are not connected to DTS and many are not institutionalized. (MG0.3-9) 

Criterion 8: FHprocedtrres establish an employee ccJncernsprogram lo proiiide a mechanism 
,fir employees io raise and.fiilIow tip on ES&H crincerns, including safety-related issues. 

HNF-PRO-052 states that the Employee Concern Program (ECP) is exempt from consideration 
except when safety concerns have been identified. The ECP, governed by HNF-PRO-410, 
Kesolving Eniployec Concerns does not provide for inclusion of identified safety concerns into 
the CAM process described by HNF-PRO-052. These two procedures are in conflict. 

W’ 

(MG0.3- 10) 

Criterion 9: The FH ISM Sy.stem Description and supporting doctimenis adequately set.s,fiirth 
the contractor ‘.s comprehen.sive approach j w  Occurrence reporting, including near miss 

‘W reporting. 
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postulated consequences without analysis, which may result in eliminating an issue with safety 
or environmental impact from the CAM process 
This objective has not been met 

Strengths: 

0 The comprehensive, thorough self-assessments performed by each ofthe FH projects in 
preparation for the lSMS Phase 1 verification identified several issues including appropriate 
corrective actions for those self-identified issues. (MG0.3-1) 

Use of the Wh4P/ASP “Safety ldeas and Issues” program, which requires the initiator of an 
issue to agree in writing with its resolution is a noteworthy practice for providing worker 
involvement and feedback. (MG0.3-2) 

Concerns: 

Although the project has formally adopted “F-PRO-052 as the governing procedure, 
WESF roles and responsibilities in this are not clear. (MG0.3-3) 

There is no specific definition for deficiency noted in the procedure directly or by reference; 
thereby, potentially eliminating a finding from the CAM process. (MG0.3-4) 

HNF-PRO-052 may allow reviewers to screen findings out based on postulated consequences 
without conducting full analysis against the RRV table. Additionally, the table may not be 
all-inclusive (pertinent to compliance and impact) and is subject to interpretation. 

W 

(MG0.3-5) 

Although issues with an RRV of zero are not considered as deficiencies, many may have 
significant safety and mission implications and are not captured by a formal system. 
(MG0.3-6) 

FDH-5096 does not provide a formal mechanism that ensures the management decisions are 
included in the business and line management processes. (MG0.3-7) 

No procedure was identified for assuring that newly identified hazards are prioritized in such 
a manner that they are carried forward to the feedback, management review, and work scope 
definition functions of the ISM process. (MG0.3-8) 

Numerous systems are used independently to track issues, are not associated with the CAM 
process and many are not institutionalized. (MG0.3-9) 
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FUNCTIONAL AREA: Management Oversight 

OBJECTIVE 

MG0.4 - Contractor ISMS procedures provide a method to ensure that those controls are 
implemented during preparation for the initiation of work at each level. The procedures ensure 
that adequate controls are identified to mitigate the identified hazards and the controls are 
effectively implemented. Contractor ISMS procedures provide assurance that controls will 
remain in effect as long as the hazards are present. (CE 1-5, CE 1-7, CE 1-8) 

The following criteria are intended to serve as general guidelines. More specific criteria may be 
developed at the discretion of the Team Leader and the individual Sh4E. 

Criteria 

1. FH procedures ensure that controls are adequate to mitigate all identified hazards associated 
with the individual work. 

2. FH procedures for individual processes or maintenance actions ensure that controls are 
implemented prior to commencing work and that these controls remain in effect as long as 
the hazard is present. 

3. FH procedures for individual disciplines ensure that individual processes or maintenance 
actions include adequate controls associated with the individual discipline prior to 
commencing work and that the controls remain in effect as long as the hazard is present. 

4. FH procedures provide mechanisms or processes for gaining authorization to conduct 
operations or perform work. 

5 .  FH mechanisms for the control of work specifies that line management are responsible for 
ES&H. 

W 

OBJECTIVE: MG0.4 
DATE: 4/27/00 

6. FH personnel who plan, control, and conduct work are required to have competence 
commensurate with the assigned responsibilities. 

7. FH work planning procedures ensure appropriate involvement of workers and ES&H 
professionals in hazard analysis and selection of controls. 

Amroach 

Record Review 

U' 

Review contractor manuals of practice that define requirements to verify controls are in place 
prior to performing work and that these controls remain in place as long as the hazards are 
present. 
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Review the processes for authorizing the commencement of work to ensure that managers are 
responsible for safety. 
Review the contractor’s training and qualification process to ensure that personnel who plan. 
control, and conduct the work are competent. 
Review procedures for selected disciplines to ensure consistency and adequacy. 

Interviews 

lnterview line and support personnel responsible for implementation of requirements to control 
work. Through interviews, assess their understanding, support, and implementation of the 
control of work within the approved controls. 

Record Review 

DOE-RL-2000-30, Projec/ Ha&rd Managemeni Contract ISMS Phnse I Verijcaiion 
Review Plan, April 2000 
FSP-WESF-00 1, WESF Project Administration, Section TN-01, “WESF Training Program,” 
Rev. 5, March 21. 2000 
HNF-MP-001, Flnor HanfirdManagemen/ IVaii, Rev. 2, March 10, 2000 

Rev. 3, April 12, 2000 
HNF-MP-0 1 1 ,  Site Wide CJrallficalion and Training, Rev. I ,  April 6, I999 
HNF-MP-599, I’rojeci Hatford Quality Assurance Program Description, Rev. 4, 
January 14,2000 
HNF-PRO-055, Facilities Startup Readiness, Rev. 2, December 16, 1999 
HNF-PRO-062, Identifying and Resolving Unreviewed Safe4 Question, Rev. 1, May 1, 2000 
HNF-PRO-068, Siie Maintenance Training, Rev. 0, September 29, I997 
HNF-PRO-069. Maintenance Managemen/, Rev. 3, January 14, 2000 
“F-PRO-074, Safely Re.sponsihilities, Rev. I ,  July 1, 1997 
HNF-PRO-079, .]oh Hazards Analysis, Rev. 4, September 9, 1999 
HNF-PRO-265, Siandar~s/~equiremei,ts Identification Document Process, Rev. 4, 
January 19. 2000 
HNF-PRO-270 1 ,  Aiithorization Envelope and Authorization Agreemeni, Rev. 0, 
July 29. 1999 
HNF-PRO-430, Sqfefy Analysis Program, Rev. 3, December 7, 1999 
“F-PRO-452. NEPA. SEPA. Cultural and Nurural Re.source.s, Rev. 1,  February 2, 2000 
“F-PRO-696, (’onduct of0peralion.s Policy, Rev. 1, January 17, 2000 
HNF-PRO-700, Sqf2ly Analysis and Technical Safety Requirements, Rev. 2, 
December 2. 1999 
HNF-PRO-705, Sqf2ty Basis Planning, Documentation and Review and Approval, Rev. 2, 
November 9, 1999 v 

HNF-MP-003, Il7teflUied Envirotmleni. Safe&, and Health Management System Description, 4 
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WMH-200, Waste Management Hanford Procedures 
- 
- 

Section 3.1,  “Maintenance Work Management,” Rev. 3, February 22, 2000 
Section 3.8, “Enhanced Radiological Work Planning.” Rev. 3, January 3 1. 2000. 

Interviews Conducted 

Analytical Services Provider (ASP) 

Manager, Analytical 
Manager, Maintenance (2) 

0 Manager, Operations 
Supervisor, Analytical Building Operations 

Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) 

ISMS Coordinator 
Manager 

0 Project Manager, Maintenance 
Project Office Manager 

Training Manager. 

Fluor Hanford (FH) 

v 0 Quality Assurance Manager 

Manager. ES&H 
0 

River Corridor Project (RCP) 

ISMS Coordinator 
Manager 
Operations Specialist 

0 Project Manager. 

Project Manager, Operations and Maintenance (2). 

Waste Management Project (WMP) 

0 Manager, Maintenance and Operations Waste Encapsulation and Storage Facility (WESF) 
Manager, Project Maintenance Support 

0 Safety Manager 
Shift Operations Managed200 Liquid Waste Processing Facility (LWPF) 
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Discussion of  Results 

Criterion 1 : FH procedures ensure that controls are adequate to mitigate all identtfied hazard.s 
associated with the individual work. 

Facility hazard analysis. environmental impact analysis, and Job Hazard Analysis (MA) results 
are used to develop, implement, and maintain controls through the use of procedures, worker 
training, and emergency response planning. Facility hazard and environmental impact analysis 
and IHA are completed to ensure that facility and project operations are conducted in a safe and 
environmentally sound manner. The facility hazard analysis is designed to evaluate hazards and 
environmental impacts associated with the operation of a facility. The depth and rigor of the 
facility hazard analysis is based on the facility’s hazard classification and categorization, 
life-cycle stage, potential environmental impact, and the complexity of facility operations. The 
results of the facility hazard analysis are documented in a safety analysis report for nuclear 
facilities, as required by HNF-PRO-704, Hazard and Accident Analysis Process. 
The analysis for radiological and non-nuclear facilities is documented in auditable safety analysis 
reports (or comparable analysis) in accordance HNF-PRO-700, Safety Analysis and Technical 
Safety Reyriirenwnts. Environmental impacts also are analyzed in documentation prepared with 
regard to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), permit applications, and to 
demonstrate compliance. These various hazard and environmental impact analysis processes 

protection of human health and the environment. Refer to SME-M&WC Criterion 1 and 
SME-EP Criterion 2 for additional discussion regarding hazard identification and control. 

Criterion 2: FH procedure.s,fiir individual processes or maintenance actions ensure that 
controls are inip/emenledprior t o  CotnmetlCing work and that these remain in effect as long as 
the hazard is present. 

FH institutional-level procedures @e.. HNF-PRO-069, Maintenance Management and 
HNF-PRO-079. . /oh Hazard Analysis) for ES&H analysis for work are in place. These 
mechanisms ensure that controls are implemented prior to commencing work and that these 
controls remain in effect as long as the hazard is present. At the project and/or facility-level, 
procedures (i.e., WMH-200, Wasfe Management Hanjord Procedures, Section 3 .  I ,  “Work 
Management”) provide work authorization levels and process steps prior to commencing work. 
The work control process allows for worker input and the worker has Stop Work authority. FH 
management interviewed demonstrated an awareness of the process that ensures that controls are 
implemented and remain in effect as long as the hazard is present. Refer to SME-M&WC 
Criteria 3 and 6 for additional discussion regarding hazard identification and control. 

Criterion 3: FH procediires,for individual disciplines ensure !hat individuaIproce.~se.s or 
maintenance acticits include adequate controls associated with the individual discipline prior to 
commencing work and that ihe controls remain in effect as long as the hazard is present. 

A variety of FH procedures are utilized for individual processeddisciplines and maintenance 
actions to ensure that controls are implemented prior to commencing work and that these 

result in identifying and specifying the facility operational controls necessary to ensure adequate w 
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controls remain in effect as long as the hazard is present. For example, HNF-PRO-055, 
Faci/ities S/ar/up 1Zeudine.s.s requires that appropriate procedures, controls. operational 
requirements, or other positive actions be present before beginning or resuming operations for 
new or changed activities. FH uses the Automated Job Hazard Analysis (AJHA) in the work 
planning process to identify hazards associated with scopes ofwork. The interviews with the FH 
Project Manager indicated the use of the AJHA tool ensures that controls remain in effect unless 
hazards change or are mitigated. The JHA process was found to apply in a cross-disciplinary 
fashion to the performance or work activities involving general plant maintenance, operations, 
construction, and environmental remediation activities. 

Criterion 4: FH prc~cedures provide mechanisms or proces.se.s,fiir gaining authorization to 
ccinduct operations or perjirm work. 

The FH institutional-level procedures (k., HNF-PRO-055, HNF-PRO-270 I ,  Authorization 
Agreement andAu/horization Envelope, HNF-PRO-079, and the HNF-PRO-700 series - Safety 
Analysis) provide mechanisms or processes for gaining authorization to conduct operations or 
perform work. Refer to HAZ.1 Criterion 1 and SME-M&WC Criteria 3 and 6 for additional 
discussion regarding work and work authorization. 

Criterion 5: FH mechanism.s,fiw the control of work specifies that line management are 
W resp(msihIe,fiir EMH. 

FH has institutional-level mechanisms such as the Management Plan (HNF-MP-00 I), ISM 
System Description (HNF-Mp-003). and administrative procedures (HNF-PRO-074, Sqfety 
Respwisihilities) that define the management roles and responsibilities for ES&H. 

Refer to MGO.1 Criterion 2, MG0.2 Criterion 1 .  and SME-M&WC Criterion 2 for fbrther 
discussion concerning line management ES&H responsibilities. 

Criterion 6:  FHper,sonnel who plan, control, and conduct work are required lo have 
cornpe fence commensurate with the a.wigned respoasihili~ies. 

The FH institutional-level procedures and project and/or facility-level procedures establish the 
process to ensure that worker competence is commensurate with responsibilities. For example, 
HNF-MP-0 1 1, Site Wide Qt/alification and Training Plan, HNF-Mp-599. Projecr Haitjhrd 
Quali@ Asatratice Program Descriptiop, HNF-PRO-068, Site Maintenance Training, and 
FSP-WESF-00 1 ,  .WESF Project Administrafion/Trairiing Program, Section TN-0 1 ,  “WESF 
Training Program” provide FH personnel who plan, control, and conduct work are required to 
have competence commensurate with their assigned responsibilities. Refer to SME-M&WC 
Criterion 4 for additional discussion regarding competence. 

OBJECTIVE. MG0.4 
DATE: 4/27/00 

MG0.4-5 
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I FUNCTIONAL AREA: Management Oversight I OBJECTIVE: MG0.4 

Submitted: 

Sunil Patel 

I I I DATE: 4/27/00 

Approved: 

Criterion 7: FH workplanningprocedures ensure appropriate involvemeni of workers and 
ES~prr?fe.ssio~ial.s in hazard analysis and selection of controls. 

FH work-planning procedures at the institutional-level as well at project and/or facility-level 
ensure appropriate involvement workers and ES&H professionals in hazard analysis and 
selection of controls. FH projects and/or facilities staff member interviewed confirmed that a 
mechanism for worker and ES&H input are used during the JHA prior to initiation of work 
(HNF-PRO-079). WMP-200, Section 3. I requires input into the work package during the 
planning process from appropriate ES&H staff and workers It also requires a prejob briefing 
using a graded approach prior to initiation of work. Refer to SME-M&WC Criterion 7 for 
additional discussion regarding worker and ES&H involvement in the planning process. 

Conclusion 

Contractor ISMS procedures provide a method to ensure that controls are implemented during 
preparation for the initiation of work. FH and Project procedures ensure that adequate controls 
are identified to mitigate identified hazards and that controls are effectively implemented. 

This objective has been met. 

Strenpths: 

None. 

Concerns: 

None. 

I Tennr Member I Team Lender 

v 
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W 1.0 INTRODUCTION/BACKGROUND 

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) policy (DOE P 450.4) requires that safety be integrated 
into all aspects of the management and operations of its facilities. In simple terms, DOE and its 
contractors will “Do work safely.” The purpose of this Fluor Hanford (FH) Integrated 
Environment, Safety, and Health (ES&H) Management System Phase I Verification is to 
determine whether Integrated Safety Management System (ISMS) processes are in place within 
the FH revised system to accomplish the objective of “Do work safely.” 

The ISMS is comprised of 1) described functions, components, processes, and interfaces (system 
map or blueprint); and 2) personnel who perform assigned roles and responsibilities to manage 
and control the ISMS. Therefore, this Phase I Verification will evaluate the “paper” aspects of 
the ISMS to ensure that the system is developed and will be effective within FH. 

HNF-MP-003, Rev. 3, Project HanfordManagement Coniract Integrated Environment, S@eiy, 
and Health Management System Plan (FH 2000c) represents the safety management system 
documentation required by Department of Energy Acquisition Regulations (DEAR) clause 
970.5204-2 and the Project Hanford Management Contract (PHMC) clause C.2.D for FH. 
HNF-MP-003, Rev. 0 was originally approved by the DOE, Richland Operations Office (RL) 
based on a review against the existing contractual requirements (derived from an earlier draft of 
the 970.5204-2 DEAR clause) for that document. The PHMC was recently modified to reflect 
FH’s new organizational focus on project management, and HNF-MP-003 (FH 2000c) has been 
revised accordingly. 

In response to the need to streamline site activities and to better focus the PHMC on the site 
mission, FH has instituted a major re-structuring of the fundamental approach to their conduct of 
business. In October 1999, FH shifted from an integrator role to a role that emphasizes project 
management. The project organizations are as follows: 

.V’ 

Spent Nuclear Fuels (SNF) - The mission of the SNF project is to support Hanford Site clean 
up by providing safe, economic, and environmentally sound management of spent nuclear 
fuel in a manner that stages it to final disposition as well as deactivation of the associated 
facilities. 

Nuclear Material Stabilization (NMS) - The mission of the NMS project is to provide for the 
safe stabilization, storage, repackaging, and shipment of the Plutonium Finishing Plant (PFF’) 
inventory of plutonium-bearing materials and other nuclear materials to other locations for 
reuse, long-term storage, andlor final disposition. 

Waste Management (WM) - The mission of the WM project is to provide safe, compliant, 
and cost-effective waste management services for the Hanford Site and the DOE complex 
These services include solid waste storage, treatment, disposal, and management of liquid 
effluents. 

1 
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River Corridor (RC) - The mission of the RC project is to deactivate contaminated facilities 
in preparation for decontamination and decommissioning. 

Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) - The FFTF and affiliated 400 Area buildings are to be 
maintained in a safe and compliant standby condition. 

iir/ 

In support of the project management organizations, FH has established a series of functional 
area support organizations, as well as service provider organizations. Each functional area 
organization is responsible for monitoring, interpreting, and communicating requirements and 
standards to the projects and other organizations. Additionally, functional area support 
organizations assure consistency of application of cross-cutting issues. Project service provider 
organizations support the project by providing site infrastructure and specialty services support. 

FH has chosen to require specific descriptions of the safety management processes for three of 
these project service providers: Analytical Services, Site Serviceshfrastructure, and Site 
ServicedSafeguards and Security. Of the three, Analytical Services description documents will 
be incorporated into HNF-MP-003 (FH ~OOOC), while Infrastructure and Safeguards and Security 
are to be prepared and maintained by the hnctiond subcontractor organization (per 
HNF-MD-482 1, Guidance for Flow Down of ISMS Requirements to Lower Tier Subcontracts 
[FH 19991). 

The impact of the organizational restructuring on FH is profound. This environment of change 
and transition to a more streamlined structure offers both challenge and opportunity for 
performing work safely. 4 

2.0 PURPOSE 

The purpose of this Phase I Verification is to verify the adequacy of documentation as submitted 
to the Approval Authority by FH. This review is not only a review of the ISM System 
Description documentation, but is also a review of the procedures, policies, and manuals of 
practices used to implement safety management in an environment of organizational 
restructuring. The FH ISMS should support the Hanford Sfrategic Plan (DOE-RL 1996) to 
safely clean up and manage the Hanford Site’s legacy waste while incorporating the ISMS 
objective of “Do work safely.” 

The guidance and direction provided in this review plan have been adapted from DOE P 450.4, 
DOE G 450.4-1A, and the DOE Handbook Integrated Safety Management Systems (IMS) 
Verification Team Leader s Handbook (DOE 1999). 

2 
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3.0 SCOPE 

The scope of this Phase I Verification is associated with FH in its role as the PHMC management 
and integration contractor. A review of the RL Integrated Management System is not within the 
scope of this verification as it will be assessed in the May/June 2000 timeframe. To date, the 
following ISMS verifications have been performed for FH: 

Based upon the results of these verifications, RL has concluded that the most efficient 
verification strategy is to perform Phase I verification of the revised FH system description. 
Following completion of the FH Phase I verification, it is expected that a Phase I1 verification 
will be performed for the remaining FH projects and/or service providers. 

As directed in the ISMS Verification Team Leader letter of appointment (Klein 2000) provided 
in Appendix A, the results of previous ISMS Phase I verifications were considered in the 
development of this review plan so as to avoid unnecessary duplication efforts. These include 
the Phase I assessments of FH, SNF, and NMS. 

Based on a review of previously conducted Phase I verifications for FH, it was determined that 
Subject Matter Experts (SME) in the areas of Environmental ProtectiodChemical Management 
and Maintenance and Work Controls would be included in the FH Phase I ISMS Verification, 
Based on feedback from RL staffresponsible for planning, coordinating, and conducting 
Hanford Site ISMS verifications, these as well as other SME areas, will also be included in the 
FH Phase I1 verification. 

Phase I Verification at the FH institutional level 
Phase I/II Verification at SNF (K Basins) 
Phase I Verification at NMS (PFP). 

u 

This Phase I Verification is intended to provide the following: 

Verify adequacy of the FH ISM System Description and associated plans, manuals of 
practice, and procedures used to implement safety management. 

Verify that the corrective actions derived from the previously conducted FH, SNF, and NMS 
Phase I Verifications have been adequately completed. 

Identify, as appropriate, any strengths in the FH ISM System Description that deserve to be 
highlighted so good practices are reinforced and applied at other facilities and activities. 

Develop lessons learned from this verification effort that can be used to improve the 
effectiveness of future verifications. 

3 
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4.0 PREREQUISITES 

Overall acceptance by 
following: 

L to proceed with the FH Phase I Verification was based on the 

Corrective actions and associated activities were completed as specified in Corrective Action 
Plan for Fluor Hanford, Inc. Integrated Environment, Safety and Health Management System 
Phase I Ver@ation (FH 2000a). 

Prerequisites associated with the Phase I Verification were completed as identified in the 
ISMS implementation project schedule, per Integrated Environment, Snffy and Health 
Management System (ISMS) Implementation Project Plan (FH 2000b). 

5.0 OVERALL APPROACH 

The ISMS Verification Team will evaluate the ISM System Description, supporting procedures 
and processes, corrective actions previously identified from prior verifications, and 
implementation plans against the guiding principles and core hnctions defined in DOE P 450.4. 
Based on this assessment, the Verification Team will draw conclusions and make 
recommendations to the Approval Authority as to whether the ISM System Description will 
achieve the overall objective of ISM, which is as follows: 

Ld 

DOE and contractors must systematically integrate safety into management and work 
practices at all levels so that missions are accomplished while protecting dit: public, 
the worker, and the environment. This is to be accomplished through effective 
integration of safety management into all facets of work planning and execution. In 
other words, the overall management of safety functions and activities becomes an 
integral part of mission accomplishment. (DOE P 450.4) 

The Verification Team will review the areas of Business, Budgets, and Contracts; Management 
Oversight; Hazards Identification and Standard Selection; and the subject matter areas of 
Environmental ProtectiodChemical Management and Maintenance and Work Controls. 

The major focus of this Phase I Verification will be to verify the acceptability of the FH ISM 
System Description. Within the subject area of Maintenance and Work Controls, the focus will 
be on the interface with ES&H mechanisms. Another focus of the review will be on corrective 
actions addressing opportunities for improvement identified during previously conducted FH 
Phase 1 Verifications. 

The Phase 1 Verification review will be conducted using subteams as defined in Section 7.0. 
ISMS Verification Team membership and professional biographies are provided in Appendix B 
The Verification Team will conduct the review using the Criteria and Review Approach 
Documents (CRAD) provided in Appendix C. 

4 
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5.1 SEQUENCE OF ACTIVITIES 

The first step in the ISMS Phase I verification process is to provide training and interaction 
among the Verification Team members to ensure an adequate understanding of the DOE ISMS 
Policy expectations, the ISM System Description as presented by FH, and the plan and strategy 
for the verification, Team members with prior ISMS training and experience will be used for 
this verification, The Verification Team understanding on the DEAR clauses 970.5204-2, 
Integration ofEnvironment, Safety, and Health Into Work Planning and Execution and 
970.5204-78, Lmus, Regulations, andDOE Directives will be verified. The Verification Team 
will also complete preparation ofthe CRADs, which will guide the review. The indoctrination 
period of approximately 1 day, including ISMS Verification Team orientation and training, 
site-specific training, and CRAD finalization will be conducted at the Hanford Site prior to the 
start of the review. 

w 

The actual Phase I Verification review will be conducted during a 2-week period following the 
orientation and training. The first week of the verification will consist of ISMS briefings by FH 
management, interviews, and document reviews. Any additional actions that may be necessary 
to support review and assessment of the supporting program and process documents, gap 
analysis, and the ISMS implementation plans will be identified as the review progresses. During 
the second week of the verification, the ISMS Verification Team will complete their evaluation 
of the criteria in the individual CRADs that will support conclusions as to whether the individual 
objectives have been met. Each CRAD is intended to guide the evaluation of the adequacy of the 
ISM System Description and supporting documentation. 

The ISMS Verification Team will evaluate the criteria in their respective CRAD based on the FH 
ISMS presentations coupled with the results of the verification activities conducted during the 
previous week. Important input to the assessment will be the presentations and persuasive 
discussions by the individual managers who present and defend their ISMS process at their 
individual levels of responsibility. The record of the evaluation will be the Assessment Form 
@e., Form 1). Detailed instructions for completing the Assessment Form will be provided to the 
Verification Team prior to and during the review. An Assessment Form will be prepared for 
each objective in the CRADs and will document the basis for the conclusions reached concerning 
the objective and criteria. Each Assessment Form will conclude with a set of numbered issues or 
observations that will be rolled up to the Opportunities for Improvement section in the Executive 
Summary of the final report. Issues identified during the review of the individual CRAD that 
warrant the attention of the RL Manager or senior FH management will be clearly identified 
within the Assessment Form. I n  addition, good work practices and strengths of the ISMS will be 
identified as Noteworthy Practices. 

A final report to be issued at the end of the second week will describe the results of the 
verification review. The report will assess the adequacy of the ISM System Description and will 
delineate areas (if any) in which the ISMS does not conform to the previous guidance, as well as 
identify Noteworthy Practices that were observed. The report will also provide the conclusions 
reached by the Verification Team as to the objectives identified in Section 3.0 of this review 
plan. The format and contents of the report are described in Section 9.0. 

W 

'V 
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6.0 PREPARATIONS 

Preparations for the Phase I Verification will focus on two areas. The first effort is to prepare the 
Verification Team to conduct the review and finalize the review plan that will guide the conduct 
of the review. The second effort is to assist FH in gaining an understanding of the review 
process to most effectively present their ISM System Description to the Verification Team. 

6.1 PHASE 1 TEAM PREPARATIONS 

Efforts to prepare the ISMS Verification Team to conduct the Phase I Verification will include 
review of the relevant DEAR clauses (970.5204 and 970.5204-78) and ISMS guidance as 
deemed necessary by the Team Leader. (Due to the focused nature ofthis verification, it is 
expected that a significant majority of the Verification Team will have prior experience and 
knowledge in the ISMS verification process.) There will also be a discussion on the strategy and 
methodology for the review. This portion will include a discussion of the strategy and logic by 
which the initial CRADs and subject areas were developed. Verification Team members will be 
provided with relevant documents ( e g ,  ISM System Description, policies, procedures, etc.) to 
be read before the review is conducted. Finally, the Verification Team will receive presentations 
and briefings to ensure an understanding of the FH ISM System Description and the mechanisms 
used in the execution of that system. 

6.2 FLUOR HANFORD PREPARATIONS 

Briefings will consist of FH making focused presentations to the ISMS Verification Team to 
describe how the processes and mechanisms used to “Do work safely” fulfill the expectations of 
the ISMS at the institutional, project, and activity level. These presentations should also describe 
the integration of safety management between the contractor, subcontractors, service/support 
groups, and DOE. Additionally, FH may elect to present key corrective action closures as 
related to prior Phase I verifications. At the conclusion of the presentations, the Verification 
Team will provide to FH a list of documents required for review and selected personnel to be 
interviewed. FH should use these lists to schedule activities and interviews during the first week 
of the review. 

.I 

6 



DOE/RL-2000-30, Vol. 2 
Rev. 0 

7.0 PROCESS FOR INTEGRATED 
SAFETY MANAGEMENT SYSTEM REVIEW W 

As described in Section 5.0, the review will be conducted using the CRADs (provided in 
Appendix C). The CRADs are identified by three functional areas that correspond to the three 
Verification Team subteams: 

Management Oversight (MGO) 
Business, Budgets, and Contracts (BBC) 

Hazards Identification and Standard Selection (HAZ),  including Environmental 
ProtectiodChemical Management, and Maintenance and Work Controls SMEs. 

The BBC functional area subteam will address the following: 

FH processes for translating mission into work in a planned and controlled manner 

Appropriate flowdown of ISMS to projects, facilities, and subcontracts, as well as 
suppodservice groups 

Corrective actions from previous Phase I Verifications 

The MGO functional area subteam will address the following: 

How work is defined and prioritized 

Flowdown of the ISM System Description to the projects, supporthervice groups, and 
facilities 

W 

Ensure contractor roles and responsibilities @e., line management responsibilities) are 
documented and included within the core functions 

Review the feedback and improvement functions, including the contractor’s Quality 
Assurance Program 

Corrective actions from previous Phase I Verifications 

The HAZ functional area subteam will address the following: 

FH processes for ISMS relating to hazard analysis 

Processes related to the identification of safety standards and requirements 

How controls are tailored to the work being performed 

Evaluation of the specialized SME functional areas. u 
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Corrective actions from previous Phase I Verifications. 

8.0 ADMINISTRATION 

8.1 MEETINGS AND PRESENTATIONS 

The first phase of the verification will include presentations by FH to the ISMS Verification 
Team. The purpose of the presentations will be to provide an opportunity for the Verification 
Team to become familiar with the FH ISM System Description, including the supporting 
policies, procedures, work practices, etc. The presentations will provide an opportunity for FH 
to describe the mechanisms and procedures in which the ISM elements described in the various 
programs are integrated vertically and horizontally. These presentations should demonstrate an 
ISMS that fulfills the expectations of DOE P 450.4,450.5, and 450.6 contract requirements and 
the DEAR clause requirements. The ISMS Verification Team will use the information provided 
during the presentations as part of the verification that the criteria and the objectives in the 
individual CRADs are met. Additional interviews, record reviews, and other activities will 
clarify and validate the information in the briefings. 

The FH Phase I Verification will be an open process with the goal of maxirniziiig the opportunity 
to achieve a full  understanding of the ISM System Description. To achieve the level of openness 
and coordination that is desired, the Verification Team will meet daily to discuss observations 
and issues. The Team Leader will meet with senior FH and RL management as necessary to 
ensure they are fully informed of the progress and issues during the verification review. 

Following the Phase 1 Verification, the Team Leader will conduct a briefing with senior FH and 
RL Managers. The briefing will include the results of the review, the basis for the improvement 
recommendations that will be made to the Approval Authority, and Noteworthy Practices 
observed during the review. 

w 

8.2 DOCUMENTATION OF THE INTEGRATED SAFETY 
MANAGEMENT SYSTEM PHASE I VERIFICATION 

The ISMS Phase I Verification will be guided by the criteria in the CRADs. The documentation 
will be structured to show that the elements of the CRADs were evaluated and that the objectives 
were met, or what aspects of the objectives were found to be in need of improvement. The 
purpose of the documentation is to provide information concerning details of the review to 
individuals who did not witness the review. 

To maintain the verification schedule and ensure that the final report is complete prior to 
dissolution of the team, each ISMS Verification Team member must document hidher work as it 
is conducted. This means that daily inputs to the Assessment Forms (Form 1’s) will be required. 
Each subteam leader will be provided with a preliminary Assessment Form containing the 
objective and criteria for each CRAD. If issues of noteworthy or questionable work practices are 
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identified, they will be documented within the Assessment Form. If the final report to the 
Approval Authority recommends corrective actions for FH, those actions should be supported by 
detailed information in the Assessment Forms. 

u 

The lessons learned from this ISMS Verification are particularly important for future reviews at 
the Hanford Site and across the DOE complex. The Verification Team will prepare a lessons 
learned section that will be included in the final report. 

8.3 TEAM COMPOSITION AND ORGANIZATION 

The ISMS Phase I Verification Team will be organized into three subteams using an integrated 
set of CR4Ds. Subteam leaders are responsible for ensuring that all CRADs assigned to them 
are hl ly  evaluated and that the appropriate documentation is prepared. A list of Verification 
Team members and professional biographies are provided in Appendix B. 

The ISMS Verification Team use FH Facility Evaluation Board (FEB) p e r s o ~ e l  to support the 
FH Phase I Verification. The FEB has previously participated in other ISMS verifications as 
both observers and participants to gain ISMS verification experience such that they could 
support future Hanford Site verifications. The FEB will participate in the FH Phase I 
Verification as Verification Team members in a capacity that does not conflict with their normal 
functions under FH. 

Additionally, independent observation of the verification process is encouraged. Observers from 
the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation /Hanford Advisory Board ISMS 
Issues Manager, Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, and a Worker Representative will 
observe the Phase I Verification as part of the open process. 

W 

9.0 FINAL REPORT FORMAT 

At the end of the Phase I Verification, the ISMS Verification Team will prepare a final report 
(provided as Volume I of this report). The report will discuss the adequacy of the ISM System 
Description and any areas where it does not conform to DOE P 450.4,450.5, andor 450.6, the 
ISMS DEAR clauses, and the requirements of the Approval Authority as specified in the 
guidance to the contractor. The report will also address all of the objectives identified in 
Section 3.0 and include any recommended actions that the Verification Team considers 
necessary or desirable to ensure work is performed safely. 

The final report will consist of the following sections that fully describe the review, provide the 
necessary Opportunities for Improvement, and any information necessary to support the 
recommendations. The Team Leader will ensure that the final report is appropriately controlled 
and reviewed for classified information or Unclassified Controlled Nuclear Information prior to 
issuance. 

9 



DOEkL-2000-30, Vol. 2 
Rev. 0 

a. VOLUME1 

1. Title Page - States the site location and dates of the verification review 

2. Signature Page - Contains signatures designated by the Team Leader to promulgate the 
final version of the report. 

3. Table of Contents - Identifies all sections of the report, tables, figures, and appendices 

4. Executive Summary - Provides an overview of the results of the verification review, 
including a summary of the recommendations that result from the review. The Executive 
Summary will identify Opportunities for Improvement (issues) as well as Noteworthy 
Practices (strengths) identified during the review. 

5 .  Introduction- Provides the overall objectives of the evaluation, and the review process 
and methodologies used in the review. 

6. Purpose - Provides the purpose of the verification review. 

7. Background - Provides a general discussion of the facility and the state of maturity of 
the safety management programs. 

8. Scope - Provides the scope of the verification review. 

9. Overall Approach - Restates (with any necessary modifications) the approach followed 
during the verification review and, delineated in the Review Plan. 

10. Assessment of Documentation of the FH ISMS - Provides a summary discussion ofthe 
overall results of the evaluation. This section will include a summary for each functional 
area and issues prepared by the functional area subteam. This section will also provide 
details of the review, which are necessary to support the report on the adequacy of the 
ISM System Description. The report will also discuss the observations and conclusions of 
the team regarding the strengths and weaknesses of the ISM System Description. Finally, 
any deviations from this review plan will be discussed in the report. 

11. Conclusions and Recommendation - Addresses the status of implementation of FH 
ISMS at the Hanford Site. It will also provide information about the adequacy of 
supporting program and process documents and the planned ISMS improvement plans 

12. Lessons Learned - Discusses lessons learned associated with the ISMS Phase I 
Verification process as well as with the development and implementation of an ISMS. 

b. VOLUME IX - Contains the Assessment Forms (Form l’s), Review Plan, and CRADs 
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10.0 SCHEDULE 

For planning purposes, the projected schedule for the FH ISMS Phase I Verification is as 
follows: 

Date 
4pril 12,2000 

April 13,2000 

CAP = Corrective Ac 

Date 
April 17,2000 

I 19, 2ooo 

Orientation 

Topic 
0 Introductiodteam logistics 

Teamorientation 
Facility orientation 
Discuss CRAD approaches 
Plan logistics 
Develop list of documentshecords to be 
renewed 
Develop lines of inquiry 
CAPreview 

0 Finalize logistics 
Prospective interview list 
Finalize lines of inquiry 
Complete and sign qualification forms 
Provide FH final list of 
documentshcords to be reviewed 
Required reading/document review 
CAP incorporation into field activities 

n Plans 

Verification 

Topic 
0 Finalize interview list 

FH presentations 
Team members meet counterparts 
Verification team meeting 
FinalizeCRADS 

0 Finalize Review Plan 
Documentation review 
Documentation review 
Conduct interviews 

Documentation review 
Conduct interviews 

11 
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Date 

April 20, 2000 

April 2 1,2000 

April 24, 2000 

April 24 -28, 2000 
May I,  2000 

Verification 

Topic 
0 

0 Complete documentation review 
Finalize interviews 

0 

Accuracy review with FH 
0 Finalize Form 1’s 

Prepare final report 
Presentation to RL/FH management 

Individual team member work as required 

Individual team member work as required 
Submit draft Form 1’s by 12:OO p.in. 
Accuracy review with Team Lead 

11.0 REFERENCES 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, 
42 U.S.C. 9601, et seq. 

4 48 CFR 970.5204-78, “Laws, Regulations, and DOE Directives,” Title 48, Code of Federal 
Regulations, (DEAR) Section 970.5204-78, as amended, U. S.  Department of Energy, 
Washington, D.C. 

48 CFR 970.5204-2, “Integration of Environment, Safety, and Health Into Work Planning and 
Execution,” Title 48, Code of Federal Regulations, (DEAR) Section 970.5204-2, as 
amended, U.S. Department of Energy, Washington, D.C. 

DOE, 1999, DOE Handbook Integrated Safe9 Management Systems Verification Team Leader’s 
Handbook, DOE-HDBK-3027-99, U. S .  Department of Energy, Washington, 
D.C. 

DOE P 450.4, Safety Management System Policy, U.S. Department of Energy, Washington, 
D.C., as amended. 

DOE G 450.4-14 Integrated Safety Management System Guide, Volume 1, “Guidance,” and 
Volume 2, “Appendixes,” U.S. Department of Energy, Washington, 
D.C., as amended. 

DOE P 450.5, Line Environment, Safety, andHealth Oversight, U.S. Department of Energy, 
Washington, D.C., as amended. 

DOE P 450.6, Secretarial Policy Statement Environment, Safeiy and Health Purpose and Scope, 
U.S. Department ofEnergy, Washington, D.C., as amended. 
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Richland Operations Ofice, Richland, Washington. 

FH, 1999, Guidance for Flow Down of ISMS Requrremenfs to Lower Tier Subcontracfs, 
HNF-MD-4821, Rev. 0, Fluor Hanford, Richland, Washington. 

FH, 2000a, Corrective Action Plan for Fluor Hanford, Inc. Integrated Environment, Safety and 
HealthManagement Sysfem Phase I Verrficafion, FH 9958945A RI, Rev. I ,  Fluor 
Hanford, Richland, Washington. 

FH, 2000b, Iniegrafed Environmenf, S@ety and Health Managemenf Sy,stem (ISMS) 
Implemenfafion Project Plan, HNF-4554, Rev. 4, Fluor Hanford, Richland, Washington. 

FH, 2000c, Project HanfordManagement Confracf Infegrafed Eni~ironment, Safety, and Health 
Management System Plan, HNF-MP-003, Rev. 3, Fluor Hanford, Richland, Washington. 

Klein, K. A,, 2000, Memorandum of Appoinimeni as Inregrated Environment, Safety and Health 
Management (IN) Sysfem Team Leader,for Verrj7cafion of the Fluor Hanford, Inc. 
PHI,) Sysfem Description, Memorandum AMs: DSS/OO-AMS-O32, Keith A. Klein, 
Manager, DOE, Richland Operations Office to Michael A. Mikolanis, Office of the 
Departmental Representative, Headquarters, dated March 13. 

13 



DOERL-2000-30, Vol. 2 
Rev. 0 

14 



DOE/RL-2000-30, Vol. 2 
Rev. 0 

APPENDIX A 

TEAM LEADER LETTER OF APPOINTMENT 

A-i 



DOE/RL-2000-30, Vol. 2 
Rev. 0 

A-ii 



DOE/RL-2000-30, VOI. 2 
Rev. 0 

'W 

Untted States Governmmt Department of Energy 
Richland Operations .Office memorandum 

MTC. MAR 1 3  Moo 
REPLVTO 
A ~ O F  AMS:DSS/00-AMS-032 

SUBJECT: MEMORANDUM OF APPOMTMENT AS INTEGRA'RD E " M E N T ,  
SAFETY AND HEALTH hUNAGR?dENT (ISM) SYSTEM TEAM LEADER FOR 
VERIFICATION OF THE FIJJOR "FORD, INC. (FHI) SYSTEM DBSCRIPTION 

As P m l t  of matt mbuchuh# of the Project Hrnford Mmagemont Contract, 
reorgnnbibn by PHI. pd major rsviaiOnr to the FHI ISM System Dcrription, it is 
nccaury to conduct a fol~ow-up -cat of tb FHI ISM System Dacription. In 
~ c c o r d w e  with tbe US. Dcplrtmcnr of Emqy (DOE) Functions, Raponsibilitics, and 
Authorities M.rmd. DOE M 41 1.l-lA. Seth 9.23.6, Approval of Safely M.nngcmsnt 
System Daumamtiun, you M requedted to be !he Team Lsda Ior a vnification of the 
FHI ISM System M p t i o n  aa d b c d  in tho atuchcnt. 

question, regding this mater, please contact ma, or you may contact Sandra Johnson, 
Assistant h a g m  for ~ e u i n g  ad SCmdrrb on (509) 376-7387, or Doug Shoop, 
Senior Technical Adviaor for tho Oflice of tho h i s t a n t  for Engine& rnd 
Standads, on (509) 376-0108. 

Ih.nlr you for yotrr willingnao to ur*1 in tho Ecndvct of thia veriflc.tion. If you have my 

A n v h e n t  

cc Wll t tach 
C. L. Huntoon, EM-1 
D. M. Michaels. BEI-I 
J. M. O ~ d ~ f f ,  EM4 
T. A. Wyk& EH-9 

B. A. Anstin, FHI 
R. D. H m n ,  FHI 
L. I. Ol~*  FHI 
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Fluor Hanford Inc. (FH1) Integrated Environment, Safety, arid Health Management (ISM) 
System Phase I Verification (ISMSV-I) d 

1.0 Description of Activity 

This review will verify the acceptability of the FHI ISM System Description. 

2.0 Background and History 

In response to the need to streamline site activities and to better focus the Project Hanford 
Management Contract (PHMC) on the site mission, FHI (previously Fluor Daniel 
Hanford Inc. [FDH]) has instituted a major re-structuring of the hndamental approach to 
their conduct of business. In October 1999, FHI shifted from an integrator role to a role 
that emphasizes project management. As an outcome of this fimdamental shift in 
management approach, FHI has de-scoped the PHMC major subcontractors and 
subsequently removed the need for independent integrated safety management systems as 
originally described. 

Concurrent with the October 1999 re-structuring by FHI, an initial verification of the 
FDH ISM System Description was conducted. The Project HmfordMunugement 
Contract Integrated Environment, Safety, and Health Management System Plan, HNF- 

system documentation required by DOE Acquisition Regulation (DEAR) Clause 
970.5204-2. The result of this initial verification validated that the FHI shift in 
management approach will better focus safety management within the PHh4C structure. 

’ 

MP-003, Rev. 2 (FDH ISMS Plan), was reviewed relative to the safety management 4 

FHI plans, manuals of practice, and procedures at the “institutional” level have been 
verified through the initial FDH ISM Phase I verification, however, the mechanisms to do 
work safely at the project and activity level could not be confirmed. FHI had previously 
required each project to develop an ISM System Description which would augment the 
institutional level ISM System Description and which would describe how work is done 
safely at the project and activity level. ISM System Descriptions were subsequently 
developed for the Spent Nuclear Fuel (SNF) and Nuclear Material Stabilization (NMS) 
Projects and ISM Phase I verifications were performed. Recently, FHI modified the 
aforementioned multiple ISM System Description strategy in favor of a single FHI ISM 
System Description which would described the mechanisms used to do work safely at the 
institutional, project and activity level. Accordingly, the revised FHI ISM System 
Description (HNF-MP-003, Rev. 3) requires verification. 

3.0 ISM Phase I Verification 

Mr. Mike Mikolanis is appointed as the Team Leader for the Phase I verification of the 
revised FHI ISM System Description. The verification should be scheduled to 
commence no later than April 17,2000 with a final report delivered on or about May 1, 
2000. d 
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4.0 Scope and Special Considerations for the ISMSV-I W 

v 

W 

4.1 Scope 

4.2.1 Verify that the FHI ISM System Description and associated plans, 
manuals of practice, and procedures used to implement safety 
management are adequate. 

4.2.2 Verify that the corrective actions derived from the previously conducted 
FDH, SNF, and NMS Phase I verifications have been adequately 
completed. 

Identify, as appropriate, any strengths in the FHI ISM System Description 
which deserve to be highlighted so good practices are reinforced and 
applied at other facilities and activities. 

4.2.4 Develop lessons learned from this verification effort which can he used to 
improve the effectiveness of future verifications. 

4.2.3 

4.2 Special Considerations 

4.2.1 Verification of the FHI ISM System Description should focus on the 
plans, manuals of practice, and procedures used at the project and activity 
level to do work safely, and need not focus on those mechanisms 
previously reviewed and deemed adequate during the FDH, SNF, and 
NMS Phase I verifications unless deemed necessary by yourself. 

4 2.2 The Richland Operations Office (RL) has recently undergone a major 
realignment and reorganization. Consequently, the functions, 
responsibilities and authorities of most RL organizations, managers, and 
staff have changed significantly, and will not be fully formalized by the 
time of this verification. Accordingly, the scope of the ISMSV-I should 
be limited to the contractor and subcontractors. RL implementation of 
ISM will be evaluated in the late May/early June 2000 timeframe. 

5.0 Stakeholder Observation of ISMSV-I 

The FU has invited the Hanford Advisory Board (HAB) to observe ISMSV-I. Mr. Joseph 
Richards of the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation will be 
representing the HAB. Mr. Richards is the ISMS Issues Manager for the Health, Safety, 
and Waste Management Committee of the HAB. 

Additionally, RL would like to invite a worker representative to participate as an observer 
on the ISMSV-I. The specific worker representative to participate in the ISMSV-I should 
be coordinated with Mr. Doug Shoop. 
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6.0 Phase I ISMS Verification Letter of Appointment 

You should prepare an ISMSV-I review plan, select and train the team, and confirm the 
team’s readiness to conduct the verification. RL has a good cadre of staff experienced in 
ISMS, and will be available to provide onsite support in this effort. 

Desired Deliverables from the Review 7.0 

The ISMSV-I Team should document the review with a report written in accordance with 
the guidance given Appendix 7 to the “Integrated Safety Management System 
Verification Team Leader’s Handbook,’’ DOE-HDBK-3027-99, dated June 1999. The 
report should address all of the objectives identified above, and include any 
recommended actions, which the ISMSV-I Team considers necessary or desirable to 
ensure work is done safely. 

lnformation for the Cognizant Secretarial Officer (CSO) 8.0 

A copy of this Memorandum of Appointment is forwarded to the responsible CSO, C. L 
Huntoon, EM- I,  DOE Headquarters for information. Please provide her copies of both 
the Review Plan and the final report of the FHI ISMSV-I. 

9.0 ISMSV-I Point-of-Contact (POC) 
w 

The POC for the FHI ISMSV-I is Doug Shoop. Mr. Shoop can be reached at (509) 376- 
0 108, or by electronic mail, doug-s-shoop@rl.gov. 
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TEAM ASSIGNMENTS 
L 

ISMS Verification Team Leader: Michael A Mikolanis 

Team Lead Advisor: Ed Parsons 
Technical EditorlWriter: Hope E. Matthews 

Report Coordinator: Margaret M. Droddy 
Integrated Reviewer: Doug S. Shoop 

Business, Budgets, and Contracts 

Subteam Lead: Bart Schmidt 

Patty G. Ensign 

Dave E. Stromberg 

Gerald M. Bell 

Hazards Identification and Standards Selection 

Subteam Lead: Steven L. Bertness 

Shiv Seth 

u ScottLudwig 

AugustManiez 

SME Environmental Protection: Mike Silvia 

'SME Maintenance and Work Controls: Dennis Humphreys 

Management Oversight 

Subteam Lead: Carrie Swafford-Chub 

Mark R. Steelman 

Craig R. Richins 

Sunil Pate1 

Observers 

Worker Representative: Jill M. Molnaa 

Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTLJJR), Environmental 
Representative and Hanford Advisory Board ISMS Issues Manager: Joseph Henry Richards 

Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board Observer: Tim Hunt 
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W Michael A. Mikolanis, ISMS Verification Team Leader 

Mr. Mikolanis is a Headquarters Issue Lead in the Ofice of the Departmental Representative to 
the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (S-3.1). Mr. Mikolanis holds a B.S. degree in 
nuclear engineering from Purdue University and has completed the coursework necessary for an 
M.S. in Environmental Engineering at Georgia Tech. Mr. Mikolanis has worked in the nuclear 
industry for 15 years and is a registered professional engineer in the state of Maryland. He spent 
his first 7 years as a nuclear trained naval officer. In that capacity, he qualified as the senior 
supervisory watchstander at reactor plants. As a naval department head, he supervised the safe 
operation and maintenance of a prototype reactor and managed all aspects of a 3-year overhaul 
of the facility. He spent the next 3 years as a senior licensing engineer at Bechtel Power 
Corporation. In that capacity, Mr. Mikolanis performed safety evaluations of modifications 
made to commercial nuclear reactor facilities and prepared the safety analysis reports required to 
license the emergency power distributions system at the Calvert Cliffs Nuclear Power Plant. 
Mr. Mikolanis spent the last 5 years working in the DOE managing safety issues of interest to the 
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board. Hanford's safety issues include RF'P characterization, 
systems engineering, technical competence, and implementation of integrated sdety 
management. Mr. Mikolanis is certified as an ISM Verification Team Leader and has 
participated in six ISMS verifications at the Hanford Site. 
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Gerald M. Bell 

Mr. Bell has worked for the DOE, Richland Operations Office since 1986 He received a 
Bachelor of Science degree in Wildlife and Fisheries Sciences from Oregon State University in 
1973. He subsequently received a Masters of Science degree in Aquatic Sciences from Murray 
State University in Kentucky in 1975. He was employed with the State of Oregon’s Department 
of Environmental Quality from 1976 until he transferred to DOE in October 1986. While 
employed with the State of Oregon, he was involved in the oversight of industrial compliance 
with the Environmental Protection Agency’s Clean Air Act and the Clean Water Act regulations. 
He spent the majority of his time with the agency as the lead Environmental Toxicologist 
measuring ecological damage resulting from industrial waste discharges. Mr. Bell was hired by 
the DOE, Richland Operations Office late in 1986 as an Environmental Biologist, where he 
helped set up the current Environmental Compliance program. He was promoted to Branch 
Chief in 1991, and led a team of Environmental Safety and Health (ES&H) Subject Matter 
Experts who conducted oversight of contractor compliance activities in these areas. In 1995 Mr. 
Bell was promoted to Director of the Performance Assessment Division, where he continued 
supervising teams of ESH&Q experts who conducted contractor and RL regulatory compliance 
oversight activities. He is currently the Director of the Analysis and Evaluation Division, a 
multi-discipline oversight and coordination organization. Mr. Bell has led or has been a team 
member on numerous oversight reviews. He was the team lead on a number of multiple 
discipline reviews, including being the Readiness Assessment Team Lead for the start up of the 
Pacific Northwest National Laboratory Environmental Molecular Science Laboratory 
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u Steven L. Bertness 

Mr. Bertness is an occupational safety and health specialist for the Assistant Manager of 
Engineering and Standards at the Hanford Site with special emphasis on nuclear safety for 
environmental restoration projects. He participated as a team member in the Fluor Daniel 
Hanford ISMS Phase I Verification, as a subteam lead for the Spent Nuclear Fuels Project Phase 
VI1 Verification, and as a subteam lead for the Plutonium Finishing Plant Phase I Verification. 
Mr. Bertness also served as the Assistant Team Lead for the Environmental Restoration 
Contractor Phase VI1 Verification. He also served as Fed oversight for the Facility Evaluation 
Board, Phase VI1 validation of DynCorp. 

Mr. Bertness earned a Bachelor of Science degree in Safety Engineering from Indiana University 
of Pennsylvania, whose Safety Science Department holds an accreditation from the American 

. Society of Safety Engineers, in 1989. Mr. Bertness has served in his current position for the past 
3 years. Previously, he was a safety and health manager at DOE Headquarters for the Deputy 
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Restoration, with primary areas of involvement being 
nuclear safety, Integrated Safety Management, HAZWOPER, Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration (OSHA) compliance, the OSHA Voluntary Protection Program, safety and health 
training and safety and health program development. Before accepting a position with DOE, Mr. 
Bertness was an Industrial Hygiene compliance ofice for the Virginia Department of Labor, 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration, with inspection responsibilities in the Northern 
Virginia District. Previously, Mr. Bertness served as an industrial hygiene consultant for APEX 
Environmental in Rockville, Maryland. 
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Margaret M. Droddy 

Mrs. Droddy is an Associate with EnergX and is currently on contract as a Technical Editor and 
Specialist for the Facility Evaluation Board, Fluor Hanford. Mrs. Droddy has 18 years 
administrative and executive expertise. Her experience includes technical editing, preparation 
and coordination of multi-million dollar grants, and providing technical assistance with 
facility-specific performance reports. Mrs. Droddy supported the Fluor Hanford Critical 
Self-Assessment Team providing technical editing, report preparation, and graphics support. She 
provided technical support and report preparation and coordination of the EA-1999-04 
Effectiveness Review ordered by the DOE Office of Enforcement and Investigation (EH- 10) 
conducted by the Facility Evaluation Board. Most recently, Mrs. Droddy has provided technical 
support and report preparation and coordination in multiple DOE Integrated Safety Management 
System reviews (the River Protection Program, the Fluor Daniel Hanford, Inc. Phase I, the Spent 
Nuclear Fuel Project Phase VII, the Plutonium Finishing Plant Phase I) and an FEB Integrated 
Safety Management System validation (DynCorp Tri-Cities Services, Inc.) at the Hanford Site. 

... 
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Patty G. Ensign 

Ms. Ensign earned her Bachelor of Science degree in Business, majoring in Accounting. She has 
IO years experience in the professional and technical fields of accounting, budget formulation, 
planning and execution, and project controls working for the DOE. This experience includes the 
following: 

W 

Four years of accounting experience supporting the monthly and annual submittals of the 
financial statements to DOE Headquarters. 

Two years of budgeting experience supporting the annual budget submittals. This includes 
evaluating the effectiveness of planning and budgeting processes and assisting in the overall 
formulation, justification, defense, and execution of various budget activities. 

Four years as a program analyst on both the Spent Nuclear Fuel Project and the Waste 
Management Program. 

Coordinated and supported budget and planning activities among divisions, and validated 
cost estimates and budget requirements. 

Provided direct support in the analysis of Fluor Hanford .budgeting and planning efforts 
through the reviews of their Annual Work Plans and Multi-Year Work Plans. 

Performed baseline management to ensure project controls are in place, and reviewed 
Baseline Change Requests involving life cycle work scopes to ensure changes were justified 
and adequate. 

Worked with technical staff in the development, execution and the validation of completion 
phases of the Performance Incentives and fee structure. She has routinely interpreted RL 
guidance and policies to ensure compliance. 

Participated as a Business, Budgets and Contracts team member in the Fluor Hanford ISMS 
Phase I Verification; the Spent Nuclear Fuels Project Phase Ill1 Verification; the Plutonium 
Finishing Plant Phase I Verification; and the Environmental Restoration Contractor Phase I/II 
Verification. 

0 

0 

"U 

Ms. Ensign is currently assigned to the Analysis and Evaluation Division, 
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Dennis Humphreys 
w 

Mr. Humphreys is a graduate of the Navy's Nuclear Power Training Program. In 1995, he 
successfully passed the Washington State Engineer in Training examination. Mr. Humphreys, 
through New York Regents College, received credit for his Navy technical and engineering 
education towards a Bachelor of Science degree in Engineering. He has successhlly passed 
several college-level courses in Hazardous Wastematerial Management, Nuclear Chemistry 
(masters level), and Engineering Technology Management (masters level) At both the Navy 
and the Navy Yard level, ISMS principles had been practiced for some time. 

Mr. Humphreys has over 29 years (8 years with the Nuclear Navy, I7 years with the Nuclear 
Shipyard, and 4+ years at the Hanford Site) experience in the repair, maintenance, operation, 
testing, startup, restart, and decommissioning of navy nuclear power plants and related nuclear 
facilities. Mr. Humphreys was a certified Nuclear Shift Test Engineer at a Nuclear Navy Yard. 
He also spent 4 years as a Nuclear Chief Test Engineer. M r .  Humphreys has been with the DOE 
for approximately 4.5 years. He has been a member of several full and partial Conduct of Ops 
and Maintenance Assessments at the Hanford Site, including the team leader for the Maintenance 
Team for the Characterization Project Assessment. Mr. Humphreys has completed EM-25 
Operations Assessment Training. He has participated as a team niember on several Operational 
Readiness Reviews ( O M )  and Readiness Assessment (RA). Mr. Humphreys also participated 
as a team member in a current contractor/DOE Automated Job Hazard Analysis (AJHA) 
implementation assessment. 

Mr. Humphreys was a Maintenance and Work Control Subject Matter Expert for the Spent 
Nuclear Fuel ISMS Phase VI1 Verification. He also participated as an Operations Planning/Work 
Planning assessor in the Plutonium Finishing Plant ISMS Phase I Verification and the 
Environmental Restoration Contractor ISMS Phase VI1 Verification. 

Mr. Humphreys is also a qualified Facility Maintenance Manager and as such, has participated in 
assessments of various contractors Maintenance Programs. This includes being the lead auditor 
for the maintenance portion of a CPO Conduct of Operations assessment. He is also a member 
of the Enhanced Work Planning Site Core Team. Mr. Humphreys reviews both the Maintenance 
Implementation Plans and Conduct of Operations Matrices. He is a Subject Matter Expert on 
Hoisting and Rigging, Maintenance, and Conduct of Operations. Earlier at the Hanford Site, Mr. 
Humphreys was also responsible for the Configuration Management Program. Mr. Humphreys 
has also completed the DOE Accident Investigator Training Program. 

Mr. Humphreys is also a qualified Facility Maintenance Manager and in that function, is 
involved in all aspects of maintenance management, including MIP reviews, Enhanced Work 
Planning Site Wide Core Team, Automated Job Hazard Analysis implementation assessment, 
ISMS implementation, etc. Mr. Humphreys participated in two ISMS workshops at the Hanford 
Site from planning through execution. 

In the area of O M S  and U s ,  Mr. Humphreys has taken the lead and revised the existing 
ORR/RA RLID to improve the process, incorporate the new DOE Order 425.14 incorporate 
past lessons learned, and input from a Quality Improvement Plan O W  Team. The draft 
revision is pending the recent reorganization. 
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Scott Ludwig 
W 

Mr. Ludwig is a Physical Scientist in the Field Assessment Division at the Rocky Flats Field 
Ofice in Golden, Colorado and conducts daily oversight of deactivation and decommissioning 
activities in Category I1 nuclear facilities. He participated as a team member during the 1998 
Phase VI1 ISMS Verification in the Operations and Implementation area at the Rocky Flats, 
Environmental Technology Site. Mr. Ludwig holds a Bachelor of Science degree in Natural 
Resources Management From Ball State University and a Masters of Science degree in 
Environmental Safety and Health Management from Denver University. He has successfully 
completed the Defense Nuclear Facility Safety Board 93-3 qualification program in Emergency 
Management and serves as a Local Response Coordinator on the DOE Region 6 RAP Team. 

Mr. Ludwig served as a team member on Operational Readiness Reviews for the Building 371 
Caustic Waste Treatment System, Building 440 Radioactive Waste Handling Operations, 
Building 771 Plutonium Solutions, and Building 707 Low Americium Thermal Salt Stabilization 
Process. Mr. Ludwig is a qualified Lead Assessor and served as Lead Evaluator during the 
READY '96 annual emergency preparedness exercise. Mr. Ludwig oversaw deactivation and 
demolition activities throughout the decommissioning of Building 779. He reviewed work 
packages to ensure compliance with ISMS policies and reviewed final status surveys to ensure 
compliance with Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement standards. 
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August Maniez 

Mr. Maniez is a safety engineer for the Assistant Manager of Health, Safety, and Technical 
Standards at the Savannah River Site providing an occupational safety and health oversight 
function. These duties involve safety assessments, safety consultations, and contractor 
coordination. Mr. Maniez has participated in various design and operational project verification 
reviews. Mr. Maniez also coordinates the technical qualification training of eight (8) DOE 
personnel within his division who are qualified in occupational safety, industrial hygiene, fire 
protection, chemical management, and emergency management preparedness. Mr. Maniez has 
served at this position for 8 years. 

Mr. Maniez has earned a Bachelor of Science degree in Mechanical Engineering from Michigan 
State University in 1971. Also, Mr. Maniez has attended some graduate classes in reactor 
engineering at the University of Michigan in 1974. Other educational background includes 
various Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) subjects, such as, basic OS&H, 
industrial hygiene, construction safety, full protection, electrical safety, and crane safety. Mr. 
Maniez serves as a member of the DOE Hoisting and Rigging Committee and the DOE 
Construction Safety Advisory Committee representing the Savannah River Site. Past work 
experience includes nineteen (19) years in the commercial nuclear industry; thirteen (13) years 
devoted to power plant design engineering, and six (6) years to project engineering at Sequoyah 
Nuclear Plant for the Tennessee Valley Authority. During the 6 years at Sequoyah, Mr. Maniez 
was a qualified system engineer and also qualified as a 10 CFR 50.59 evaluator. 
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L-., Hope E. Matthews 

Ms. Matthews is currently employed with Critique, Inc. as a Senior Technical WriterEditor with 
the Office of Intergovernmental, Public & Institutional Affairs at the DOE, Richland Operations 
Office. Ms. Matthews has nearly 10 years of experience as a Technical WriterEditor at the 
Hanford Site. 

Her current responsibilities include providing technical writindediting support and coordinating 
all aspects of document preparation (editing, word processing, clearance, printing, and 
distribution) for the RL ISMS Project Team. In 1999 and 2000, Ms. Matthews served as the 
Senior Technical Editormriter for the following ISMS Verifications: 

Fluor Daniel Hanford, Inc. Phase I Verification 
Spent Nuclear Fuels Project Phase HI Verification 
Plutonium Finishing Plant Phase I Verification 
Bechtel Hanford, Inc. Phase HI Verification. 

Ms. Matthews earned her Bachelor of Arts degree in English in 1991 from Seattle University in 
Washington State. Her technical expertise includes SGML and HTh4L programming languages 
and numerous software applications. 

From 1994-1999, she worked at Bechtel Hanford, Inc. as a Senior Technical WriterEditor. She 
served on the Hanford Technical Council as Bechtel’s site representative and participated in 
monthly meetingdtechnical discussions with other Hanford Site contractors. She was the Project 
Lead for preparing and transmitting SGML-encoded metadata records to the Office of Scientific 
and Technical Information in Oakridge, Tennessee. Ms. Matthews also served on the Bechtel 
Internet Task Team and helped establish guidelinedpolicies for company web sites. She also 
helped design/write/and maintain company web sites. 

v 

From 1991 to 1994, Ms. Matthews worked at Westinghouse Hanford Company as an 
Engineering Writer. In that assignment, she was responsible for providing editorial support to 
the Safety and Analysis Division. She was also involved in beta testing of software for the 
environmental division. Ms. Matthews also prepared a summary of publication standards for use 
by authors and subcontractors. She trained the H&R Technical Associates publication group in 
Hanford Site-specific publication standards. She worked as a summer intern in 1990 for 
Westinghouse Hanford Company. 
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Jill M. Molnaa 

Ms. Molnaa has worked at the Hanford Site for 17 years as a truck driver and as a Hanford 
Atomic Metal Trades (HAMTC) Council member. Ms. Molnaa is currently the HAMTC ISMS 
Representative for Fluor Hanford. She has been involved in the planning and participation of the 
ISMS workshops that have been held for Hanford Site employees. Ms. Molnaa is also actively 
involved in fieldwork for the implementation of ISMS. 

Ms. Molnaa participated as an observer for the Environmental Restoration Contractor ISMS 
Phase 1/11 Verification. 
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Joe (Ed) Parsons 

Mr. Parsons is currently serving as the Senior Technical Advisor for Radiological Controls, 
Oflice of Engineering and Safety at the DOE, Richland Operations Ofice. He has 25 years of 
diversified experience in the nuclear industry including commercial nuclear power operations, 
industrial and commercial power decommissioning, the national weapons program, project and 
departmental management, medical health physics, and technical consultation. Mr. Parsons has 
been involved in a variety of activities in the nuclear industry such as the accelerated high-yield 
nuclear weapon test program, various nuclear power operational radiation protection and waste 
management programs, medical health physics consulting and data management system 
development for both radiation protection and security information management. 

In addition, Mr. Parsons' experience includes numerous decommissioning activities, including 
several industrial sites, a thorium storage facility, a uranium mill site, nuclear aircraft propulsion 
systems dismantlement, a plutonium facility, and a commercial nuclear power plant 
decommissioning. Mr. Parsons also served as the technical expert for the International Labor 
Organization during the ratification of the International Atomic Energy Agency's (IAEA) 
International Basic Radiation Safety Standards. He is also a member of the technical council for 
the development of IAEA's safety guide Occupational Radiation Protection in the 
Decommissioning of Nuclear Facilities. 

Mr. Parsons is certified by the American Board of Health Physics in comprehensive health 
physics and holds a bachelor's degree in Health Physics from Oklahoma State University. 

Mr. Parsons serves as a member of the DOE, Richland Operations Office ISMS Development 
Team and is qualified as an ISMS Verification Team Leader. Mr. Parsons also served as Team 
Advisor for the Fluor Daniel Hanford ISMS Phase I Verification conducted in October 1999. 

u 
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Sunil Patel 

Mr. Patel is the Program Manager at the DOE-Headquarters for the Environmental Management 
Program associated with the nuclear cleanup activities. He is currently reporting to the Office 
Director for the Headquarters Richland Operations Office Program. Mr. Patel provides 
assessment/advisement in the technical, environmental, and management areas to the DOE 
Headquarters senior management including the Secretarial Ofices, Ofice of hlanagement and 
Budget, Congressional, and other agencies. He oversees the DOE, Richland Operations Office’s 
Environmental Management Projects. Mr. Patel holds a Masters of Science degree in 
civil/structure engineering. He has over 20 years of experience in nuclear and non-nuclear 
facilities with the DOE, the Department of Defense, and the private sector. He has experience in 
the engineering and construction management, design, construction, maintenance, facility start 
up and operations, supervision, inspections, technical validation reviews, oversight, and contract 
management areas. Mr. Patel also participated in numerous assessment/validation reviews. 
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u Joseph Henry Richards 

Mr. Richards is in his twelfth year with the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian 
Reservation’s (CTUIR) Department of Natural Resources. Mr. Richards’ responsibilities are to 
assist the CTUIR in the protection of natural resources impacted by Federal Facilities located 
within the tribe’s ceded area (Hanford Nuclear Site, Umatilla Army Chemical Weapons Depot, 
and Boardman Bombing Range). Currently, his primary activities are performed at the Hanford 
Site. Mr. Richards focuses on environmental compliance activities and the ISMS. 

Mr. Richards’ academic preparation includes a M.S. in Business Information Systems from Utah 
State University. He specialized in auditing, auditing research, and accounting information 
systems courses via the Master of Accountancy Program at Washington State University. Mr. 
Richards also received a Distinguished Associate Diploma in Environment, Sakty & Health 
from the Government Institutes. Mr. Richards’ prior professional experience includes senior 

. level accounting positions in private industry and the instruction of accounting (cost accounting, 
accounting information systems, fbnd accounting), auditing, and economic courses at the 4-year 
collegiate level. 

Mr. Richards is a Certified Professional Environmental Auditor, a Certified Environmental 
Inspector, and a Certified Environmental Specialist. Mr. Richards has also completed training as 
a Lead Auditor for I S 0  14001. 

Mr. Richards participates as a member of DOE-Headquarter’s Environmental Management 
System (EMS) Topical Committee (Technical Standards Program). As the ISMS Issues 
Manager for the Health, Safety & Waste Management Committee, Hanford Advisory Board, Mr. 
Richards participates in a variety of RL and contractor ISMS activities, including participation as 
a member of RL’s ISMS Development Team. Mr. Richards also participates, by invitation of the 
National Co-Chair, in the National Steering Committee of the Enhanced Work Planning 
organization, and is an active participant in DOE’S ISM Lessons Learned Workshops. 

Mr. Richards has participated in several ISMS verifications at the Hanford Site (Oflice of River 
ProtectiomMver Protection Project, Fluor Daniel Hanford, Spent Nuclear Fuels Project, 
Dyncorp, and the Plutonium Finishing Plant). 

Mr. Richards is currently active in several professional organizations, including the 
Environmental Auditing Roundtable, the Institute of Internal Auditors, the Environmental 
Assessment Association, the Air & Waste Management Association, Sigma Xi (Scientific 
Research Society), and the Board of Environmental Auditor Certifications. 

ij 

Mr. Richards is also the owner/operator of “Mother Earth Consulting.” 
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Mr. Richins is a qualified ISMS Verification Team Leader and as such managed the reviews of 
the National Renewable Energy Laboratory and the Plutonium Finishing Plant Project. Mr. 
Richins also participated in the Fluor Daniel Hanford ISMS Phase I Verification and the 
Environmental Restoration Contractor ISMS Phase IAI Verification. Mr. Richins is also a 
standing member of the ISM Core Team at the Hanford Site charged with overall 
implementation of ISMS at the Hanford Site. 

Mr. Richins has over 12 years experience in the field of nuclear safety, operations and programs 
within the DOE. His experience includes strategic planning, formulation and implementation of 
ISM at the Pacific National Laboratory. Mr. Richins led the National Renewable Energy 
Laboratory ISM Verification and bas participated in six other efforts nationally. Mr. Richins 
holds a B.S. in Chemical Engineering from Brigham Young University. Mr. Richins has over 8 
years experience as a Facility Representative at both Richland and Savannah River and as such, 
has had extensive training and experience in all aspects of safety and operations within the DOE 
nuclear complex. His assignments have included a wide variety of nuclear chemical processing, 
fuel fabrication, isotopic production and nuclear laboratory facilities as well as the Fast Flux Test 
Facility. Mr. Richins has also functioned as the program manager for a variety of DOE projects 
and programs for over 12 years. He has led various Operational Readiness Reviews, as well as 
numerous audits and assessments. Mr. Richins currently functions as a team lead within the Ofice 
of Science and Technology at RL. His assignments with that ofice have included both oversight 
of the ES&H and facility operations of the Pacific Northwest National Laboratory and 
management of Site Technology services. Mr. Richins also led development of the national 
laboratory's ES&H and Operational Performance Measures and Indicators process. 

Mr. Richins functioned as the Authorization Basis manager overseeing the normal laboratory 
program and the H-Area programs at Savannah River. 
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u Bart Schmidt 

Mr. Schmidt earned his Bachelor of Science degree in Engineering and majored in Industrial 
Engineering. He has 30 years experience in the professional and technical fields of Industrial 
Engineering, quality assurance, and government contract management, which includes the 
following: 

Eleven years of technical support to the Defense Contract Administration Service 
Contracting Officer in administration of a wide range of government contracts, including 
Global Positioning System satellites, Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency projects, 
and conventional bombs 

Two years validating management information systems (Rockwell International, Morton 
Thiokol, Honeywell, Texas Instrument, Aerojet Propulsion, Boeing, and TRW) and training 
users for the Air Force Space and Missile Systems Organization 

Seven years as a manufacturing and quality assurance manager in Air Force System Program 
Offices (Space Defense and MILSTAR) 

Four years as a DOE Project Control Officer on a fuel processing plant project 

Four years as DOE Project Control Officer for Superconducting Super Collider Project. 

Mr. Schmidt is presently in the Management Systems Division at DOE, Richland Operations 
Office with responsibility for requirements management. He has performed design reviews, 
functional and physical configuration audits, cost reviews, and lead production readiness 
reviews. He has hands-on experience in specifying and implementing manufacturing and 
management information systems. He has developed requirements, implemented quality 
assurance programs, and conducted audits to MIL-Q-9858q DOE Order 5700.6C, and NQA-I. 

He participated as a team member in the ISMS Business, Budgets and Contracts (BBC) area for 
the ISMS Phase I verification of the Tank Waste Remediation Project at the Hanford Site. He 
was a BBC subteam leader for the Fluor Daniel Hanford Phase I, Spent Nuclear Fuel Project 
Phase I/II, and Environmental Restoration Contractor Phase VI1 Verifications. He also helped 
develop the ISM System Description for RL. Mr. Schmidt is the point of contact for the RL 
ISMS verification. He worked as an independent consultant in management information 
systems implementation. He is certified as an auditor for Nuclear Quality Assurance Programs 
and in Government Contract Management. 

v 
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Shivaji S. Seth 

Dr. Seth is a Senior Technical Advisor for Nuclear Safety at the DOE, Richland Operations 
Ofice. His primary responsibility is safety review and oversight of operations at several nuclear 
facilities under deactivation and decommissioning at the Hanford Site. Additionally, he has 
sitewide responsibilities in specific areas related to nuclear criticality safety, chemical safety, and 
the implementation of the ISMS. During the past 2 years, he also served as RL’s Senior Liaison 
to the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB). Dr. Seth has led the RL. guidance and 
coordination effort to implement ISMS at the nuclear facilities in transition. Dr. Seth served as 
the Team Advisor for the Plutonium Finishing Plant ISMS Phase I Verification in January 2000. 
He was also a subteam leader for DOE’S ISMS verification at the radioactive waste storage tank 
(Tank Farms) nuclear facilities in 1998. Dr. Seth is an active member of RL’s ISMS core team 
for implementing ISMS throughout the Hanford Site. 

‘W 

From 1985 to 1996, Dr. Seth was at the MITRE Corporation, where he was responsible for 
guiding and managing numerous projects in support of the DNFSB, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (USNRC), and the U.S. Army’s program for demilitarization of chemical weapons. 
For the DNFSB, Dr. Seth conducted assessments of DOE requirements and implementation of 
safety standards at various defense nuclear facilities, and contributed to the development of an 
integrated safety management systems approach and standards review guides in various safety 
functional areas. For the USNRC, he analyzed safety issues and assisted development of 
regulatory requirements and guidance, such as for renewal of nuclear power plant operating 
licenses and use of safety-critical software in nuclear power plants. For the Army, he 
contributed to several safety and risk assessments of chemical weapon disposal facilities and 
operations. Currently, he is a member of a national expert panel to review probabilistic safety 
(risk) assessments for two chemical demilitarization facilities, which are mandated by the 
National Research Council. 

From 1983 to 1985, Dr. Seth served as Senior Fellow to the USNRC’s Advisory Committee on 
Reactor Safeguards (ACRS). He provided consultations and recommendations to the ACRS on a 
wide range of safety and regulatory issues associated with the design and operation of nuclear 
power plants. At the General Atomic Company as staff engineer from 1978 to 1983, Dr. Seth’s 
work included nuclear design, fuel cycle optimization, and safety and risk analyses. Prior to that, 
from 1970 to 1978, Dr. Seth was responsible for the planning and analysis of critical experiments 
in support of physics and safety investigations of fast and thermal reactor cores at the Swiss 
Federal Institute for Reactor Research. There he was also licensed to supervise operations at the 
reactor and associated nuclear fuel handling facility. As a graduate research assistant at the MIT 
Reactor, from 1965 to 1970, Dr. Seth performed experimental and theoretical studies of nuclear 
reactor cores. 

Dr. Seth holds a Masters and Doctors degrees in Nuclear Engineering from the Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology, and has authored over 75 technical publications. 
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u Doug S. Shoop 

Mr. Shoop is employed by RL as a Senior Technical Advisor for Integrated Safety Management 
(ISM) and Occupational Safety and Health. Mr. Shoop holds a Bachelors of Science degree in 
Medical Microbiology and a Masters of Science degree in Environmental HealtMndustrial 
Hygiene. He is a Certified Industrial Hygienist and has worked in the nuclear industry for over 
11 years. Mr. Shoop has primary responsibility for the planning, coordination, and conduct of 
ISMS verifications for RL and is the primary interface with RL senior management and s t a ,  
DOE-Headquarters, Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, and Hanford Site stakeholders on 
ISM matters. Mr. Shoop was the Hazard Identification and Standards Selection subteam leader 
for the Hanford River Protection Project Phase I1 ISMS Verification and has planned, 
coordinated, and assisted in the conduct of four additional ISMS verifications. 

Prior to his employment with RL, Mr. Shoop was employed by Fluor Hanford and Westinghouse 
Hanford Company as an Occupational Health manager. In addition to his normal responsibilities 
as the Occupational Health Manager, Mr. Shoop served as a team leader for the development of 
the initial PHMC Integrated Environment, Safety and Health Management System; initiated and 
led the Hanford Enhanced Work Planning effort; managed the development of the Automated 
Job Hazard Analysis; and served as the Interpretative Auihority for the PHMC Occupational 
Safety and Health StandardsRequirements Identification Documents. Mr. Shoop also led the 
development and implementation of the Hanford Occupational Health Process for FH and 
coordinated the Hanford Chemical Safety Vulnerability Study. In collaboration with personnel 
from RL, Mr. Shoop led the investigation of the Emergency Response to the May 14, 1997 
explosion at the Plutonium Reclamation Facility (PRF) and served as the PRF Incident Response 
Occupational Healthhledicine Team Leader. 

Prior to his employment at the Hanford Site, Mr. Shoop was employed at the Idaho National 
Environmental Engineering Laboratory (INEEL) where he provided technical management of 
the Industrial Hygiene staff and programs associated with the characterization and remediation of 
hazardous waste sites, facility decontamination and decommissioning, and Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 treatment, storage, and disposal operations. Prior to his 
employment at INEEL, Mr. Shoop spent approximately 8 years conducting clinical research in 
collaboration with various universities and hospitals throughout the United States. He has 
authored 23 professional publications in internationally recognized scientific journals and has 
had numerous abstracts accepted for presentation at national scientific meetings. 
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Mr. Silvia is an Executive Consultant for EnergX and is currently on contract to Fluor Hanford 
as an Assessor for the Facility Evaluation Board (FEB). Mr. Silvia is qualified as a FEB Team 
Lead and Environmental Program Assessor. Mr. Silvia has been with the Facility Evaluation 
Board for the last 2 112 years and qualified as a Team Lead for the Waste Encapsulation and 
Storage Facility assessment in April 1999. Mr. Silvia served on the Office of River Protection 
(ORP) ISMS Phase I1 Verification of the River Protection Project (RPP), Spent Nuclear Fuel 
Project ISMS Phase VI1 Verification, and DynCorp ISMS Phase I/II Validation. Mr. Silvia was a 
Subject Matter Expert assessor for the area of Work Planning as it related to 
Environmental/Chemical Management for the O W  verification, and as a Subject Matter Expert 
for Environmental CompliancdChemical Management for the Spent Nuclear Fuel Project 
verification and DynCorp validation. Mr. Silvia holds a Masters of Management, Information 
Systems degree from West Coast University, California, and a B.S. in Environmental 
Technology of Engineering degree from Norwich University, Vermont. Mr. Silvia has over 
13 years of professional experience with’environmental assessments, air quality management, 
regulatory permitting and analysis, policy and procedure development, information systems, and 
data evaluation. 

Mr. Silvia worked a Senior Scientist for Duke Engineering Services at the Hanford Site as am 
Assessor for the FEB. In 1999, Mr. Silvia was part of a team contracted to develop regulatory 
analysis and waste incidental to reprocessing reports to support the Idaho National Engineering 
and Environmental Laboratories (INEEL) Tank Farm Closure. Mr. Silvia was the 

offices in Richland and Tacoma, Washington. Mr. Silvia was part of an IT team responsible for 
developing the Environmental Sites Database Procedures for the Hanford Environmental 
Restoration Contract. Mr. Silvia served as lead on the initial DOE Hanford Site Title V 
permitting effort and was integral in the development of the air emission inventory and database 
management system for the entire Hanford Site air emission program. Mr. Silvia served in the 
U.S. Air Force and was responsible for managing over 100 air operating permits, overseeing air 
quality source testing plans including field sampling and analysis, and test. Mr. Silvia 
supervised the staff responsible for regulatory inspections, and negotiating operating permits, 
source test plans, and Notice of Construction permits. 

Regulatory/Administrative Support Manager for International Technology (IT) Corporation’s d 
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W Mark R Steelman 

Mr. Steelman is presently the Senior Advisor for the Fluor Hanford Facility Evaluation Board. 
Mr Steelman holds a Bachelor of Science degree in aeronautical engineering, a Bachelor of Arts 
degree in Economics from the University of Washington, has completed an MBA from LaSalle 
University. 

Mr. Steelman has more than 25 years of commercial nuclear plant experience in 
EngineeringKonfiguration Management, Operations and Maintenance Advisor, Reactor 
Operator Traininflraining Advisor, Root Cause Analysis, Licensing/Nuclear Safety, and 
Consultant to Nuclear Regulatory Commission. His DOE experience consists of Regulatory 
Integration Manager at the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site, and consultant in areas 
of Authorization Basis, Engineering, and Integrated Safety Management. 

His assessment/Operational Readiness Review (ORR)/inspection qualifications include the 
participation in several safety system knctional inspections and ORRs at commercial nuclear 
facilities and participation in the ISMS reviews at Rocky Flats. He has also participated in 
multiple DOE ISMS reviews (the River Protection Program, the Fluor Daniel Hanford, Inc. 
Phase I, the Spent Nuclear Fuel Project Phase YII, the Plutonium Finishing Plant Phase I) and an 
FEB ISMS validation (DynCorp Tri-Cities Services, Inc.) at the Hanford Site. He was a member 
of the SRT for the restart and ORR of Buildings 559 and 707 at Rocky Flats and participated in 
the management self-assessment of Building 779 Glove Box Removal. Mr. Steelman served as a 
consultant and led the PNNL self-assessment of Building 325 Processing Laboratory 
Unreviewed Safety Question process. He participated in facility evolutions of the Plutonium 
Finishing Plant, Spent Nuclear Fuel Project, Fast Flux Test Facility, and single-shell tanks in the 
functional areas of EngineeringDJuclear Safety. He also participated in the contractor ORR for 
the Light Duty Utility Arm and contractor ORR for the Project W-320 Tank 241-Cl06 Sluicing 
for Fluor Hanford. 
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Dave E. Stromberg 

Dave Stromberg holds a Bachelor’s degree in Business Administration from the University of 
Washington. He has since completed all mandatory contracting courses for receipt of the 
Government’s Level 111 certification for the contract administration career field. 

Mr. Stromberg’s 4 years of DOE experience has been in the Procurement Division. Specific 
duties performed during this period include administration of support service contracts, contract 
closeouts, purchasing system reviews, performance incentive reviews, and subcontract consents. 
General knowledge used in the performance of duties includes thoroughly understanding the 
terms and conditions of multiple contracts, as well as the applicability of appropriate contract 
clauses. Mr. Stromberg was also a member of the BBC subteam for the Plutonium Finishing 
Plant ISMS Phase I Verification. 

Prior to his assignment to RL, Mr. Stromberg performed a wide range of duties for the 
Department of Defense (DOD) on major weapon systems. His 22 years of experience with the 
DOD included extensive involvement in the following areas: performance measurement systems 
surveillance and compliance reviews, at-completion cost estimates, the writing and enforcement 
of special contract clauses, company-wide should-cost reviews, pricekost analysis, and various 
accounting and financial reviews/analyses. 
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L Carrie J. Swafford-Chube 

Ms. Swafford-Chube is employed by the DOE, Richland Operations Ofice as an Independent 
Oversight Specialist for the Analysis and Evaluation Division. She oversees contractor 
independent and self-assessment programs. Ms. Swafford-Chube received a Bachelor of Science 
degree in Civil Engineering from Southern University Baton Rouge, Louisiana in 1992 and is 
currently taking graduate courses at Washington State University Tri-Cities. She began her 
career at the Hanford Site in 1994 as a Project Engineer in the Tank Waste Remediation 
Systems. Prior to working at the Hanford Site, Ms. SwafTord-Chube was employed by the 
Illinois Department of Transportation as a Civil Engineer where she worked in both design and 
construction. 

Ms. Swafford-Chube is a member of the RL ISM Development Team. She has participated in 
one offsite review at the DOE Princeton Plasma Physics Laboratory in Princeton, New Jersey. 
She also participated in five RL Phase IlII ISMS Verifications: Office of River Protection, Phase 
I1 ISMV; Fluor Daniel Hanford Phase I ISMV; Plutonium Finishing Plant Phase IlII ISMV (as 
the MGO subteam lead); and the Environmental Restoration Contractor Phase VI1 ISMSV She 
also was the DOE oversight for the DynCorp ISM Verification performed by the Facility 
Evaluation Board. 

She has conducted assessments looking at the management assessment programs of the prime 
and subcontractors. She has also participated in three audits and numerous assessments. Ms. 
Swafford-Chube completed the Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management Quality 
Assurance Requirements and Description Lead Auditor Training @OE/RW-O333P, Revision 7) 
and the Carlsbad Area Ofice Auditor and Lead Auditor Training. 
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INTEGRATED SAFETY MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 
PHASE I CRITERIA AND REVIEW APPROACH DOCUMENTS 
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BUSINESS, BUDGETS, AND CONTRACTS (BBC) 

OBJECTIVE 

BBC.l - FH procedures ensure that missions are translated into work, expectations are set, tasks 
are identified and prioritized, and resources are allocated (CE 1-2, CE 1-7, CE 1-9). 

Criteria 

1. FH procedures translate mission expectations from DOE into tasks that permit identification 
of resource requirements, relative prioritization, and performance measures. 

2. FH procedures provide for DOE approval of proposed tasks and prioritization. Work 
planning procedures provide for feedback and continuous improvement. 

3. FH procedures provide for change control of approved tasks, prioritization, and identification 
of resources. 

4. FH procedures provide for flow-down of DEAR 970.5204-2, Iniegrution of Environment, 
Sufeiy and Heulih into Work Planning and Execution requirements into subcontracts 
involving complex or hazardous work. 

5 .  FH has established a process that establishes documents, and implements ES&H performance 
objectives, performance measures, and commitments in response to DOE program and 
budget execution guidance. The ISMS describes how system effectiveness will be measured. 

6. Ensure completion of corrective actions from previous Phase I verifications 

Aooroach 

Record Review 

W 

v 

Determine if the mechanisms for translation of the missions and policies from higher 
authority are appropriate, if a mechanism for assigning priorities has been established, and if 
performance objectives are reviewed and approved. 

Review personnel position descriptions, selection criteria, training programs, and training 
records to determine if the staff competency is adequate. 

Review mission prioritization procedures to determine if tailoring of resources is appropriate. 

Verify that the budget process allows adequate resources for standards selection, hazard 
controls, and work authorization processes to support work planning and scope definition 
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Review corporatehite manuals of practice that describe the budget and planning process and I 

those documents that identify mission requirements, the approval of contractor plans, and 
those that address the assignment of budget priorities. 

Review corporatekite procedures for formally documenting change control procedures. 

Review how safety requirements are included in subcontracts as well as the flow-down of the 
DEAR clause into subcontracts for hazardous work. 

Select several mission tasks from the DOE programs and planning documents and track the 
tasks through the process to evaluate how the above criteria are met. 

Review future year planning and current year authorized work 

Select several current-year authorizations and track change control 

Select several project-specific subcontracts and review for incorporation of the ISM DEAR 
clauses. 

Interviews 

4 
Interview project contractor personnel responsible for management of the budget process. 

Interview line managers responsible for Headquarters-directed mission accomplishment. 

Interview the ES&H manager to determine how the process for integration of safety into 
mission tasks is accomplished. 

Interview managers at selected project levels to determine their understanding and 
implementation of the defined process for translation of mission into work authorization. 

Interview selected ES&H professionals and line managers to determine how safety is 
incorporated into the budget plans and authorization. 

Interview project contractor procurement personnel regarding subcontract tlow-down 
requirements. 

Corrective Action Plan Closures 

See Attachment BBC-la, PHMC Corrective Action Plan (CAP), BBC 1.5, BBC 1.7, BBC 1.9 
and SNF CAP (DOE/RL-99-73), Opportunity 2. 

w 
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OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT: 

HNF-PRO-533, Change Control and HNF-MD-029, Hanford Site Technical Baseline Change Control, are not 
linked. 

Commitment: FDH will modify the procedure and Management Directive to reference each other 

Subtask 01: Modla "F-PRO-533. Change Control, to reference HNF-MF-029, W o r d  Site Technical 
Baseline Change Control by December 17, 1999. 

Subtask 02: Modify HNF-MD-029, Hanford Site Technical Baseline Change Control, to reference HNF-PRO- 
533, Change Control by December 17,1999. 

Acceptance Criteria: 

Revisions to HNF-PRO-533 and HNF-MD-029 approved. 

Validation: 
I k  fdlowing wid- (1s- number, repem. ds) h.s brrn reviewed ud are included in ulr davc package to vaLidal. the xcnnrcy and ~ornplamcu  of lhc 
cnnunitnmlt 

To be completed. 
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get and Contra& 

OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT: 

ES&H considerations are not formalized and are not an integral element of the change control process. 
Specifically, the change control process does not explicitly address how ES&H implications of proposed changes 
are evaluated and addressed 

Commitment: FDH will modify HNF-PRO-533, Change Confrol procedure to include ES&H representation on 
the Change Control Board. 

Subtask 01 : Modify HNF-PRO-533 by December 17, 1999. 

Acceptance Criteria: 

Revision to HNF-PRO-533 approved. 

Validation: 
The fallowing evidence (letter number. reports, stf.) he k e n  reviewed and arc included in the dawe padugs to validate the ac~utacy and complstnrsia ofths 
commiunmt: 

To be completed. 
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OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT: 

The integration and linkages among FDH procedures needs to be more fully developed. 

Commitment: 

This opportunity for improvement was tied to Criteria 1,3,4, and 5 of the Objective BBC.1. Specific procedure 
deficiencies notedare being addressed in Opportunities for Improvement BBC. 1.5, 1.8, and 1.7. (See attached 
spreadsheet). In addition, FH will revise the Management Plan, ("F-MP-001) to establish the process of 
requirements flow down to the project and ensure the implementing documentation is integrated and applicable to 
the work. Revisions to the FH ISM System Description ("F-MP-003) will include this information. 

Subtask 01 

Revise HNF-MP-001, FH ManagementPIcrn to establish the process of requirements flow down to the 
project and ensure the implementing documentation is integrated and applicable to the work. 

Due Date: Complete 

Subtask 02 

Revise HNF-MP-003, FHISMSystem Descriprion to reflect the changes to HNF-MP-001 in subtask 01. 

Due Date: April 7,2000 

Actionee: R. Kaldor 

Acceptance Criteria: 

Approval and issuance of HNF-MP-001, HNF-MP-003, and HNF-MP-589 
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%Budget and Contracts 
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OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT: 

Implementation &ISMS flow down to construction subcontracts on the SNF Project is not adequate. Procedural 
guidance is preliminary and needs to be more fully developed to assure that flow down of requirements are clearly 
understood and met. (BBC.1-5, MG.la-1, MG.la-2, SME.4-3) 
Commitment: 

SNF will clarify the ISMS flow down requirements to construction subcontracts and update the ISM System 
Description to reflect current organizational structures and processes. 

Subtask 01 
SNF Contracts & Construction organinlions will establish the mutually agreed upon contractual flow down of the 
ISMS requirements with the construction contractor (Fluor Federal Services, Inc) that defines, documents and 
assures the flow down of ISMS requirements to comtmction subcontractors. 
Actionee: R. Willard 
DueDate: March 15, ZOO0 

Subtask 02 

Incorporate recent lessons learned regarding procedural compliance in the procurement procedures to ensure that 
ISMS requirement flow down is properly documented. 
Adionee: R. Willard 
Due Date: February 29,2000 

Subtask 03 

Revise the SNF ISM System Description to incorporate the SNF Project construction projects 
Actionee: J. Klos 
Due Date: February 29,ZOOO 

Subtask 04 
Fluor Federal Services. Inc. conduct a review of the CESH Manual to determine compliance with the ISMS DEAR 
Clause requirements. 
Actionee: D. Siddoway 
Due Date: March 01,2000 

Acceptance Criteria: 
Objective evidence of the required ISMS DEAR clauses flow down to the construction contractor. Approved 
revision to the SNF ISM System Description with specific inclusion of the construction projects. 
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as, Budgets and Contrac 
NAM WSIGNATURE 

Validation: 

* This is a Corrective Actlon and requires RL Validation pnor to closure To be completed 

Ihs followmg svidsncs (Istkr numbcr, repotlq S ~ E  )has bsm reviswed and are included m the c l a m  package lo validats lhs accuracy and complctmsss of lhs 
commilmmt 

Closure Actions 
Submitted by. 

Concvrenn5y: 

w 

c-10 



DOERL-2000-30, Vol. 2 
Rev. 0 

BBC.2 - FH budgeting and resource assignment procedures include a process to ensure the 
application of balanced priorities. Resources are allocated to address ES&H, programmatic, and 
operational considerations. Protecting the public, workers, and environment is a priority 
whenever activities are planned and performed. (CE 1-2, CE 1-7) 

Criteria 

1. The F”s prioritization and allocation process clearly addresses both ES&H and 
programmatic needs. The process involves line management input and approval of the 
results, including commitments and agreements to DOE. 

2. FH procedures allow for adequate analysis of hazards associated with the work being 
planned. 

3. FH procedures for allocating resources include provisions for implementation of hazard 
controls for tasks being funded. 

4. Resource allocations reflect the tailored hazard controls 

5 The incentive and performance fee structure promotes balanced priorities 
v 

Aoaroach 

Record Review 

Review corporatdsite manuals of practice that describe the budget and planning process and 
those documents that address the assignment of budget priority as well as the procedures for 
their development. 

Select several mission tasks from the DOE requirements and outyear planning documents to 
determine if they adequately address the assignment of resources with balanced priorities. 

Select several current year authorizations and review selected funded tasks at the individual 
task level to verify balanced priorities. 

Interviews 

Interview responsible DOE and contractor personnel who manage the budget process to 
determine their understanding of the priority for assigning resources. 

Interview line managers responsible for DOE mission accomplishment 
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Interview the ES&H manager to determine the process used for integration of safety into 
mission tasks. Interview selected managers at each level of corporatelsite organizations to 
determine their understanding of the allocation of resources with appropriate priority. 

w 
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OBJECTIVE 

BBC.3 - The contractor procedures and practices ensure that personnel who define the scope of 
work and allocate resources have and maintain competence that is commensurate with the 
assigned responsibilities. (CE 1-8) 

Criteria 

1. FH procedures ensure that the personnel, including line management who define, prioritize, 
and approve the scope of work and allocate resources, have and maintain Competence that is 
commensurate with the assigned responsibilities. 

2. FH personnel who actually participate in definition of the scope ofwork and allocate 
resources demonstrate competence to prioritize and approve work with tailored hazard 
controls. 

Aooroach 

Record Review 

Review organizational documentation to determine the personnel positions with 
responsibility associated with this objective. 

Review the position description for those positions. 

Review the personnel records that identify the individual qualifications that meet the 
elements of the position descriptions. 

Review any training or qualification material including corporatdsite manuals that support 
gaining or verifying competence to fill the positions. 

W 

Interviews 

Interview selected individuals and managers whose responsibilities include defining the scope of 
work and allocation of resources to determine competence in prioritizing and approving work 
with tailored hazard controls. 

‘J 
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HAZARDS IDENTIFICATION AND STANDARD SELECTION 

OBJECTIVE 

ElAZ.1 - Hazards associated with the work are identified, analyzed, and categorized. Policies 
and procedures shall assure that hazards for the work to be authorized have been analyzed, 
(CE 1-3, CE 1-9) 

Criteria 

1. The FH ISM System Description and supporting documents assure that project/facility 
hazards have been identified and appropriately analyzed. FH procedures for analysis of 
project/facility hazards reflect accepted rigor and methodology. The resulting analyses are 
utilized in the selection of controls and the development of appropriate Authorization 
Agreements/Authorization Envelopes. 

2. FH procedures require identification, analysis, and categorization of all hazards associated 
with planned work. Hazards that are considered are nuclear, chemical, industrial or others 
applicable to the work being considered. 

3. The FH ISM System Description and supporting documents ensure controls are tailored to 
the hazards associated with the work or operations to be authorized. 

4. The FH ISM System Description and supporting documents ensure the identified controls, 
standards, and requirements are agreed upon and approved prior to the commencement of the 
operations or work being authorized. 

4 

Amroach 

Record Review 

Review FH policies and procedures associated with identification and evaluation of potential 
hazards (e.g., nuclear, chemical, radiological, industrial, and other ES&H) to ensure.that 
there is a proper flow-down of requirements. 

Review the policies and procedures to assure that they include requirements for 
comprehensive identification, appropriate analysis, review, and approval of hazards. 

Review the procedures on safety authorization basis documentation to verify consistency 
with DOE requirements. 

Review procedures to ensure accurate and effective development of Authorization Basis 
documentation. 

w 
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Review procedures for Automated Job Hazard Analysis (AJHA) for identification and 
analysis of hazards. 

Coordinate the review with the Subject Matter Expert (SME) hnctional area reviewers. 

v 

Interviews 

Interview corporatdsite personnel responsible for identification, analysis, and categorization of 
hazards to assess their understanding of the procedures, tools, the underlying principles and 
requirements. 
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OBJECTIVE 

FlAZ.2 - Applicable standards and requirements are identified and agreed upon (CE 1-4, 
CE 1-9). 

criteria 

The FH ISM System Description and supporting documents utilize acceptable methodologies 
to identify adequate hazard control standards at both the site and corporate level and at the 
facility level to protect the public, worker, and environment. Controls at the corporate level 
appear in the contract while those at the facility level are reflected in the authorization basis 
documentation. 

The FH ISM System Description and supporting documents utilize accepted and structured 
methods and processes to identify, select, and gain approval for ES&H standards and 
requirements commensurate with the workscope and its associated hazards. 

FH procedures define the processes for the development, approval, and maintenance of 
documentation addressing the establishment of authorization protocols and authorization 
agreements. 

Approved requirements are based on site-specific hazards, vulnerabilities, and risks and are 
sufficient to ensure protection of the public, workers, and the environment. 4 

Aooroach 

Record Review 

Review policies and procedures to verify methodologies and instructions provided for hazard 
control are acceptable and robust, and that the policies and procedures encompasses a 
hierarchy of 1) hazard elimination, 2) engineering controls, 3) administrative controls, and 4) 
personnel protective equipment. 

Review requirements and procedures at the institutional, project/facility and activity levels to 
ensure that the requirements flow down properly. 

Review hazard control requirements and procedures to ensure that they are appropriately 
tailored and graded for the diverse types of nuclear, non-nuclear, and industrial facilities and 
operations. 

Review requirements for developing and monitoring the applicable set of ES&H 
requirements, including the Standards/Requirements Identification Documents (SRID). 
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Review requirements and procedures for developing and maintaining authorization 
agreementdenvelopes. 

Review the procedures for Unreviewed Safety Question (USQ) screening and evaluation. 

Review procedures for coordinating work-related documents with the SME hnctional area 
reviewers. 

u 

Review requirements and procedures to ensure that hazard controls are in place prior to work 
authorization and remain effective until the activity is complete. 

Interviews 

Interview personnel responsible for developing and implementing hazard control policies and 
procedures. This should include personnel such as those responsible for Safety Analysis 
ReviewiTechnical Safety Requirements policies and procedures, S/RID procedures and policies, 
Health and Safety Plan development procedures, Authorization Basis and Agreements, etc. 
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OBJECTIVE 

EL423 - Contractor procedures and policies ensure that contractor personnel responsible for 
analyzing the hazards and developing, reviewing, or implementing the controls have competence 
that is commensurate with their responsibilities. Personnel shall possess the experience, 
knowledge, skills, and abilities that are necessary to discharge their responsibilities (CE 1-7, 
CE 1-8). 

Criteria 

1. The FH ISM System Description and supporting documents have clearly defined roles and 
responsibilities to oversee, review, approve the analysis of hazards, and establish controls 
associated with facility activities. 

2. The FH ISM System Description and supporting documents require that personnel 
responsible for analyzing hazards and identification of adequate controls have competence 
that is commensurate with their responsibilities. 

3. FH work planning procedures ensure appropriate involvement of workers and ES&H 
professionals in hazard analysis and selection of controls. 

Aooroach 

Record Review 

Review FH organization documentation to identify personnel, including all levels of 
management, to whom this objective applies. 

Review the position descriptions for those personnel to determine the required competencies. 

Review cooperate/site training manuals and qualification and competency procedures 

Review selected training and qualification records for those personnel identified above to 
determine how the required competency has been gained, retained, and validated. 

Interviews 

Interview managers responsible for analyzing hazards and developing and implementing controls 
and/or Authorization Basis Documentation at the site and project levels. This should include 
personnel such as those responsible for Safety Analysis Review/Technical Safety Requirements 
preparations and implementation, As Low as Reasonably Achievable (ALARA) review 
requirements, Process Hazard Analysis activities, etc. 
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MANAGEMENT OVERSIGHT (MGO) 

OBJECTIVE 

MGO.l - The contractor’s ISM System Description is consistent and responsive to DOE Policies 
450.4,450.5, and 450.6, the DEAR, and the direction to the contractor from the Approval 
Authority. The contractor’s policies and procedures ensure that the ISM System Description is 
maintained and implemented, and that implementation mechanisms result in integrated safety 
management. (CE 1-1). 

Criteria 

1. The FH ISM System Description is consistent and responsive to DOE Policies 450.4, 450.5, 
and 450.6, the DEAR, and the direction to the contractor from the Approval Authority. 

2. FH has assigned responsibilities and established mechanisms to direct, monitor, verify, 
evaluate, maintain, and improve the integrated implementation of the ISMS as described in 
the ISM System Description. Implementation and integration expectations and mechanisms 
are evident throughout all corporatelsite organizational fimctions. 

3. Ensure completion of corrective actions from previous Phase I verifications 

u 

Aoaroach 4 

Record Review 

Review the FH ISM System Description and the direction concerning the guidance on the 
preparation, content, review, and approval of the ISMS. 

Review corporatdsite procedures for the implementation review and maintenance of the ISM 
System Description and associated items, including provisions for the annual review and 
update to DOE. Review charters and “output documentation” from any ISMS coordinating 
committees. 

Review contractor assessment activities incident to determination of the adequacy of 
implementation of ISMS. 

Review implementation planning efforts and any corrective action plans that may have been 
developed. 

Review the process established to measure the effectiveness of the ISMS to ensure that the 
methods support the establishment, documentation, and implementation of safety 
performance objectives that support DOE program and budget execution guidance. 
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Interviews 

Interview contractor managers who are responsible for the development and maintenance of 
the ISM System Description. 

Interview contractor line mangers that are or will be responsible for administering the 
mechanisms of the ISMS. 

Interview chairpersons and key members of any ISMS coordinating committees, if 
established 

Corrective Action Plan Closures 

See PHMC CAP, Attachment MGO-la, MGO 1 . 1 ,  1.2 and 1.3; and PFP CAP, PFP-I, and 
PFP-2. 
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OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT: 

MGO. 1.1 : FDH System does not clearly identify FDH line management with respect to defined functions, roles, 
and responsibilities. 

MGO. 1.2: FDH Plans, procedures, and roles and responsibilities do not reflect the current FDH organization. 

Commitment: Revise HNF-MP-001, Management Plan, and HNF-MP-003, FH ISM System Descriprion, to be 
consistent with the new organization, to simplify the system descrifion and to clarify flow down to the worker 
level. 

Subtask 01 

Complete and issue a revised HNF-MP-00 1. 

Due Date: Complete. 

Subtask 02 

Complete and issue HNF-MP-003 

Due Date: April 7,2000 

Actionee: R Kaldor 

Acceptance Criteria: 

HNF-MP-001 and HNF-MP-003 approved. Documents will include clear definitions of the roles and 
responsibilities for the new organization, and ensure that ISMS concepts are clear and consistent. 

Validation: 

To be completed. 

The following cvidmcs (later number, rspo-, elf.) h.8 bca reviewed urd 
commitment: 

includcd in lhc ~ 1 0 1 ~ 1 s  package to validate the accuracy and complslmsai of the 
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G0.1.2 Revision 1 M. GrygieMLKddor 
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OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT: 

Facility-specific procedures have not been mapped to the FDH ISMS Plan. 

Commitment: 

Fad@ Specific procedures are mapped to ISMS through project level system descriptions. This construct has 
been validated during the recent Project/Service verification assessments. These linkages will be more clearly 
defined in the revised Management Plan ("F-MP-001) and ISM System Description (HNF-MP-003). In 
addition, this linkage will be tested during each ProjdSenice level Phase I Verification. 

Subtask 01 

Distribute Verification lessons Learned to the Projects and Service Providers. (Complete). 

Subtask 02 

Align the revised Management Plan to the new ISM System Description (HNF-MP-003). 

Subtask 03 

Revise the PHMC ISMS verification strategy and schedule to ensure that the criteria for Project verifications 
include reviews, as applicable, of projedfacility process and procedure links to the FDH ISMSD and that 
Projects/Service providers are required to develop ISM System Descriptions that link to the FH ISM System 
Description. 

Subtask 04 

Revise PHMC verification schedule to be consistent with the new project structure 

Acceptance Criteria: 

Note: Approval of this closure package and closure package MGO. 1.1, MGO. 1.2, meets the criteria .-I 
Performance Incentive Item 1 .B.2 as documented in Contract Number DE-AC06-RLl3200-MO90. 
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CLOSURE PACKAGE COVER SHEET 

AREA FOR IMPROVEMENT 

While all of the ISMS core. functions are addressed, other policy and procedure documents must be accessed to get 
the complete understanding of the PFP ISM System Description. Integration of the work process across all 
operations was not readily demonstrated. Ties to most ISM elements were observed through a review of a 
multitude of policies and procedures, but some outdated documentation was encountered and several expected 
connections to higher-order procedures were not found. When the anticipated change to the FH company-level 
ISM System Descrifion occurs, reconciliation with the PFP ISM System Description will be necessary. 

Commitment: 

PFP will revise the ISMS System description to reflect the site standard being requested by the FH Site ISMS 
Project Implementation Project Manager. This standard has been shared w i t h  the DOE RL ISMS point of contact 
and is acceptable as a path forward. The standard requires that the facility system description meets certain criteria 
and be placed in HNF-MP-003, Integrated Environmental Safety and Health management System Plan, Rev. 3. 

Subtask 01 

PFP will review and analyze the recommended standard for Project and facility ISM System Descriptions. 
Actionee: R. Redekopp 
Due Date: Complete 

Subtask 02 

Revise the PFP System description to incorporate recommendations described in the Verification report and to be 
consistent with HNF-MP-003. Ensure that the revised SD: 

Actionee: R. Redekopp 
Due Date: Complete 

Subtask 03 

Obtain PFP management approval of revised PFP ISM System Description 
Actionee: R. Redekopp 
Due Date: Complete 

Corresponds to the context and content and structure of HNF-MP-003. 
Eliminates BWHC references and provides a clear description of the new management structure. 
Contains verified and current references. 
Describes training programs used to quality and certify personnel to meet ISM guiding principles. 
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Subtask 04 

Submit approved System Description to ES&H Vice President for incorporation into HNF-MP-003. 
Actionee: R. Redekopp 
Due Date: March 10,2OOO 

Subtask 05 

Conduct team briefing to PFP Management and Team Leads on the revised PFP ISM System Description. 
Actionee: R. Redekopp 
Due Date: March 31,2000 

Subtask 06 

Delete FSP-PFP-3.24, PFP ISM System Description 
Actionee: R. Redekopp 
Due Date: Complete 

Acceptance Criteria: 

Approved PFP System Description incorporated into HNF-MP-003. 

Validation: This closure package requires RL Validation and concurrence for closure. 

C-28 



DOE/RL-2000-30, Vol. 2 
Rev. 0 

The PFP Project has established the necessary base procedures and mechanisms to support work planning and 
execution; however, not all of these documents reflect the current organization or field work team practices. 
Documentation has lagged implementation. Additionally, the tools available to the teams (procedures regarding 
Automated Job Hazard Analysis [AJHA] applicability, scheduling, releasc and suspension of work, feedback and 
improvement) are not mature or integrated within the plant ISMS. 

Commitment: 
PFP will review the core processes that govern work at the facility and idenhfi necessary improvements. 

Subtask 01 

PFP will review existing facility procedures for conducting work 
Actionee: BJ Gray 
Due Date: Mareh 10,2000 

Subtask 02 

Develop a prionty listing, and schedule for implementing identified improvements. Identify those changes required 
for Phase I1 ISMS Readiness. 
Actionee: BJ Gray 
Due Date: Mareh 17,2000 

Subtask 03 

Revise and approve those procedures identified as “prephase 2 ISMS” 
Actionee: BJ Gray 
Due Date: March 28,2000 

Acceptance Criteria: 

Procedure Revision priority listing and approved revisions to pre-phase 2 ISMS procedures 

Validation: 

This Closure Package requires RL Validation and concurrence for closure 
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OBJECTIVE W 

MG0.2 - Contractor roles and responsibilities are clearly defined to ensure satisfactory safety, 
accountability, and authority. Line management is responsible for safety. Competence is 
commensurate with responsibilities. (CE 1-7, CE 1-8) 

Criteria 

1. The FH ISM System Description defines clear roles and responsibilities of all personnel to 
ensure that safety is maintained at all levels. ISMS procedures and implementing 
mechanisms specify that line management is responsible for ES&H. 

2. The FH ISM System Description identifies supporting documents that identify line 
management as responsible for ensuring that the implementation of hazard controls is 
adequate. Line management ensures that work is planned, approved, and conducted safely. 
FH procedures require that line managers are responsible for the verification of adequate 
implementation of controls to mitigate hazards prior to authorizing work to commence. 

3. FH procedures ensure that personnel who supervise work have competence commensurate 
with the responsibilities. 

4. FH projects, facilities, and subcontractors are held accountable for ES&H through 
w appropriate appraisaVverification mechanisms. 

5 .  Ensure completion of corrective actions from previous Phase I verifications. 

Auuroach 

Record Review 

Review facility or activity manuals of practice that define roles and responsibilities of 
personnel responsible for safety. 

Review position descriptions and other documentation that describe roles and responsibilities 
related to ensuring safety is maintained. 

The review should consider personnel in line management and staffpositions and should 
evaluate whether line managers are responsible for safety. 

Review the procedures established to ensure that managers and the work force are competent 
to safely perform work. Review the records of qualification and certification as applicable. 
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Interviews w 

Interview selected personnel at all levels of facility or activity management that are identified 
by the record review above. 

Verify their understanding and commitment to ensuring that safety is maintained for all work 
at the facility or activity. 

Interview a selected number of supervisors and workers (see definition) to determine their 
understanding of competency requirements and their .commitment to performing work safely. 

Corrective Action Plan Closures 

See Attachment MG0.2a - PFP CAP, PFP-3. 
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AREA FOR IMPROVEMENT 

Roles and responsibilities have not been clearly defined and were spread widely among various documents, some 
of which were obsolete. In addition, changes pending the introduction of the new management team at the PFP 
were shown to Sect the current representation of assignments. The newly created Authorization Basis Team 
could not identify where their roles and responsibilities had been defined and documented. Position descriptions 
for several key Subject Matter Experts could not be found. Of particular concern, due to past issues, was the lack 
of defined qualifications for Criticality Safety Engineers. 

Commitment: 

Documentation of roles and responsibilities in the Nuclear Material Stabilization Project will be updated to reflect 
the redesigned project organization, the Westinghouse Safety Management Solutions (WSMS) restructuring, and 
key individual positions found lacking. 

Subtask 01 
Update the organization structures and roles and responsibilities section (Introduction Attaclunents A and B) in the 
FSP-PFP-5-8 manual to rdect the redesigned project organization and the WSMS restructuring. 
Actionee: R. Heineman 
Due Date: April 3,2000 

Subtask 02 
Assure that position descriptions are in place for all Subject Matter Experts and that qualification requirements are 
formally documented for Criticality Safety Engineers.. 
Actionee: J. Carlson 
Due Date: April 10,2OOO 

, 

Acceptance Criteria: 
Approved Roles and Responsibilities section in FSP-PFP-5-8, objective evidence of revised charters and 
documentation defining key personnel qualification programs. 

Validation: 
This Closure Package requires RL Validation and concurrence for closure. 

c-35 



DOE/RL-2000-30, V O ~ .  2 
Rev. 0 

es and Responsibilities 

C-36 



DOERL-2000-30, Vol. 2 
Rev. 0 

OBJECTIVE L 

MG0.3 - Contractor feedback information on the effectiveness of the ISMS is gathered, 
opportunities for improvement are identified and implemented, line and independent oversight is 
conducted and, if necessary, regulatory enforcement actions occur. (CE 1-6, CE 1-7, CE 1-8) 

Criteria 

1. FH procedures describe clear roles and responsibilities to provide feedback and continuous 
improvement including line management responsibility for ES&H. 

2. FH procedures ensure that competence is commensurate with the responsibilities to provide 
feedback and continuous improvement. 

3. FH procedures ensure that priorities are balanced to ensure feedback is provided and 
continuous improvement results. 

4. FH procedures require line and independent oversight or assessment activities at all levels 
Oversight and assessment activities verify that work is performed within agreed upon 
controls. 

5 .  FH procedures ensure oversight or assessment results are managed to ensure lessons are 
learned and applied, that issues are identified and managed to resolution, that hndamental 
causes are determined, and effective corrective action plans are developed and implemented. 

6. FH procedures ensure that performance measures or indicators and performance objectives 
are developed in coordination with DOE as required. Contractor ISMS procedures require 
effective management and use of performance measures and objectives to ascertain the status 
of the ISMS. 

7. FH procedures provide for regulatory compliance and enforcement as required by rules, laws, 
and permits such as PAAA, NEPA, RCRA, CERCLA, etc. 

8. FH procedures establish an employee concerns program to provide a mechanism for 
employees to raise and follow up on ES&H concerns, including safety-related issues. 

9. The FH ISM System Description and supporting documents adequately sets forth the 
contractor’s comprehensive approach for occurrence reporting, including near miss reporting. 

W 

IO. Ensure completion of corrective actions from previous Phase I verifications 

1 1. FH procedures ensure that oversight for safety systems have the appropriate review for 
maintenance and hnctionality (DNFSB 2002-observation). 
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ADD r o a c h 

Record Review 

Review corpor; :/site manuals of practice to determine that the procedures, processes, and 
requirements that meet this objective are effective. The review should include determining 
compliance with regulations in accordance with laws, rules, and permits. 

Review the results and schedules of self and independent assessments. 

Review procedures for scheduling and tracking routine assessments. Track issues identified 
during assessments to completion. Assess the effectiveness of the assessment and feedback 
process to achieve process improvement. 

Review the issues management program for adequacy, effectiveness, and support for process 
improvement. 

Review the performance measures or indicators and performance objectives. Ensure that a 
process has been established to measure the performance of the ISMS. Review the process 
for development of the performance indicators including how the development and change is 
coordinated with DOE UJ 

Interviews 

Interview selected managers to determine the adequacy and effectiveness of the assessment 
activities. 

w Interview contractor assessment managers to determine the adequacy and effectiveness of the 
contractor's oversight program, as well as other compliance or independent assessment 
programs that may be established. 

Corrective Action Plan Closures 

See Attachment MG0.3a - PFP CAP, PFP-7. 
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AREA FOR IMPROVEMENT: 

PFF’ has established feedback mechanisms to gather, analyze, and close out issues. While it is evident that 
programs are in place to provide feedback and improvement, PFP procedures do not provide sufficient 
requirements to ensure that such input is evaluated and applied during future work activities. Also, procedures 
governing the feedback process do not provide acceptable process definitions. Concerns were identified in PFP 
procedures governing the post-job review process, training and qualification, and generation of lessons learned. 
The tie between feedback processes and the business cycle was not fully developed. No documented, required 
procedure was identified for assuring that newly identified hazards are. prioritized in such a manner that they are 
carried forward to the feedback, management review, and work scope definition loops of the ISM process. 

Commitment: 
The ISM System Description will be revised to integrate the feedback core function into work processes. PFP 
procedures will be revised to clearly ensure that input is evaluated and applied during future work activities. 

Subtask 01 
The PFP ISM System Description will be revised to clearly describe how feedback functions during work 
processes at PFF’. 
Actionee: R Redekopp 
Due Date: Complete 

Subtask 02 
FSP-PFP-5-8, Volume 2. Section 13.4 will be revised to include specific reauirements to ensure a thorough uost- 
job review, including resews of the accuracy and completeness ofthe &. The revision will also inckdk a 
requirement that lessons-learned generated during a post-job review be sent to the PFP Lessons Learned Point of 
Contact. 
Actionee: K. Keever 
Due Date: March 13,2000 

Subtask 03 
FSP-PFP-5-8, Volume 1, Section 1.14 will be revised to address the handling of lessons learned from good work 
practices, post job reviews, and mock-up training. 
Actionee: W. Leonard 
Due Date: April 3, 2000 

Subtask 04 
FSP-PFP-I 121 will be revised to include current training requirements for occurrence report investigators 
Actionee: W. Leonard 
Due Date: April 3,2000 
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dc and improvement 

NAMWSIGN ATURE 

Subtask 05 
A listing of all qualified critique leaders, as required by HNF-PRO-058, will be developed and maintained. 
Actionee: R. Wade 
Due Date: March 15, 2000 

Subtask 06 
FSP-PFP-5-8, Volume 1, Section 2.27 will be revised to indicate the qualifications and experience that would be 
required to serve as Senior Supervisor Watchstander (SSW). A listing of qualified SSWs will be maintained on the 
PFP Intranet page. The revision will also include a requirement for the SSW to discuss observations with the first 
line managerheam leader of the work team performing he activity observed. 
Actionee: R. Redekopp 
Due Date: March 15,2000 

Subtask 07 
Develop and implement a plan to integrate the core functions of ISMS into the PFP Management Assessment 
program 
Actionee: R. Thorne 
Due Date: April 3, 2000 

Acceptance Criteria: 
Completed management evaluation and objective evidence of implementation of the improvements identified in 
the evaluation report. 

Validation: 
This Closure Package requires RL. Validation and concurrence for closure 

. .  .. . 
. .  

: .  : Closure Actions. 
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OBJECTIVE u 

MG0.4 - Contractor ISMS procedures provide a method to ensure that those controls are 
implemented during preparation for the initiation of work at each level. The procedures ensure 
that adequate controls are identified to mitigate the identified hazards and the controls are 
effectively implemented. Contractor ISMS procedures provide assurance that controls will 
remain in effect as long as the hazards are present (CE 1-5, CE 1-7, CE 1-8). 

NOTE: This objective evaluates both the line management practices and mechanisms, as well 
as the practices and mechanisms associated with the selected individual disciplines listed below: 

Environmental Protection 
Radiation Protection 
Training and Qualification. 

The following criteria are intended to serve as general guidelines. More specific criteria may be 
developed at the discretion of the Team Leader and the individual SME. 

Criteria 

1 .  FH procedures ensure that controls are adequate to mitigate all identified hazards associated 
with the individual work. 

2. FH procedures for individual processes or maintenance actions ensure that controls are 
implemented prior to commencing work and that these controls remain in effect as long as 
the hazard is present. 

3. FH procedures for individual disciplines ensure that individual processes or maintenance 
actions include adequate controls associated with the individual discipline prior to 
commencing work and that the controls remain in effect as long as the hazard is present. 

4. FH procedures provide mechanisms or processes for gaining authorization to conduct 
operations or perform work. 

5 .  FH mechanisms for the control of work specifies that line management are responsible for 
ES&H. 

,d 

6. FH personnel who plan, control, and conduct work are required to have competence 
commensurate with the assigned responsibilities. 

7. FH work planning procedures ensure appropriate involvement of workers and ES&H 
professionals in hazard analysis and selection of controls. 
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Aooroach 

Record Review 

Review contractor manuals of practice that define requirements to verify controls are in place 
prior to performing work and that these controls remain in place as long as the hazards are 
present. 
Review the processes for authorizing the commencement of work to ensure that managers are 
responsible for safety. 
Review the contractor's training and qualification process to ensure that personnel who plan, 
control, and conduct the work are competent. 
Review procedures for selected disciplines to ensure consistency and adequacy. 

Interviews 

Interview line and support personnel responsible for implementation of requirements to control 
work, Through interviews, assess their understanding, support, and implementation of the 
control of work within the approved controls. 
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SUBJECT MATTER EXPERT (SME) L, 

OBJECTIVE 

SME-EP: Environmental ProtectiodChemical Management - Within the Environmental 
Protection/ Chemical Management area, the planning of work includes an integrated analysis of 
hazards and development and specification of necessary controls and opportunities for feedback 
and continuous improvement. Line managers are responsible for safety, that clear roles and 
responsibilities have been established, and there is a satisfactory level of competence. 

Criteria 

1. The FH ISM System Description and supporting documents are established for allocating 
resources for environmental regulatory and chemical management required provisions 
(BBC.2). 

2. The FH ISM System Description and supporting documents ensure that environmental and 
hazardous material controls are adequate to mitigate all identified hazards associated with the 
planned work. 

3. The FH ISM System Description and supporting documents for environmental protection and 
chemical management contain clear roles and responsibilities and specify that the line 
management is responsible for environmental protectiodrequirements. 

4. FH mechanisms are established to communicate environmental requirements and chemical 
management to employees at all levels. 

5.  The FH ISM System Description and supporting documents are established to ensure that 
environmental protection and chemical management personnel are required to have 
competence commensurate with the assigned responsibility. 

6. The FH ISM System Description and supporting documents are established to ensure that the 
contractor and subcontractors are held accountable for environmental regulations and 
chemical management requirements through appropriate contractual and appraisal 
mechanisms (MG0.2). 

7. The FH ISM System Description and supporting documents for environmental protection and 
chemical management require that within the subject area, feedback and continuous 
improvement occurs. 

8. Ensure completion of corrective actions from previous Phase I verifications. 
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Record Review 

w 

Review the policies and procedures that define the procedures and interactions required for 
environmental protection at the site level. 

Assess the adequacy of the documents to meet the criteria above and determine that the 
environmental protection procedures flow down to subcontractor levels. 

Review assessment and feedback mechanisms to assess the effectiveness within the 
environmental protection area. 

Review training records of personnel in the Environmental Protection group to determine 
whether they meet competency standards. 

Interviews 

Interview personnel and responsible managers assigned to Environment Protection. 

Interview line managers to assess the establishment of clear roles and responsibilities and the 
understanding of the support provided to line managers. 

Interview personnel assigned to Environmental Protection to assess level of competence 

4 

Corrective Action Plan Closures 

See Attachment SME-EPa - PHMC CAP, SME EP-4, SME RP.2 and PFP CAP, PFP-6 

w 
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SME - EPa 
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OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT: 

Environmental controls are not being adequately integrated within Operations and Maintenance FDH level policies 
and procedures. 

Commitment: 

Evaluate, and modify as necessary the Operations and Maintenance functional area procedures to ensure that 
environmental controls and concerns are adequately represented. 

Subtask 01 

The FDH Environmental and Regulation Senior Technical Advisor will review the procedures in the PHMS 
Operations and Maintenance functional arch (PHMS) and make recommendations for incorporation of 
Environmental considerations into these procedures 
Subtask 02 

Revise the Operations and Maintenance procedure review process to ensure EP has an opportunity to review 
proposed revisions to Operations and Maintenance procedures. 
Subtask 03 

Incorporate modifications to the following "F-PROS to ensure that Environmental considerations are adequately 
captures, as appropriate: 

HNF-PRO-1793 HNF-PRO496 "F-PRO-058 
HNF-PRO-1794 "F-PRO-229 "F-PRO473 
HNF-PRO474 HNF-PRO-069 

Acceptance Criteria: 
Procedure changes to procedures listed in Subtask 03 approved. 

Validation : 

To be completed. 

The following widace  (letter number, rspom, &.)has bcol reviewed md are includsd in the dasw package to validate the ~ E E U I ~ E ~  and complacnssr of the 
commitmolt: 

c-49 



DOE/RL-2000-30, Vol. 2 
Rev. 0 

w 

c-so 



DOEIRL-2000-30, Vol. 2 
Rev. 0 

OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT: 

Radiological controls and use of ALARA practices are not integrated and needs to be established in the FDH 
Operations and Maintenance Program procedures. 

Commitment: 

Evaluate, and modify as necessary, the Operations and Maintenance functional area procedures to ensure ,that 
radiological controls and ALARA practices are adequately integrated and represented. 

Subtask 01 

The FDH Radiation Protection group will review the procedures in the PHMS Operations and Maintenance 
functional areas and make recommendations for incorporation of Radiological considerations into these 
procedures. 

Subtask 02 

Revise the Operations and Maintenance procedure review process to ensure RP has an opportunity to review 
proposed revisions to Operations and Maintenance procedures. 

Subtask 03 

Incorporate modifications to the following HNF-PROS: 
HNF-PRO-696 HNF-PRO489 HNFPRO-473 
HNF-PRO-1794 HNF-PRO490 HNFPRO-072 

Acceptance Criteria: 

Procedure changes for procedures listed in Subtask 03 approved. 

Validation: 

To be completed. 

Ths following evidence (letter number, reports, af.) hu bca rnicwsd and arc included in the E I ~ Y I +  pachgc to validate the accuracy and complclcncm of the 
eOmmiImm1 
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Submiitmi by: 

Corurrrrnfe B9: 
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PFP has intejgated Environmental CompliancdChemical Management into work planning to ensure hazard 
identification and controls are evaluated and in place. However, there is no documented process for a consistent, 
systematic approach for performing andtracking.intemal environmental reviews of facility procedures and 
documents. 

Commitment: 

PFP will develop a documented process for performing and tracking internal environmental reviews of facility 
procedures. 

Subtask 01 
Conduct an evaluation of the existing PFP instructions to individuals to determine the adequacy of the 
requirements for the conduct of the environmental reviews. Identify needed improvements. 
Actionee: J. Bramson 
Due Date: April 3,2000 

Subtask 02 
Implement improvements. 
Actionee: J. Bramson 
Due Date: April 10,2OOO 

Subtask 03 
Evaluate document review and approval process to ensure that other special process reviews and criteria are well 
defined for facility documentation. 
Actionee: J. BramsonMr. Leonard 
Due Date: April 3,2000 

Acceptance Criteria: 
Completed management evaluation and objective evidence of implementation of the improvements identified in 
the evaluation report. 

Validation: 
This Closure Package requires RL Validation and concurrence for closure 
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OBJECTIVE L- 

SME -Maintenance and Work Control (M&WC) -Within M&WC, the planning ofwork 
includes an integrated analysis of hazards and development and specification of necessary 
controls. There is an adequate process for the authorization and control of work and a process 
for identifying opportunities for feedback and continuous improvement. Within M&WC, line 
managers are responsible for safety, that clear roles and responsibilities have been established, 
and that there is a satisfactory level of competence (CE MI-3, CE VII-5, CE VII-6, CE Vn-7, 
CE MI-8). 

Criteria 

1. The FH ISM System Description and supporting documents for M&WC require adequate 
planning of individual work items to ensure that hazards are analyzed and controls are 
identified. 

2. Procedures and/or mechanisms for M&WC contain clear roles and responsibilities. M&WC 
is effectively integrated with line support managers to ensure that line managers are 
responsible for safety. 

3. Procedures and/or mechanisms for M&WC require controls to be implemented, that these 
controls are effectively integrated, and that readiness is confirmed prior to performing work. 

4. Procedures and/or mechanisms for M&WC require that personnel who are assigned to the 
subject area have a satisfactory level of competence. 

5. Procedures and/or mechanisms for M&WC require that within the subject area, feedback and 
continuous improvement occurs. 

6. Contractor procedures provide a method to ensure that controls are implemented during 
preparation for the initiation of work and start-up activities at each level. The procedures 
ensure that adequate controls are identified to mitigate the identified hazards and the controls 
are effectively implemented. Contractor procedures provide assurance that controls will 
remain in affect so long as the hazards are present. 

7. FH work planning procedures ensure appropriate involvement of workers and ES&H 
professionals in hazard analysis and selection of controls. 

NOTE: This objective will evaluate both the line management practices and mechanisms, as 
well as the practices and mechanisms associated with the selected individual disciplines such 
as conduct of operations, maintenance, radiological controls, industrial safety, criticality 
safety, nuclear safety, etc., as related to the phase start-up initiatives for the SNF Project. 

L. 

c 
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Record Review 

. *  

Review the manuals of practice and selected records that define the procedures and 
interactions required for M&WC at the facility or activity. 

Assess the adequacy of the documents to meet the criteria above and determine that M&WC 
is effectively integrated into the facility or activity procedures. In particular, note the 
methods of maintaining configuration management and the documentation during the 
execution of the facility work. Be alert to worker involvement in the processes reviewed, 

Review any lessons learned that provide an opportunity to assess that lessons learned have 
been effectively used within M&WC. 

Review training records of personnel in M&WC to determine whether they meet competency 
standards. 

Review performance indicators used to gauge effectiveness or the work control system; i.e., 
how many packages get worked to completion when they are originally schcduled, how 
many procedures require changes, how many changes per procedure, etc. 

Interviews 

Interview personnel and responsible managers assigned to M&WC. 

Interview line managers to assess the establishment of clear roles and responsibilities and the 
understanding of the support provided to line managers. 

Interview personnel assigned to M&WC to assess the level of competence. 

W' 
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