
Management Briefing On S- I I-EMD-PRC-001
I100K Area Fire and Potable Water System Project Surveillance

December 15, 2011

1. ASSESSMENT SCOPE

Examined compliance with environmental, fire safety, workplace safety and nuclear
safety regulatory requirements of the 100OK Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project

2. FIFTEEN FINDINGS MADE

Failure to Comply With Environmental and Workplace Safety Laws, DOE Orders, Fire
Protection and Nuclear Safety Requirements

Contractor accepted and constructed a defective fire suppression system design
" Project's SME warned Contractor management that design was defective
" Over 50 Design Change Notices required to address remediating design

3. OVERARCHING CONCERN

CHPRC engaged in a pattern of conduct that failed to recognize, or otherwise failed to
implement contractual requirements, failed to follow established procedures, and failed to
meet statutory obligations. CHPRC made unilateral decisions to "proceed at risk" in
contravention of contractual requirements and State environmental statutory obligations

4. CONTENT OF CHPRC's FACTUAL ACCURACY ANALYSIS

Document is laden with deceptive, misleading, and in some cases outright false
statements or information (e.g., work stopped on potable portion of water system; project
entitled to CERCLA exemptions without further documentation; engaged in water
permitting process from the start; failure to obtain approvals was merely failure to get
signatures; application for NEPA CX was timely; only defect in PEP was lack of
signature

5. CHPRC's FACTUAL ACCURACY ANALYSIS DEMONSTRATES THAT
THERE HAS BEEN NO CHANGE IN ATTITUDE OR BEHAVIOR

6. RECOMMENDATIONS
(b)(5)
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Jackson, Dale E

From: Marvin, Maria
Sent: Wednesday, July 20, 2011 1:28 PM
To: Jackson, Dale; Connerly, Jenise
Cc: Weil, Stephen; Botes, Holly
Subject: RE CHPRC Management Briefing on the 100K IUUP Surveillance

Glad you're still with us, Dale. Survival is key! Let me know if I you need anything.

From: Jackson, Dale
Sent: Wednesday, July 20, 2011 1:12 PM
To: Connerly, Jenise
Cc: Weil, Stephen; Marvin, Marla
Subject: CHPRC Management Briefing on the 100K IUUP Surveillance

Jenise:

T met with and brief members of CHPRC management on the 100OK IUUP Surveillance Report earlier this
morning. John Lehew, Terry Vaughn, Moses Jaraysi, Richard Engelmann, Steve Smith and Jeff Frey (DOE)
were present. Kurt Kehler was absent due to a schedule conflict. The meeting went smoothly and contained no

Morgan by next Monday morning.

At the close of the meeting, they had no questions on the remaining actions (i.e., submission of the results from
their factual accuracy analysis, report revision to the extent DOE determines changes are justified, and delivery
of a final report through your office). Some comments mad e suggest to me that (b)(5)
(b)(5)
(b)(5)

Regards,

Dale Jackson
DOE-RL EMD
(509) 376.8086

Regards,

Dale Jackson
DOF-RL EMD
(509) 3 76.8086
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From: Morgan, Gregory
Sent: Tuesday, July 26, 2011 2:10 PM
To: Jackson, Dale E
Subject: FW: 100K Entry into The PISA Process
Attachments: FW: 100 K Water System Nuclear Safety Factual Accuracy Review

Importance: High

FYI

From: Morgan, Gregory
Sent: Tuesday, July 26, 2011 2:10 PM
To: Jackson, Mark
Subject: FW: 100K Entry Into The PISA Process
Importance: High

Mark:

Terry Vaughn and CHPRC have not responded yet on whether there is a USQ regarding excessive water flow and
basin overflow.

Ramble says that "I also spoke with Mark Jackson in regard to the RL direction to complete a USQ within 48
hours. Mark is in agreement that anytime we prepare a USQ we need to take whatever time is necessary to do a
complete and thorough job."

I agree with them taking the time they need. As you know, I have been raising the issue for several months.
Before I reply to them, I need to know, how much time did you allow them to take?

Regards

Greg

From: Vaughn, Terry L
Sent: Tuesday, July 26, 2011 11:18 AM
To: Koch, Michael R; Morgan, Gregory; Chaffee, Gail A; Corey, Ray; Frey, Jeffrey; Dowell, Jonathan; Lehew, John
G; Ciucci, John A
Cc: Hiett, Michael; Splett, Dale H; MacAlister, Edward; Spets, James; Gunion, Clark; Jackson, Dale; Williams,
John D; Morgan, Calvin E; Kehler, Kurdis L; Brown, Walter R; Connerly, Jenise; Jackson, Mark
Subject: RE: 100K Entry Into The PISA Process
Importance: High

Greg, please let me weigh in on this issue. I was one of the attendees at last week's briefing by Dale. At that
m ee t ing (b)(5)
(b)(5)

I apologize for any misunderstanding or confusion over this issue. Feel free to contact me if you have further
questions, thanks, Terry.

From: Koch, Michael R

fle-//rC\VThniimi-ntz qni qttinaz\HOflOO0'Q\T)1QLt-in\ 1 OI 17fl1A pnro\T1vm /1I/)1
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Sent: Tuesday, July 26, 2011 10:59 AM
To: Morgan, Gregory Z.; Chaffee, Gail A
Cc: Hiett, Michael; Splett, Dale H; MacAlister, Edward; Spets, James E.; Gunlon, Clark; Jackson, Dale E.; Williams,
John D; Morgan, Calvin E; Koch, Michael R; Kehler, Kurtis L; Brown, Walter R; Connerly, Jenise C.; Jackson, Mark
W.; Vaughn, Terry L
Subject: RE: 100K Entry Into The PISA Process

Greg,

As a follow up to our phone call.

Calvin Morgan and I are participating in the assessment factual accuracy review. We will respond 1(b)(5)
(b)(5)

(b)(5)

Our management requested 1(b)(5)
(b)(5)

Mike Koch

From: Morgan, Gregory F mai Ito: :Grecior. Morcia nLrl. doe.ciovl
Sent: Tuesday, July 26, 2011 10:31 AM
To: Chaffee, Gail A
Cc: Hiett, Michael; Splett, Dale H; MacAlister, Edward; Spets, James E.; Gunion, Clark; Jackson, Dale E.; Brown,
Walter R; Koch, Michael R; Connerly, Jenise C.
Subject: RE: 100K Entry Into The PISA Process

Ms. Chaffee:

As I understand the situation, Finding 12 of the RL draft Surveillance prompted a review for extent of condition.

This review resulted in the identification of three other issues. Any or all of these issues may also become USQs,
but we will let the process work through to a conclusion.

HOWEVER, the CHPRC President and Vice Presidents last Wednesday committed to determine whether Finding
12 identified an ongoing USQ, and/or an ongoing violation of 10 CFR 830. They committed to report back to
myself as P.Ls representative within 48 hours,

I have received no such report. It was due last Friday.

When can RL expect a report on the resolution of Finding 12, that there has been no USQ process for possible
excess water flow from the new water treatment plant and fire protection system?

Until a (b)(5)

Respectfullyv,

ii e/C \ocirn nt'q nd ,Se-ttin nq\HOOOOO')Q\TDe-ktnn\I1 0K P01 A P e.Rnnqe.\ Tqr-in e-rnni 1/1 6/901
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Gregory L Morgan
DOF-RL- AMSE-SED
50n,."73-2 346

From: Splett, Dale H
Sent: Monday, July 25, 2011 8:08 AM
To: Gunion, Clark; Spets, James; MacAlister, Edward
Cc: H-iett, Michael; Morgan, Gregory
Subject: EW: 100K Entry Into The PISA Process

Fyi - this come up late last Thursday. Their five day PISA window has until Wednesday of this week. I will be
following this, although this was the first I had heard about it.

The MCO demonstration is still stated to start this morning so Mike and I will be busy on that all week.

Dale Splett, PE

DOE-RL Operations Oversight Division

From: Chaffee, Gail A
Sent: Thursday,'July 21, 2011 5:20 PM
To: Splett, Dale H
Subject: FW: 100K Entry Into The PISA Process

While performing the factual accuracy review of the RL 100K assessment, we separately identified that there are
three hazardous conditions in our hazards analysis related to the K Basin overflow accident that may not be
bounded by the current facility safety basis. Two of these hazardous conditions we have identified may be new
initiators of an overflow accident. One of these three identified hazardous conditions may represent a change in
frequency from unlikely to anticipated for the existing operational event. The current safety basis identifies the
K Basin overflow accident as having an unlikely frequency. The 100 K project entered the PISA process at 10:30
on 7/21/2011.

fU e1/C\Doiim nt~md .ttin~irq1OOn')Q9\T),-Ql-tnn\ 1IOT( 1WaT A 1I /In~~p If'cwnpl~/1 /)() 1 )
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From: Morgan, Gregory
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2011 9:57 AM
To: Jackson, Dale E
Subject: FW: Management Briefing on 100K Surveillance Report

D) "ae

This explains many things.

G reg

From: Jackson, Mark
Sent: Monday, July 25, 2011 5:20 PM
To: Morgan, Gregory
Subject: RE: Management Briefing on 100K Surveillance Report

I now understand a bit more. When I talked to Al Ramble last week he mentioned that someone wanted the
(b)(5)

Thanks, Mark

From: Morgan, Gregory
Sent: Monday, July 25, 2011 4:00 PM
To: Jackson, Dale
Cc: Well, Stephen; Jackson, Mark
Subject: RE: Management Briefing on 100K Surveillance Report

Th1anrk yo u, D a!e.

(b)(5)

However, they have not contacted me witi]Y 11()5 even though I called them. I will be
contacting them again.

Regards

Greg

From: Jackson, Dale
Sent: Wednesday, July 20, 2011 12:50 PM
To: Morgan, Gregory
Cc: Weil, Stephen
Subject: Management Briefing on 100K Surveillance Report

Greg:

I met with and brief members of CHPRC management on the 100OK IUUP Surveillance Report earlier

this morning. John Lehew, Terry Vaughni and several other members of the management team were

f~e!/C\D~rn n nt' q Sttinryq\H fl90'Q\nfle-tnn\ 1OOI( PfllA R,-onnnQP,\ TQA4 ocn 11-~, /1 /V')() I)
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present. The meeting went smoothly and contained no surprises. After review the findings contained in
the Report, I pointed out that immediate actio ()5

(b)5) 7 told those present tha (b)(5)
Mr. Vaughn stated they would address the matter and contact you with the results next Monday.

Regards,

Dale Jackson
DOE-RL EMD
(509) 376.8086

2011 Integrated Safety Management Workshop
Septemnber 12-15, 2011 Kennewick, WA
Learn more about it at: http://www.ism2Oll.com/
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Jackson, Dale E

From: Morgan, Gregory
Sent: Tuesday, August 02, 2011 9:06 AM
To: Gordon, Roger M
Cc: Jackson, Dale E; Jackson, Mark W
Subject: FW: USQ for Fire protection System
Attachments: 0205-2011 determination (final).pdf; Violation Attachment 2011 I.doc; Letter Violation 2011

2. doc

Gentlemen:

Dale Jackson points out that I attached an old letter (computers have long memories).

Here is the correct letter, Attachment, and the CHPRC USQ determination done in response to the draft RL
Surveillance.

Respectfully,

Greg Morgan

From: Morgan, Gregory
Sent: Monday, August 01, 2011 4:54 PM
To: Gordon, Roger
Cc: Jackson, Mark; Jackson, Dale
Subject: USQ for Fire protection System

As discussed, CHPRC had concluded that there is not a USO regarding the Replacement Water Treatment Plant, or
regarding the Fire protection System,

(b)(5)

As requested, I will work with CHPRC management to resolve these issues,

Respectfully,

Greg Morgan

From: Chaffee, Gail A
Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2011 1:36 PM
To: Morgan, Gregory
Cc: Williams, John D; Koch, Michael R
Subject: RE: As Requested

Signed copy in PDF File



From: Morgan, Gregory rmaI [to: Greqo.Morgan@r. Doe.Govl
Sent: Thursday;'July 28, 2011 1:26 PM
To: Chaffee, Gail A
Cc: Williams, John D; Koch, Michael R; Jackson, Mark W.; Jackson, Dale E.; Gordon, Roger
Subject: RE: As Requested

Gail.-

Has the USQD been signed? If so, I would like a PDF version.

Based on what I read here, I do not believe we need to meet on this issue.

Thank you.

Greg Morgan

From: Chaffee, Gail A
Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2011 12:31 PM
To: Morgan, Gregory
Cc: Williams, John D; Koch, Michael R
Subject: As Requested
Importance: High

2



Evaluation of Finding S- II-SED-PRC-006-F 12, in

DOE-RL Draft Surveillance S- I I1-SED-PRC-006.

RL staff has determined that a USQ exists, and that the issue is a serious safety issue.

CHPRC staff was informed of RL concerns several months ago. As recently as June 16, 2011,
CHPRC nuclear safety staff committed to provide the USQ Evaluation, but none has been
forthcoming. CHPRC President, Vice Presidents, and others were informed of the issue in the
briefing on the draft RL Surveillance on July 20, 2011, where a response to Finding 12

"CHPRC proceeded with construction without identifying and resolving an Unreviewed
Safety Question (USQ). The potential for the new water system to provide excessive
water flow, overflowing the KW Basin and releasing radioactive materials, has not been
evaluated for USQs"

was requested within 48 hours. The only responses were (1) an assertion that CHPRC would
dispute the factual accuracy of Surveillance Finding 12, (2) USQD 205-2011 which concluded
there was no USQ, followed by (3) a Potential Inadequacy in the Safety Analysis (PISA)
declaration (PISA 0207-2-1l) due to increased probability of the overflow accident. USQD 205-
2011 and PISA 0207-2011 contradict each other because USQD 205-2011 states that there is not
an increased probability of the overflow accident while PISA Determination 0207-2011 states
that there is an increased probability of the overflow accident.

The replacement water treatment system and fire protection system are described in Chapter 2 of
the Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR), but are not evaluated in Chapter 3 of the FSAR.

As rcquired by 10 CFR 83 0 and CHPRC Procedure PRC-PRO-NS-062, there are seven questions
to be asked, any one of which would make this situation a USQ.

Question 1: Could the proposed activity or PISA increase the probability of occurrence of an
accident previously evaluated in the existing safety basis?

(b)(5)

Question 2: Could the proposed activity or PISA increase the consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the existing safety basis?

(b)(5)



(b)(5)

Regarding Questions 3 and 4, ()5
(b)(5)

Question 5: Could the proposed activity or PISA create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the existing safety basis?

(b)(5)

Question 6: Could the proposed activity or PISA create the possibility of a malfunction of
equipment important to safety of a different type than any previously evaluated in
the existing safety basis?

(b)(5)

Question 7: Could the proposed activity or PISA reduce a margin of safety?

(b(5

With at least four of the seven questions answered "yes", this situation is an Unreviewed Safety
Question. Because CHPRC has not declared this to be an Unreviewed Safety Question, RL now
declares this to be an Unreviewed Safety Question.



Jackson, Dale E

From: Morgan, Gregory
Sent: Wednesday, August 10, 2011 4:27 PM
To: Weil, Stephen R; Corey, Ray J; Jackson, Dale E; West, Dale C
Cc: Brown, Walter R
Subject: RE: Extension request from Moses Jaraysi
Attachments: RE: 100 K Area IUUP Surveillance Report

Mr. Weil:

(b)(5)

CHPRC then asked for another week, and we allowed it. See the attached email.

The reasons for that additional week are essentially the same as the reasons in their request below, and they said that
they would not need any additional extensions.

There is no need to grant this request.

I recommend that they be held to comply with the Contract. if they cannot provide the factual accuracy review in the
full month they have had, we should issue the Surveillance without their input.

Respectfully submitted,

Gregory Z. Morgan
DOE-RL-AMSE-SED
373-2345

From: Weil, Stephen
Sent: Wednesday, August 10, 2011 4:03 PM
To: Corey, Ray; Jackson, Dale; West, Dale; Morgan, Gregory
Cc: Brown, Walter (CONTR)
Subject: Extension request from Moses Jaraysi

Ray and Dale:

I got a call from Moses Jaraysi, who said he had been trying to get hold of Dale Jackson for a while (yesterday and
today). He is asking for an extension of time for PRC on their factual accuracy review.

Dale has been tied up with a HQ person on issues related to the ISM conference in September and that was probably why
he has not called back.

(b)(5)

I said that I would check with Dale (as the lead author) and Ray and get back to him. I did not commit to anything beyond
that.

Steve Weil



Environmental Management Division
DOE-RL
Office: (509) 372-0879
Mobile: (509) 438-3743
New Email: Stephen.Weilc&rl.doe.qov
(Mail sent to old email (stephen r weilRorl.aov) will be forwarded until about July 2011)



Jackson, Dale E

From: Jackson, Dale
Sent: Monday, July 11, 2011 12:07 PM
To: Jaraysi, Moses
Cc: Vaughn, Terry L; Corey, Ray J; Weil, Stephen R; Cawrse, Allan E; Connerly, Jenise C;

Franco, Jose R (Joe); Teynor, Thomas K; Smith, Stephen T
Subject: RE: 100 K Area IUUP Surveillance Report

Good afternoon Moses:

Thanks for your prompt response.

Your request for an extension of the time period for factual accuracy review is not
unreasonable and is approved. Please keep in mind though, that your review is for factual
accuracy only, and CHPRC's efforts should be limited to that purpose.

With regard to finalizing the report, DOE-RL will generally proceed in accord with its RIMS
procedures that guide performance of surveillances. While we believe that CHPRC's
participation in a surveillance has produced a more thorough and accurate product than might
otherwise have been possible, it does not modify the RIMS procedures. The actions that
remain will include DOE-RL receiving any comments regarding factual accuracy content of the
draft that CHPRC may have, if any, and carefully reviewing those comments. DOE-RL will
correct any factual errors in the draft report that it finds justified and prepare a final
version of the report. The report will then be formally transmitted to CHPRC by the
cognizant DOE-RL contracting officer along with any further information or instructions that
are deemed necessary.

I hope this resolves some of your questions, and look forward to hearing when CHPRC
representatives will be available for the briefing you have accepted. With this in mind,
please keep in mind that providing the requested briefing in an expeditious manner is a high
priority.

Sincerely,
Dale Jackson
Environmental Management Division
DOE Richland Operation office
509.376.8086

-- -Original Message --
From: Jaraysi. Moses
Sent: Monday, July 11, 2011 8:43 AM
To: Jackson, Dale
Cc: Vaughn, Terry L; Corey, Ray; Weil, Stephen; Cawrse, Allan E; Connerly, Jenise; Franco,
Jose; Teynor, Thomas; Smith, Stephen T
Subject: RE: 100 K Area IUUP Surveillance Report

Thank you very much for the invitation Dale.

I will mak~e sure that the appropriate managers and technical staff are invited.

I will work with you on the date and time. In the mean time, I have two requests I would like

to make:



(b)(5)

I am hoping that this is acceptable to you, and assure you that my goal is to give this
assessment its appropriate value and attention.

MJ
509-438-1596

--- Original Message --
From: Jackson) Dale [mailto: Dale. Jackson~rl. doe. gov]
Sent: Friday, July 08, 2011 2:07 PM
To: Jaraysi, Moses
Cc: Weil, Stephen; Connerly, Jenise C.; Corey, Ray; Franco, Jose; Teynor, Thomas
Subject: 100 K Area IUUP Surveillance Report

Good afternoon Moses:

RL is ready to release its draft 100 K Area Infra and Utilities Upgrade Project Surveillance
Report. As is customary, we would like to informally present the draft report to CHPRC and
provide a short briefing (probably no longer than 30 minutes) on its content to appropriate
members of CHPRC's management staff. In this case, we would like to brief yourself, your
principal fire protection official (I believe this may be a gentleman named Ben Johnson), and
your principal nuclear safety official (don't know this identity). If there are others you
think should attend, they would also be welcome. Please understand that the briefing is not a
mandatory step, and CHPRC may decline the briefing at its sole discretion.

RL's applicable RIMS procedure suggests that after we deliver the draft report and provide
the short briefing (unless declined), CHPRC be afforded one week to perform a factual
accuracy review and provide any comments it might have. However, as the draft is lengthy and
somewhat complex, RL will entertain any reasonable request for extension of the one week
review period if need arises. After completing this process, the Report will be finalized
and formally transmitted to CHPRC through RL's Contracting Officer.

I am not in the office this afternoon, but if you will respond either by e-mail or phone call
at your earliest convenience, I'd like your assistance in identifying the additional CHPRC
representatives you believe should attend the briefing, and in selecting a meeting time and
date. I realize the CHPRC is anxious to receive the draft, and want to assure that RL also
desires to deliver the draft, provide a briefing, and otherwise finalize this Surveillance as
expeditiously as possible. With this thought in mind, I am hopeful that we can arrange a
meeting sometime next week. I look forward to hearing from you.

Regards,
Dale Jackson
Environmental Management Division
DOE Richland Operation Office



509.376.8086



Jackson, Dale E

From: Jackson, Dale
Sent: Monday, August 29, 2011 12:24 PM
To: Corey, Ray J
Subject: CHPRC's Factual Accuracy Analysis Report

Importance: High

Tracking: Recipient Delivery Read

Corey, Ray J Delivered: 8/29/2011 12:24 PM Read: 8/29/2011 12:28 PM

Ray:

It appears that Mr. Jayarsi is attempting to schedule a briefing for you and I tomorrow morning at 11:00 am on
CHPRC's final Factual Accuracy Analysis Report. He proposes to deliver the report at that same time. I would
prefer to either have an advanced copy of the Report, and a day to review it along with the other surveillance
team SM~s, or in the alternative, invite the other SMB team members to hear the briefing. If we proceed as Mr.
Jayarsi proposes, it is almost certain that we will need yet another meeting to clarify questions after the other
team members have had a chance to view the Report, and hear the briefing content second hand bascd on your
and my noutes. What do you think?

Respectfully,

Dale Jackson
DOE-RL EMD
(509) 376.8086

2011 Integrated Safety Management Workshop
September 12-15, 2011 Kennewick, WA
Learn more about it at: http://www.ism2Oll.comI



Jackson, Dale E

From: Jackson, Dale E
Sent: Wednesday, November 30, 2011 2:15 PM
To: Brown, Walter R; Morgan, Gregory Z; West, Dale C
Cc: Weil, Stephen R
Subject: 100K Surveillance Report - 0CC Approved Version
Attachments: S-i 1 -EMD-PRC-001 11302011 PART 1 .doc

Importance: High
Sensitivity: Confidential

Tracking: Recipient Read
Brown, Walter R Read: 11/30/2011 2:55 PM

Morgan, Gregory Z Read: 11/30/2011 2:29 PM

West, Dale C Read: 12/5/2011 7:50 AM

Well, Stephen R Read: 11/30/2011 5:10 PM

Gents:

Enclosed is a copy of the 100 K Report that has been fully approved by 0CC. I have sent a copy to Amy Nelson for entry
into ESTARS and resumption of the concurrence process at the next level. With any luck, this might still go out this
week.

Regards,
Dale Jackson
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Surveillance Scope:

The objective of this surveillance was to evaluate the performance of CH2M HILL Plateau
Remediation Company (herein after "CHPRC") Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project (herein
after "I100K IUUP" or "Project") fire water and drinking water systems subproject compliance
with contractual requirements, State and Federal environmental requirements, U.S. Department
of Energy (DOE) requirements, DOE Richland Operations Office (RL) requirements, other
applicable codes and standards, and CHPRC policies and procedures.

Surveillance Summary:

This surveillance reveals that CHPRC did not meet all requirements applicable to 100OK IUUP
activities. Multiple examples of not meeting requirements involving several different disciplines
were noted. The surveillance activities resulted in the identification of one Concern, fifteen
Findings, and four Observations. The Table of Content of this Surveillance Report summarizes
the nature of each finding and observation.

Surveillance Results:

Concern: S-11 -EMD-PRC-OO1-CO1

The Surveillance identified numerous examples of contractual and regulatory requirements that
were not complied with prior to start of IlOOK IUUP construction. CHPRC's corrective action
efforts did not recognize or otherwise address this pattern of activities and extent of condition.

Discussion:

CHPRC did not meet several contractual requirements during the construction of the 100OK
Water Treatment Facility and the Fire and Potable Water Distribution System. CHPRC
procedures and policies did not fully integrate environmental and fire protection program
requirements into project design and construction. CHPRC work management procedures that
were used to initiate, implement, and perform work did not adequately identify and integrate
environmental and fire protection contractual requirements. This reveals a weakness in the
implementation of the CHPRC Integrated Safety Management System (ISMS) Program for the
100K IUUP. The CHPRC engineering program, project management, construction, project
control, and work management, did not fully integrate contractual requirements into their
activities. Some contractual requirements identified in CHRPC Procedures and Policies were not
followed by the l OOK IUUP.

The objective of ISMS is to incorporate environment, safety, and health into management and
work practices at all levels, addressing all types of work and all types of hazards to ensure safety
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for the workers, the public, and the environment. Line management is responsible and
accountable for safety, safety management, and the integration of safety into business and
operations at a site.

It is noteworthy that a similar Concern was stated in the previous RL Assessment of the CH2M
Hill Plateau Remediation Company Fire Protection Program (A-1I0-SED-PRC-23) of May 27,
2010, which stated "CHPRC Procedures and Policies, D4 activities, and subcontractor activities,
have not fully integrated FPP requirements. CHPRC Work Management Procedures that initiate,
implement, and perform work do not have adequate integration of Fire Protection Procedures.
This is a significant weakness in the CHPRC Integrated Environment, Safety, and Health
Management System (ISMS) Program." The Assessment was transmitted to the Contractor by
RI. letter 10O-SED-0 128 of August 19, 2010.

Findings 1 through 15 support this concern.

RbL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [x] NO [

Finding: S-i 1-EMD-PRC-OO1-FO1

CHPRC did not apply to the Washington State Department of Health (WDOH) for approvals
required by the Washington Administrative Code (WAC) prior to commencing construction of
the I100K IUUP Potable Water System.

Requirement(s):

1. RCW Chapter 70.11 9A, Public Water Systems - Penalties and Compliance

2. WAC Chapter 246-290, Group A Public Water Supplies

3. DOE 0 226. 1 A, Implementation of Department of Energy Oversight Policy, and Contractor
Requirements Document (CRD) attached thereto.

4. DOE M 23 1. 1-1IA, Chg 2 (Supp Rev 1), Environment, Safety, and Health Reporting Manual,
and CRD attached thereto.

5. DOE 0 413.313, Program and Project Management for the Acquisition of Capital Assets, and
CRD attached thereto.

6. DOE 0 414. 1 C, Quality Assurance, and CRD attached thereto.

7. DOE Contract Number DE-AC06-OSRL 14788, Section H. 19, Environmental Responsibility,
and Attachment J.2, Requirements Sources and Implementing Documents, Tables J.2.1I
through J.2.8.
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8. PRC-PRO-EP- 15333, Environmental Protection Processes

9. PRC-RD-EP- 15332, Environmental Protection Requirements

10. PRC-PRO-EP-l 5335, Environmental Permitting and Documentation Preparation

11. PRC-POL-EP-5054, CH2MHILL Plateau Remediation Company Environmental Policy

Guidance:

DOH 33 1-123 (Rev. 12/09), Water System Design Manual

Discussion:

Group A public drinking water systems in the State of Washington are subject to regulation
pursuant to WAC Chapter 246-290.' More specifically, relevant regulations state:

The project report is a written document that describes why a
project is being proposed and includes engineering design
calculations showing how the project will meet its objectives...
Purveyors shall submit project reports to the department and obtain
written approval prior to installation or construction of any new
water system, water system extension, or improvement...

WAC 246-290-110(l), -110(2). The regulations also state:

Construction documents shall identify how specific projects will be
constructed while satisfying the requirements and conditions
established in the project report and/or the water system plan...
Purveyors shall submit construction documents to the department
and obtain written approval prior to construction of any new water
system, or water system extension or improvement.

WAG 246-290-120(1), -120(2).

On May 6, 2009 the "IlOOK Infrastructure Project Charter Workshop," was held to define the
scope, objectives, and deliverables of the l OOK IUUP. The workshop was also intended to
define the schedule, cost estimate basis, roles and responsibilities, key interfaces, and
requirements necessary to successfully complete the Project. Exhibits 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6.

1The l OOK IUUP provided upgrades to infrastructure that were necessary to support a variety of ongoing response actions being
per-formed in the I109K Area pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act
(CERCLA). 42 USC § 9601, et seq. The Project may have been entitled to exemption from Federal, State or local laws requiring
permits or approvals if the Project had elected to proceed under CERCLA and such a decision had been incorporated in a
CERCLA Record of Decision or other decision document. See 42 USC § 121 (e).
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The project scope adopted as a result of the Workshop Study for the l OOK IUUP included,
among other things, construction of a cross site raw water transfer line, a new Group A public
drinking water treatment plant and water delivery lines, installation of a new fire water pumping
system and new fire water delivery lines, and major modifications of fire water mains in the
vicinity of the 105K W Reactor.

DOE has recognized, and has instructed its contractors since at least 1995, that WDOH Drinking2
Water Regulations are applicable to public drinking water systems operated on the Hanford Site.2
This includes regulations requiring approval of drinking water system designs and construction
specifications prior to commencement of construction activities. CHPRC is expressly obligated
by its contract to comply with the requirements of WAG Chapter 246-290. See Contract Number
DE-AC06-08RLI 4788, Section H. 19, and Attachment J.2, Tables J.2.1 through J.2.8.

In June 2009, CHPRC's l OOK Area EGO began an analysis to identify environmental regulatory
requirements that would apply to the 100OK IUU P by completing an Environmental Activity
Screening (EAS) form.3 GHPRC environmental protection procedures require that:

[blefore starting any .. . [n]ew construction projects ... [eixcavations or disturbances to soil .
a cognizant EGO must perform". an environmental review and documents [sic] it using

4an EAS form .. .. ".PRC-PRO-EP- 15333, Sec. 5.3. Because a drinking water system was
involved in the project, the same procedures required the EGO to evaluate and ". . . determnine
permitting needs and develop an application for an operating permit .. . in accordance with
WAG 246-290 ...... Id. Sec. 5.7. The EAS formn completed by the l OOK Area EGO identified
that the project involved construction of a public drinking water system subject to State
regulations, and would also require a determination (sometimes referred to as a clearance)
pursuant to NEPA regulations. Exhibit 7.

On August 24, 2009, the I100K Area EGO again considered 100OK IUUP permitting needs. On
that date, the EGO sent an e-mail titled "l OOK Follow Up" to the EP Manager in CHPRC's
central environmental organization. The e-mail quoted the requirements of the then existing

2 On April 1], 1995 the Director of DOE-RL's Site Infrastructure Division sent a letter to the President of Westinghouse
Hanford Company stating: "The U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office (RL) is the owner of several Group A
and Group B water systems, and Westinghouse Hanford Company and [CF Kaiser Hanford Company operate the water systems
for RL. The purpose of this letter is to clearly state that the water systems on the Hanford Site are subject to the State of
Washington Department of Health Drinking Water Regulations under Washington Administrative Code and the water systems
wilt operate in accordance with these regulations. These regulations apply to the operation of the drinking water systems as well
as to constru cti on/modifi cation on any system." Exhibit 1.

Since that time all Group A and B water systems on the Hanford Site have been required to be operated and constructed/modified
in compliance with the above noted Washington State Department of Health regulations. This has included the system that was
constructed and maintained at the l OOK Area in the years immediately following the issuance of the above noted letter, and the
construction and operation of the upgraded system just recently completed.

3About the time the EAS form was completed, the former l00K Area ECO (now the 100K Sludge Treatment Project (STP)
ECO) provided the l OOK lUUP Potable Water Project Engineer, and the l OOK Area ECO, the working file of the existing l00K
water system. This file contained the letter referred to in footnote 1, and most, if not all, of the existing documentation and
historical informnation on the lOOK Area water system, including numerous correspondence exchanges with the WDOH over the
years concerning that system. See I100K Area water system documents from April 1995-June 2002 (STP ECO's files).

4Reference is to PRC-PRO-EP-l 5333, version dated: June 29, 2010.
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PRC-PRO-EP- 153 33, Sec. 5.7, and requested assistance in meeting the specified requirements.
Exhibit 8. During an interview, the ECO stated that his e-mail was not responded to. The
assessment team requested, but was not provided any information contradicting the ECO's
statement.

On October 6, 2009 CHPRC met with WDOH officials at that agency's office in Spokane,
Washington. The parties discussed the permitting requirements to install a new water treatment
plant at 100OK Area to replace the then existing water system, and finalizing the preferred method
to dispose of the filter backwash water that would be generated by the new water plant.
Attendees at this meeting were the 100OK Area Water Purveyor, RL Site Infrastructure
Representative, ARES Corporation engineer, 100OK IUUP Potable Water Project Engineer, and
the 100OK Area ECO. Exhibit 9. The following day (October 7, 2009) the RL Site Infrastructure
Representative who attended the meeting wrote an e-mail message to the RL project
representative opining that the meeting went "very well" and stating that: "Your contractor staff
were very well organized, well spoken and professional." Exhibit 10.

During the fall of 2009, planning for the I100K PJUP continued. On November 9, 2009, the
100OK IUUP Construction Manager sent an e-mail message "Subject: Draft SOW for 100OK Water
Infrastructure Project," to numerous individuals stating that:

The PRC-PRO-AC-123 Functional & Project Concurrence
Checklist has identified you as a potential required reviewer/SME
of this SOW due to content of the work scope. Please review and
provide comments. The Submittal Register is being developed,
please identify potential submittal requirements. I am requesting
comments be returned to me 11/16/09. Also, please identify if you
will require approval signature on the final SOW.

Exhibit 11 and Exhibit 12 "Attachment 5 Functional & Project Concurrence Checklist."

Although the Checklist contains a question regarding whether "the service" involves "Ecology,
Department of Health, or EPA requirements, investigations, or remediation," in response the
CHPRC EP Manager provided "Yes" in the Applicability section of the form and "No
Comment" in the Project Contact/Reviewer section of the checklist. Subsequently, on December
21, 2009, the 100OK IUUP Construction Manager sent an e-mail message to the 100OK IUUP
Controls Clerk stating: "All SME approvals have been received and all comments have been
incorporated into the SOW-Scott Story." Exhibit 13.

On December 16, 2009, the 100OK IUUP Potable Water Project Engineer wrote an e-mail
message to the l OOK Area ECO and copying the IlOOK IUUP Project Manager, Project Director,
and Project Construction Manager, asking permission to discuss: " . . . a potential risk related to
the Department of Health permitting process . . . " and seeking assistance in the matter. The
message also stated: .. . a project report will need to be submitted and approved by the
Department of Health prior to constructi on of the water system (per WAC 246-290-110). ....
Exhibit 14.
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The e-mail goes on to explain:

The purpose of contacting you and potentially ... [the 100OK D&D
Project Environmental Director] is to determine if the
environmental group has any issue with the 100OK project moving
forward with this approach. If so, please contact the project
management team.. . [1OOK IUUP Project Manager, Project
Director, and Project Construction Manager] to discuss the issue
further.

Id.

Several minutes later the ECO forwarded the message to the D&D Project Environmental
Director requesting her assistance in this matter, and copied the Project Construction Manager,
Construction Manager, Project Director, Project Engineer, and EP water subject matter expert. 5

Exhibit 15.

On January 11, 2010 the President and Chief Executive Officer of CHPRC sent a letter to Mr.
M.D. Wilson, WDOH Regional Engineer titled, "Request For Waiver Of Pilot Study For New
100k Potable Water Facility." Accompanying this letter was an attachment with documentation
supporting a waiver of pilot testing requirements of the PALL potable water treatment system
proposed to be installed at the 100OK Area. The conclusion of the attachment contains the
following statement:

A project report meeting the requirements of WAC 246-290-110,
and tailored to fit the Hanford Site context, will be submitted to
you as soon as the required information is obtained/developed and
in advance of construction of the new l OOK Potable Water
Facility. Preliminarily, we expect that this will occur in the
February 2010 timeframe. The project report will also include a
section addressing the scope, protocols, and sampling/monitoring
requirements associated with the Operational Testing phase
introduced above.

Exhibit 16.

On January 28, 2010 CHPRC issued a letter to Watts Construction, Inc. for the "IlOOK River
Water Isolation Project Import Water Line Notice to Proceed." This letter stated that all work
was to be performed under this task no later than June 3 0, 2010 and to notifyr the CHPRC
Contracts Office if that deadline could not be achieved. Exhibit 17.

On February 17, 2010, Mr. Wilson of WDOI- wrote a letter to the CHPRC IlOOK Area Potable
Water Engineer with responses to the CHPRC submission of Janiuary 11, 2010 in which he
stated:

5No written response to this e-mail has been provided, although the surveillance team requested that the D&D Project
Environmental Director search her files and disclose any response that she [nay have retained.
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As outlined in your request, a project report, meeting the
requirements of WAG 246-290-110, will be submitted in advance
of the construction documents and will include the scope,
protocols, and sampling/monitoring requirements for the testing of
the full-scale facility. This project report shall include the rational
for selecting the Pall [sic] membrane.

Exhibit 18.

On March 16, 2010, the I100K Area EGO signed a Hanford Site Excavation Permit authorizing
initiation of construction activities for the 100OK IUUP. 6 The Excavation Permit authorized:
"Installation of approximately 900 linear meters of new 12 [inch] potable and fire water lines."
This permit was signed by, among others, the Design Authority/Technical Representative, EGO,
Water Utilities Representative and the Facility/System Owner. Exhibit 19.

On April 7, 2010 a GHPRG Gontracting Officer, sent a letter to George A. Grant, Inc. regarding
"Gontract Number 36534-31 ARRA-Potable Water Treatment Facility Gontract Award
Documents Transmittal." The purpose of the letter was to formally authorize George A. Grant,
Inc. to proceed with the work scope defined as "ARRA - Potable Water Treatment Facility."
The letter also stated that "Gonstruction work shall be complete by July 23, 2010." Exhibit 20.

Also on April 7, 2010 and again on April 21, a Project Review Board (PRB) for the l OOK ILTUP
was convened and evaluated the Project's readiness to proceed. Materials presented to the PRBs
contained no mention of applicable regulatory requirements. Exhibits 55 and 57. Actual
construction activities on the potable and fire water lines portion of the project inside l OOK Area
began on April 13, 2010. Exhibit 2 1. Gonstruction on the Import Raw Water Line (outside of
the fence) began on April 28, 2010. Exhibit 22. Gonstruction on the Potable Water Treatment
Facility by Grant Gonstruction began on May 14, 2010. Exhibit 23.

On May 18, 2010, GHPRG's EP & SP Vice President and members of his staff travelled to
Spokane, Washington to meet with WDOH and discuss water system construction in Hanford's
200 Area that had commenced without WDOH approvals. While in route, the EP & SP Vice
President was contacted by the I100K IUPP Potable Water Project Engineer and was informed
that work had begun on the 100OK Area's new potable water delivery and treatment system prior
to obtaining written approval from WDOH. He was also informed that the Project Report and
construction documents required by regulations had not yet been completed and sent to WDOH.
Upon learning this information, the CHPRG EP & SP Vice President advised 100OK IUUP
management to immediately issue a STOP WORK order and the Project was halted.

Upon arriving in Spokane later that momning, the EP & SP Vice President explained that GHPRG
had requested the meeting that day with WDOH "in the interest of developing a better working
relationship." According to the Spokane meeting summary, later prepared by the GHPRG EP

6 While the ECO signed the Excavation Permit on March 16, 2011, it did not become effective until March 18, 2011
when all other required signatures had been secured.
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Environmental Compliance Manager, discussion then followed concerning the use of the PALL
Membrane Filter Technology, appropriate content of a project report, and "General Discussion."~

Based on meeting summary notes, WDOH reiterated that while the PALL system is considered
alternative filtration technology, WDOH was comfortable with the technology based on its use
elsewhere in the State. WDOH then discussed the requirements for a project report and indicated
they were expecting the Project Report for their review and approval. "CHPRC noted [to
WDOH] that "some construction" was initiated prior to formal approval." Exhibit 24. CHPRC
then asked for clarification about water purveyor responsibilities and how WDOH "would like to
see roles and responsibilities implemented at a large DOE site with multiple drinking water
systems and contractors." Id.

There was also some discussion about what constitutes the "commencement" of construction.
WDOI- confirmed that while construction is not defined it is intended to mean to "build or install
any component that is part of the drinking water system" and that "WAC regulations do not
allow for construction prior to written approval from WDOH." Id. WDOH further advised
CHPRC that if construction began before a project report was approved, it would be "assuming
risks, including the risk of needing to remove a component that is not approved in the project
report. Id. WDOH policy prohibiting construction prior to obtaining required approvals is clear
in official documents. WAG 246-290-110(2) and DOH 331-123 (Rev. 12/09), Water System
Design Manual, Sections 2.1 and 3. 1. Statements of the WDOH Regional Engineer made during
this meeting are also documented in an October 19, 201 07 CHPRC Root Cause Analysis Report
which statcs:

CHPRC Environmental Protection Vice President. ... and
Environmental Director. . .met with WDOH on May 18, 2010.
Results of meeting were that even though in the past, WDOH
informally allowed construction of a water system to commence
prior to formal receipt of approvals for the Project Report, per
WAG 244-290-110(2), [sic] approval must be received prior to
installation or construction of a water system. Therefore,
noncompliance with WAG 246-290-110(2) had occurred.

Exhibit 25 at p. 16.

During the return trip on May 18, 2010 to the Hanford Site, the CHPRC EP and SP Vice
President contacted the 100OK IUUP Project Manager and reported the results of the meeting with
WDOH. I100K IUUP personnel then met and a decision was made to restart construction on the
water delivery and treatment system. Later that day, the 100K IUUP Project Manager wrote an
e-mail message to the CHPRC D&D Vice President copying the l OOK IUUP Project Director,
D&D Project Environmental Director, and the I100K IUUP Water Project Engineer giving them a
brief history and status of the Project. The e-mail states in part:

7The Report date is listed as October 19, 2010, but the last approval signature is November 2, 2010, suggesting the l atter date is
that of the Report's adoption.
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*... State Code WAC 246-290-110 requires that a project report to
be [sic] submitted prior to water system construction, expansion, or
improvement.... [W]e are not compliant with requirement WAG
246-290-110.

Exhibit 26. The message also states:

Following CHPRC senior management's meeting earlier today
with DOH, we have been directed to continue with our
construction activities. Whereas it is apparent that DOH may not
be fully pleased with commencing construction prior to the receipt
and concurrence with the project report, it is not a critical misstep.
Therefore, at this time we will thoroughly review all of our project
requirements, work to submit our project report as early as
possible, and engage DOH further on our project status.

Id.

In the interviews conducted with the I100K IUUP Project Manager, he stated his recollection that
a teleconference was conducted on or about May 19, 2010 involving himself, the CHPRC
President and CEO, CHPRC D&D Vice President, and the l OOK IUUP Project Director
concerning the future direction of the Project. At the conclusion of the teleconference the
participants jointly decided to continue with construction activities on the potable water delivery
system even though required WDOH approvals had not been obtained. He also stated that this
decision was unilateral, as no approval of this decision was sought from any DOE representative.

On June 1, 2010, CHPRC submitted the "P roject Report For lOOK Potable Water Facility" to the
WDOH- for its review and approval. Exhibit 27. In the two weeks immediately following the
meeting on May 18, 2010 with WDOH, the CHPRC EP group conducted an analysis of the
applicable WAG potable water regulations with respect to fire system applicability. These
activities resulted in the CHPRC EP and SP Vice President sending an e-mail message on June 2,
2010, to the CHPRC President and CEO, CHPRC D&D Vice President, and the l OOK IU1JP
Project Director concerning the fire system applicability issue. This message states, in relevant
part:

Based on the review below, we can confirm that the Fire System is
not under [W]DOH's authority. There are parts of this system that
have dual purpose (both potable water and Fire System), those
have to comply with the Safe Drinking Water regulations. This
does not change our path forward as discussed yesterday. We need
to get this Project Report (permit) into DOH's hands as soon as
possible and within a week should be talking to [W]DOH in
person. In the mean time we can go ahead with the Fire System
installation (including the building) but should slow down on the
drinking water system, until we have [W]DOH's approval.
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Exhibit 28.

In the interviews conducted with the 100K IUUP Project Director and the Project Manager,
when asked what the phrase "slow down on the drinking water system until we have [W]DOH's
approval" meant to each of them, they both stated they didn't know, and acknowledged that
construction continued.

On June 5, 20 10, the CHPRC 100OK IUUP Project Manager requested that the CHPRC 100OK
IUUP Potable Water Project Engineer contact the WDOH Regional Engineer to arrange a time to
meet with him to discuss the recently submitted Project Report. According to a June 7, 2010 e-
mail sent by the CHPRC 100OK IIJUP Potable Water Project Engineer to the 100OK IUUP Project
Director (copying the CHPRC D&D Vice President, CHPRC EP Director, CHPRC D&D
Environmental Director, and the 100OK IUUP Project Manager) the WDOH Regional Engineer
did not see a need for a meeting until after he and a colleague had had time to review the Project
Report. This e-mail also addresses the ARRA funding nature of the Project stating:

Due to the fact that the I100K Infrastructure project is funded by the
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA), CHPRC is
moving forward with certain activities in order to meet the
aggressive schedule requirements. 1 stated the IlOOK project is
moving forward with site preparatory work for the 750,000 gallon
dual use water tank, foundation work and underground piping for
the water treatment facility building, installation of the fire and
potable water system with approximately 25% of the fire main and
20% of the potable water distribution system already installed. Mr.
Wilson explained that CHPRC construction activities are being
performed at risk. Based upon the review of the project report and
construction documents, the Department of Health may request
changes to the system and those would be at project cost. It is
Department of Health's expectation that the changes would be
made by CHPRC to correct any outstanding issues and issuance of
the final pen-nit.

Exhibit 29. The Assessment Team asked the CHPRC IUUP Project Potable Water Engineer if
the WDOH Project Engineer noted above had supplied any written confirmation of the content
and understandings contained in the above e-mail. He told the Assessment Teamn he had not
reccived any such confirmation from the WDOH Regional Engineer.

On June 16, 2010, the WDOH Regional Engineer wrote back to the IlOOK IUUP Potable Water
Project Engineer acknowledging receipt of the report and assigning a project report tracking
number. Exhibit 30. The following week the 100OK IUUP Project Manager submitted to WDOH
construction documents (drawings and specifications) for the following components of the water
delivery and treatment system: 1) 100K Area Water Line; and Water Filtration Drawings, 2)
100OK Area Water Treatment Facility Plan Drawings, 3) 100OK Export Water Line Drawings, 4)
Construction Specification for I100K Fire Protection and Water Lines, 5) Construction
Specification for 100OK Water Export Line, 6) Construction Specification for I100K Water Line
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and Filtration System, 7) Procurement Specification for Water Storage Tank, 8) Procurement
Specification for Microfiltration System. Exhibit 3 1.

On July 8, 2010, the WDOH sent its formal response to the submission of the Project Report
addressed to the I100K IUUP Potable Water Project Engineer. This letter provided comments to
the Project Report and addressed the timing of work on the Project vis-h-vis formal written
approval by WDOH. Paragraph 8 of this letter states:

The schedule indicates that some potable water components have
been or are being installed. Please note that anyone who begins
construction on a project without all required approvals may be
subject to a penalty of up to $5,000 per service [WAC246-290-
050(7)], and may be required to expose system components for our
inspection, at their expense. DOH may be unable to accept any
component that is installed or constructed prior to approval.

Exhibit 32.

The Assessment Team conducted interviews with the 10OK JUUP Potable Water Project
Engineer and the CHPRC D&D Environmental Director. Both of these individuals stated that
there had been verbal communications between the WDOH Regional Engineer and the 100OK
IUUP Potable Water Engineer on the issue of construction prior to WDOH approval. These
communications were said to have occurred on or about July 8, 2010 and that the WDOH
Regional Engineer had told the 100OK IUUP Potable Water Engineer that the warning language
contained in paragraph 8 of the July 8, 2010 letter from WDOH to CHPRC was "standard
language" that WDOH was required to put in the letter. However, the warning language
notwithstanding, WDOH reported it was satisfied with how the Project was progressing and the
communications that were occurring between CHPRC staff and the WDOH. The CHPRC D&D
Environmental Manager told the Assessment Team members she believed she saw, or possessed,
an e-mail from the WDOH Regional Engineer memorializing this understanding that WDOH
would not bring an enforcement action. She told the Assessment Team she believed she might
be able to produce and deliver that e-mail. However, to date, she has not provided such an e-
mail to the Assessment Team. 8

On July 22, 2010 WDOH acknowledged receipt on July 1, 2010 of the construction documents
that had been sent to WDOH by CHPRC on June 23, 2010. Exhibit 33. Also on July 22, 2010
the I100K IUUP Project Manager sent a letter to the WDOH Regional Engineer acknowledging
CHPRC's receipt of WDOH's comments on the Project Report "dated June 8, 2010 and
discussed with WDOH in subsequent conversations on July 8, 2010." This letter then responds to
WDOH's comments as enumerated by WDOH. Under comment #8 about early construction

8 A significant number of CHPRC employees stated that no violation of regulatory requirements had occurred as CHPRC had
WDOH staffs verbal permission to start construction without normally required formal approvals, and that no enforcement
action would occur. Any WDOH- representation notwithstanding, persons holding or needing a permit have an absolute duty to
comply with perm-it requirements. This duty remains regardless of oral or written representations by the permitting agency
allegedly excusing compliance with permit requirements.
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penalties, noted in the preceding paragraph of this report, the response is, "Comment noted."
Exhibit 34.

On August 3, 2010 WDOH sent a letter addressed to the 100OK IUUP Potable Water Project
Engineer with its comments concerning the "new membrane facility." Exhibit 35. Then, on
August 5, 2010, WDOH sent a letter addressed to the 100OK IUUP Potable Water Project
Engineer approving the Project Report received June 3, 2010. Exhibit 36. Finally, on September
15, 20 10 WDOH sent a letter addressed to the 100OK IUUP Potable Water Project Engineer
approving the construction documents received on July 1, 2010. Exhibit 37. Construction began
on April 14, 2010. The WDOH approval to proceed to construction was not obtained until 155
days after the start of construction.

On January 27, 2011 the 100OK IUUP Project Manager sent the Operational Performance Testing
Report and associated attachments to WDOH for its review and approval. Exhibit 38. In
response, on February 1, 2011, WDOH sent a letter addressed to the l OOK IUIJP Project
Manager acknowledging receipt of the Operational Performance Testing Report. Exhibit 39. On
February 18, 2011 WDOH sent its approval of the Operational Performance Testing Report and
associated attachments which it had received on August 10, 2010 and January 27, 2011. 9 Exhibit
40. On March 10, 2011 WDOH again wrote to the 10OK IUUP Project Manager acknowledging
its receipt of the Operation and Maintenance Manual. Exhibit 41. Five days later the WIDOH
Regional Engineer wrote an e-mail addressed to the 100OK IUUP Potable Water Project Engineer
and the CHPRC 100OK Area Water Purveyor which states: "0 & M Manual Review (sic) We
completed our review of the O&M manual that was received in this office on March 4, 2011. 1
have two comments, but nothing that will prevent the start-up of the new membrane WTP."
Exhibit 42.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [xi NO [

Finding: S-i 1-EMD-PRC-OO1-F02

CI-PRC did not apply for a categorical exclusion determination (CX determination) pursuant to
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) prior to commencing
construction of the 100K IUUP facilities.

Requirement(s):

1. National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C.A. § 4321, et seq.

2. 10 CFR 102 1, National Environmental Policy Act Implementing Procedures

9This letter incorrectly states that WDOH received some of these documents on January 27, 2010. This is inaccurate as the
subject documents had not been generated by that date. Therefore WDOH must be referring to the Operational Performance and
Testing Report submitted January 27, 2011 not January 27, 20 10.
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3. DOE Contract No. DE-ACO6-08RL14788, Sec. H.19 (a), and Attachment J.2, Table J.2.1.

4. PRC-PRO-EP- 15333, Environmental Protection Processes

5. PRC-RD-EP- 15332, Environmental Protection Requirements

Discussion:

On June 18, 2009 thelOOK Area Environmental Compliance Officer (ECO), sent an e-mail
message with an attached Environmental-Activity Screening Form (EASF) to the CHPRC NEPA
subject matter expert stating that: "Because this is stimulus funded. we will need to obtain a
[sic] activity-specific CX for our NEPA coverage." Exhibit 7.

The EGO also requested a meeting to discuss the contents of the EASF and asked when the
activity-specific CX could be expected. This e-mail message was also copied to the 100K IUUP
Project Director, 1 00K IUUP Construction Manager, D&D Project Environmental Director, and
the CHPRC EP Manager. The EASF identified that the activities to be undertaken involved the
constructing or modifying of a public water, raw water, or export water system. Id.

On April 23, 2010 the CHPRC D&D Project Environmental Director wrote an e-mail message to
the 100OK Area ECO asking whether the "ecological review" had been completed for the Project.
Exhibit 43. Three days later (April 26, 2010) the ECO forwarded the Environmental Director's
e-mail to the CHPRC NEPA Subject Matter Expert (SME) who wrote back the same day stating
that now he needed to "close with. ... [the DOE Hanford NEPA Compliance Officer] on the CX"
and also stated that he would "follow-up with you and. . . [the CHPRC D&D Project
Environmental Director] this week." Exhibits 44 and 45. Then on April 28, 2010, the CHPRC
SME wrote an e-mail message to the DOE Hanford NEPA Compliance Officer requesting
approval of the ". ..activity specific CX for IlOOK Area Utilities Reroute." The DOE Hanford
NEPA Compliance Officer did not respond, and the CHPRC SME did not make further inquiry
about the status of the NEPA determination until May 24I' and 25",1 2010. Exhibits 46 and 47.
By that time construction, which started on April 14, 2010, had been ongoing for nearly six
weeks without receiving a NEPA CX determnination. On May 26, 2010, the RL
NEPA Compliance Officer signed the CX for the Project. Exhibit 48.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES lxi NO [I

Finding: S-i11-EMD-PRC-001-F03

Upon discovery of its failure to meet environmental regulatory requirements, CHPRC did not
recognize the extent of condition, to timely perform an analysis of causes, and to implement
corrective actions.
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Requirement(s):

1. DOE M 231.1-2 (Supp Rev 8), Occurrence Reporting and Processing Qf Operations
Information, and CRD attached thereto.

2. DOE 0 414. 1 C, Quality Assurance, and CRD attached thereto.

3. DOE 0 41 3.3A Chg 1, Program and Project Management for the Acquisition of Capital

Assets, and CRD attached thereto.

4. PRC-PRO-QA-052, Issues Management

5. DOE Contract Number DE-ACO6-08RL14788, Attachment J.2, Requirements Sources
and Implementing Documents, Tables J.2.1 through 3.2.8.

Discussion:

On July 20, 2010 a team was assembled and convened to determine the root cause(s) of the
failure to obtain WDOH written approval prior to commencing construction activities on the
I100K potable water delivery and treatment system. A follow on session was performed on
August 3, 2010 to further evaluate the conditions and identifyr the root causes. The Root Cause
Analysis Report (RCA Report) was released on November 2, 2010, five months after the team
was first assembled.'10

The RCA Report contains several factual errors. First, the report states that on May 26, 2010 the
CHPRC NEPA SME determined that the NEPA CX had not been obtained and that the CX
approval was obtained on May 27, 2010. Realization of the lack of NEPA CX approval occurred
on May 24, 2010 and actual approval from RL was obtained on May 26, 2010. The RCA Report
also states that work was suspended during the week of June 1, 2010 on portions of the project
"that clearly required WDOH approval." There is no evidence that any suspension of activities
occurred on the project except for a few hours on May 18, 2010. In fact, CHPRC ARRA weekly
reports for the weeks of April 14, 2010 to July 21, 2010, clearly detail in both text and
photographs that work continued without interruption on the project during that period. Exhibit
21.

The RCA Report further states that the combination of two separate events (one at 200 East Area
and one at thel 00K Area) was determined to be a significant issue because of noncompliance
with several WAC Chapter 246-290 and Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) requirements, and
CHPRC procedures. The RCA Report did not identify WAC 246-290-120, Construction
Documents, which is a critical WAC requirement applicable to the 100OK IUUP. Furthermore,
the Report also does not address CHPRC requirements identified in PRC-PRO-PM-25000 which
require completion of a Project Execution Plan prior to start of construction. The RCA Report
also does not acknowledge applicability of DOE 0 413.3A Chg 1 CRD to the project.

10 During July, August, and the first half of Septemnber 2010 construction continued on the project without receiving the required
WDOH approval, and without completion of the RCA Report.
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The RCA team identified two root causes for the failure to obtain WDOH approval prior to the
start of construction. The Phoenix Analysis process and the "Five Whys" were employed to
identify the adverse conditions. With regard to Root Cause #1 the report states, in relevant
part: 11

Management expectations were not clearly understood concerning
unacceptability of proceeding at risk concerning environmental,
regulatory approvals .... , and, Furthermore, the Environmental
Activity Screening Form (EASF) checklist did not have the
drinking water requirements checked as applicable to the 100OK
project.

Neither, of the conclusions contained in the quote above were correct. CHPRC's official
correspondence with the WDOH prior to commencing construction establishes that management
understood the applicable requirements. In its letter of January 11, 2010 CHPRC requested a
waiver by the WDOH of the pilot study for the Potable Water Treatment Facility and
acknowledged in the attachment to that letter that:

A project report meeting the requirements of WAC 246-290-110,
and tailored to fit the Hanford Site context, will be submitted to
you as soon as the required information is obtained/developed and
in advance of construction of the new I100K Potable Water
Facility.

Exhibit 16, p. 8 Attachment to Letter.

In response to the above letter the WDOH Regional Engineer acknowledged this understanding
was correct by stating in his letter of February 17, 2010 addressed to the CHPRC's IlOOK IUUP
Potable Water Project Engineer:

As outlined in your request, a project report, meeting the
requirements of WAC 246-290-110, will be submitted in advance
of the construction documents and will include the scope,
protocols, and sampling/monitoring requirements for the
operational testing of the full-time facility..

Exhibit 1 8.

Thus, as early as January 11, 2010, CHPRC conveyed its understanding that construction could
not commence on this Project until it received WDOH's formal written approval. The author of
that letter was the IlOOK IUUP Potable Water Project Engineer, and the D&D Environmental

According to the RCA Report the above statement correlates to the Phoenix Analysis #A4B I CO I -Management policy
guidance/expectations not well-defined understood or enforced. Exhibit 25, pp. 6-7 of 17, Section 6.3 RC-Ol.
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Manager approved release of the letter prior to its being sent to WDOH. WDOH acknowledged
and confirmed that requirement in its response letter dated February 17, 2010.12 Id.

Furthermore, the statement under Root Cause #1 concerning the EASF not addressing the
applicability of the drinking water requirements is incorrect. Under the section entitled
"Constructing or Modifying Facilities, Equipment, or Processes" subsection 5.7 "Constructing or
Modifying Public Water, Raw Water, or Export Water Systems" is clearly marked on the EASF.
In checking that box the I100K Area EGO, acknowledged that the WDOH drinking water
requirements were applicable. Whien the ECO sent the EASF to the CHPRC NEPA SME and
copied the CHPRC EP Manager, he clearly indicated the project involved the construction of a
potable water system. Furthermore, on August 24, 2009, the EGO sent an e-mail message to the
CHPRC EP Manager requesting assistance in obtaining the necessary WDOH approval for this
new system. Exhibit 8. The Assessment Team, in its interviews with the ECO, asked if he had
received any response to his August 24, 2009 e-mail, and he stated he had not.

Root Cause #2 suggests that inexperience of some personnel, and lack of familiarity with
regulatory requirements led to a belief that it was acceptable to commence construction without
all WDOH approvals, It also discloses that proceeding at risk was necessary to meet project
schedule. Root Cause #2 of the RCA Report states: 13

Individuals relied on past experience with WDOH regulators and
previous drinking water installation projects outside of Hanford
and the DOE Complex. Due to this experience individuals
believed that:

" WDOH would informally allow the simultaneous
preparation and review of the Project Report while
construction activities such as excavations and placement
of material commenced

* An environmental "at-risk" position was acceptable to the
regulators and CIJPRC

* The "at-risk" position was also considered necessary to
meet the fast-track project schedule. WDOH confirmed to
CHPRC that they know and may informally allow projects
to proceed at-risk even though the regulations do not allow
for this interpretation.

Exhibit 25.

However, other information establishes that the project staff were fully informed that proceeding

at risk was not an acceptable practice from WDOH's perspective. In order to assess historic

12 WDOH reconfirmned its position on this issue in its letter addressed to the CHPRC I100K IUUP Potable Water Project
Engineer dated July 8, 2010.

13 The above statement is noted in the RCA Report as correlating to the Phoenix Analysis #A3B33C06-lndividuals
underestimated the problem using past events as a basis.
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WDOH enforcement postures, a former Hanford Site Water Purveyor was interviewed.
According to this individual a WDOI- Regional Engineer made it clear on many occasions that it
was a violation of WDOH regulations to proceed with construction prior to obtaining WDCH
approval, that such practice was not endorsed or condoned by WDOH. The former Hanford Site
Water Purveyor stated that he had had discussions with the 100OK IUUP Potable Water Project
Engineer and the Project Manager prior to and during construction, and conveyed to the them
that proceeding "at risk" was not endorsed or condoned by WDOH and could result in an
enforcement action.

Finally, while CHPRC performed a root cause analysis, it did not do so in a timely fashion.
Considering the guidance contained in DOE M 231.1-2, timely or prompt completion of the
RCA Report would have been within forty-five days of discovery of the issues on May 18, 2010.
Furthermore, the title of the RCA Report, Root Cause Analysis Report EM-RL-CPRC-
GENLAREAS-2010-0013 suggests it was prepared in connection with Occurrence Report EM-
RL-C.PRC-GENLAREAS-2010-0013, in which case it should have been published within forty-
five days of the event covered by the occurrence report. See DOE M 231.1-2 (Supp Rev 8).

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [x] NO 1

Finding: S-11-EMD-PRC-OO1-F04

CHPRC identified environmental compliance requirements (WDOH permitting and NEPA
determinations), but it did not include actions necessary to timely comply with the NEPA
requirements in its Project Execution Plan (PEP) and Field Execution Schedule (FES).

Requirement(s):

1. DOE 0 413.3B, Program and Project Management for the Acquisition of Capital Assets, and
CRD attached thereto.

2. DOE 0 414.1IC, Quality Assurance, and CRD attached thereto.

3. PRC-PRO-PM-24889, Project Initiation and Execution

4. PRC-PRO-PM-25 000, Project Execution Plans

5. PRC-PRO-CN-14990, Construction Management

6. PRC-POL-EP-5054, CH2MHILL Plateau Remediation Company Environmental Policy
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Discussion:

WhA-ile CHPRC accurately identified environmental regulatory requirements that would need to
be met during construction of the 100OK IUUP, it did not address those requirements in project
execution plans in a manner consistent with applicable CHPRC procedures. While 100OK IUUP
FES documents included schedules for obtaining approvals for the construction of the drinking
water system from the WDOH, the schedules were unrealistically short and hence unachievable.

The 100OK Area EGO completed a CHPRC EAS Formn in July, 2009, and at that time accurately
identified the need to obtain a NEPA determination and that the 100OK IUUP involved
construction of a drinking water system requiring approvals from W*DOH. This early
identification of environmental regulatory requirements is both consistent with guidance and
procedures, and is expected. Exhibit 7. Unfortunately, neither the draft nor final IlOOK PEPs
contained a strategy for meeting these requirements.

As noted under Finding 13 below, the IlOOK IUUP didn't adopt a final PEP until July 29, 2010.
It operated under a draft PEP from approximately January 2010 until July 2010, during which
period there was little or no updating occurring, nor change control exercised. CHPRC
procedures preclude start of field work until a PEP has been approved. See PRC-PRO-CN-
14990, Construction Management, Sec. 3.3.3.1 2.

CHPRC procedures require that environmental and other regulatory requirements be identified
and PEPs prepared during the conceptual design phase (CD-i) of projects. Relevant procedures
direct that during conceptual design:

[Tihe initial environental documents applicable to the project
need to be prepared including National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) strategies, analysis, and permit applications.

..The project manager needs to work in close coordination with
the CHPRC environmental management organization to develop
these strategies and documents. Failure to adequately recognize
these requirements can result in lengthy and costly delays to the
project.

See PRC-PRO-PM-24889, Project Initiation and Execution, Sec. 6.2.8. Functional design
criteria documents should also be developed at this state of the project. Id., Sec. 6.2.3. 14

Initial PEPs developed at conceptual design are required to include: " .. . a description of the
project's tailoring strategy for implementation of CDR 0 413.3 documentation for each phase of
project execution and the strategy for execution of the project phases and CD decisions by the
CHPRC PRB, if applicable. Id. at Sec. 6.2.9. To meet these requirements, a PEP must contain
an Environmental Regulatory Strategy. The Strategy must:

T4, he tunctionaI designi criteri a document for the I100K lUUP was not adopted and effective untilI April 19, 2010 at which time
construction had alrcady started. See PRC-EDC- 10- 45986.
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Provide a reference or identify' documents that establish the
environmental regulatory strategy for the project. The section
should include the following: . .. Description of the governing
environmental regulatory requirements for the project (e.g.,
RCRA, CERCLA) .. . A brief description of environmental
regulatory documents and permits required for the project..
Status and plans for National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
compliance [sic]

See PRC-PRO-PM-25000, Project Execution Plan. Neither the draft nor final PEP adopted by
the l OOK IUUP meet the requirements specified in the preceding paragraphs. Furthermore,
inaccuracies contained in the tables at the end of the l OOK IUUP PEP are misleading. The PEP
tables indicate no drinking water permits or approvals were needed, which was incorrect. The
January 2010 version tables also state that NEPA detenmination had been obtained, when in fact
the determination was not secured until May 26, 2010.

While FES design and construction documentation included a schedule for obtaining WDOH
approval of the drinking water system, they made no provisions for obtaining required NEPA
determinations. 15 It is unclear when provisions for obtaining WDOH approval were first
included in the FES documentation; however it is clear that such provisions were present as of
January 7, 2010. The schedule for completing these activities to support a May start of
construction, as they appear in the January FES were unreasonably short and unachievable.
Given the time allocated to WDOH to perform documentation reviews, address comments
exchanged between the State and the permit applicant, and for the State to issue construction
approvals, a process that can require at least 60 days or more, the Projects proposed submission
of its application on March 9, 2010 and its expectation of obtaining required approvals by April
5, 2010 was unreasonable. It should also be noted that the same January FES scheduling
submission of an application for approval to WDOH on March 9, 2010, also schedules start of
construction of drinking water system components on January 29, 2010, more than a full month
before even making the application for approval.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [l NO []

Finding; S-11-EMD-PRC-001-F05

CHPRC proceeded with the installation of the IUUP fire sprinkler system knowing that the
design did not meet applicable codes and standards.

15While provisions were made to perform work necessary to obtain Cultural Resources Reviews which are a prerequisite to
obtaining NEPA determinations, no provision was made for activities necessary to comply with NEPA.
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Requirement(s):

I . CRD 420. 1 B (Supplemented Rev. 4), Facility Safety, Section B requires that fire protection
for DOE facilities will "meet or exceed applicable building codes for the region and National
Fire Protection Association (NFPA) codes and standards." Section D.2 requires contractors
to use DOE-STD- 1066-99, Fire Protection Design Criteria. Section D.3 requires that facility
design and construction comply with the DOE Fire Protection Handbook, Hanford Chapter.

2. HNF-3 6174, DOE Fire Protection H1andbook - Hanford Chapter - New projects and facility
design, construction and modifications involving fire alarm systems, fire suppression, or
water supplies shall be designed in accordance with this Handbook. Section 4.1.5, requires
that fire suppression system drawings be approved by the Hanford Fire Marshal's Office
prior to installation.

3. DOE-STD-1066-99, Fire Protection Design Criteria - New project and facility design,
construction and modifications shall comply with this Standard. All references to the word
"should" in this Standard will be interpreted as a "shall" as required by SCRD 420. l B.

Discussion:

The fire sprinkler system design (drawings and calculations) for the Potable Water Treatment
Facility was not approved by a Deputy Fire Marshal (DFM) before the system was installed as
required by CRD 420.11B. During construction of the l OOK IUUP, K-Basins was assigned a
resident DFM who held delegated review and approval authority from the Hanford Fire
Marshal's Office (HFMO). However, CHPRC contracted with a private fire protection engineer
(FPE) for a review and approval of design drawings. This contract FPE had no delegated
approval authority from the HFMO. Drawings were reviewed by the contract engineer and
comments returned to ARES Engineering, the company that produced the design. Installation
began prior to any approval of the design by either the DFM or HFMO.

During personal interviews, the Assessment Team was told that the 100OK IUUP Director was
verbally informed by the l OOK DEM in April 2010, that the design for the Fire Protection
System as developed by ARES Engineering was defective and would not comply with applicable
code requirements if constructed as designed. This statement is supported by entries in a Review
Comment Record (RCR) generated in October 2009 that documents sixty defects. Exhibit 59.
Although the l OOK DF M informed 100OK IUUP management of the system design defects, and
that it was necessary to correct the defects and obtain HFMO approval before commencing
construction, construction commenced without that approval.

After participating in an inspection tour, the DFM immediately submitted the following item into
the CHPRC Corrective Action System:

On Tuesday, August 24th, 2010, the l OOK Fire Protection
Engineer (Deputy Fire Marshal) was notified by facilities
operations personnel that the scope of work for the day for the
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100OK new water treatment facility was to include installation of the
fire suppression system. The design for this system has significant
comments still outstanding from 100OK Fire Protection
Engineering, and has not been reviewed and approved by the Fire
Marshal's Office. A walk down of the facility showed that
significant additional changes to the system design were being
made in the field; neither Fire Protection Engineering nor 100OK
Project Engineering was cognizant of these changes. HNF-36174,
DOE Fire Protection Handbook - Hanford Chapter, Section 4.1.5,
requires that fire suppression system drawings be approved by the
Hanford Fire Marshal's Office prior to installation. MSC-RD-
9118, Fire Protection Design/Operations Criteria, Section 2. 1.11,
states that documents for new designs affecting fire protection or
fire code compliance must be reviewed and approved by the
Hanford Fire Marshal's Office. The [Engineering Projects and
Construction] EPC construction manager was notified that the
design for the system being installed was not approved for
installation, and that the design as previously submitted was
apparently being altered in the field to an unacceptable extent. The
EPC construction manager was advised that installation activities
should cease until after the revised design was resubmitted and
approved by both CHPRC Fire Protection Engineering and the Fire
Marshal's Office.

Exhibit 60. Work continued at the 100OK IUUP without resolution of this Condition Report.

On September 28, 2010, l OOK Senior Management issued a Field Stop Work order on the l OOK
Fire Suppression System Upgrade pending a comprehensive design document review and
approval (CR-2010-3049), At that time, CR 2010-2597, written by the DFM, was screened out
and rolled over to CR-2010-3049. An Apparent Cause Analysis was performed as a result of the
Field Stop Work. Four of the corrective actions identified in the Apparent Cause Analysis were
related to the clarification of the authority of the HFMO and interface with CHPRC. The causal
analysis did not identify that CHPRC is required by contract to have a Memorandum of
Understanding with the HFMO identifying its authority, responsibilities, and duties. See Finding
S-IlI -EMD-PRC-00 I -F 15 for details.

On October 13, 2010, a walk down of the 1 00-K Potable Water Treatment Facility was
performed by the RL FPE to review fire protection and life safety features and was recorded in
Operational Awareness (OA) Entry 33896. The following information was documented in the
OA:

Interviews were conducted with Fire Protection Engineers
involved with the project and the Fire Marshal's Office. All
reviews performed by the FPEs were of partial submittals, DCNs,
and some drawings in draft. Some of the RCR review comments
provided by the FPEs have still not been incorporated over one
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year later, yet RCR comments were dispositioned. as "Comments
Accepted." Portions of the fire alarm system (initiating devices
and conduit) were also installed prior to any review of the system
design by project fire protection engineering or the Fire Marshal's
Office. A final (as-built) design package has not been issued by
the Project to date. Therefore, the Project has not received approval
for the design as installed. This is also in violation of HNF-36 174,
DOE Fire Protection Handbook, which requires that as-built
drawings be approved by the HFMO prior to acceptance of the
system.

The fire sprinkler system, fire pump/piping, and portions of the fire alarm/notification system
have been installed on the job without prior approval of the HFMO or an authorized DFM. This
is in violation of the CHPRC Fire Protection Program. MSC-RD-9 118, Fire Protection
Design/Operations Criteria, section 2. 1.1 states:

Installation or modification designs for all fire protection systems,
water distribution systems, and life safety features as defined in
NFPA 101, Life Safety Code, shall be approved and permitted by
the Hanford Fire Marshal's Office prior to installation or
modification in accordance with MSC-RD-8589, Hanford Fire
Marshal Permnits.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [x] NO [

Finding: S-11I-EMD-PRC-001-F06

CHPRC applied a Stop Work Order on the Potable Water Treatment Facility Project that was not
properly executed, including improper use of the CRRS system for closure.

Requirement(s):

1. DOE-0342, Rev 2, Stop Work, Effective January 18, 2010

Discussion:

On September 2 8, 2010, CHPRC senior management issued a Stop Work on the l OOK Fire
Suppression System Upgrade activities pending a comprehensive design document review and
approval. On September 29, 2010, a CHPRC Condition Report, number CR-2010-3049, was
issued and screened at an Adverse Significance Level to initiate and document the investigation
and corrective actions. This Condition Report replaced a previous Condition Report, CR-201 10-
25 97, which had been "screened out" at the request of the responsible manager as stated in that
report:
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Significance Level Justification: Sent back from Assignment by
.. Responsible Manager. Please screen out this CR to CR-2010-

3049. Although submitted a month apart both CRs represent the
exact same condition and screened at the same level as adverse.

This condition was rescreened from an adverse condition to a
screen out at the request of the responsible manager per above
Justification. CR-2010-3049 is screened adverse will document
the apparent cause analysis and corrective actions to address the
condition.

The first Condition Report, CR-2010-2597, was initiated on August 24, 2010 by the CHPRC
100OK Area FPE and included and identified four "Requirements Not Met." See Exhibit 60 for
details. However, the replacement Condition Report, CR-2010-3049, identified the
"Requirements Not Met" as "N/A." No explanation was stated why the requirements identified
in the earlier Condition Report, CR-2010-2597, were not included in the replacement Condition
Report, CR-20 10-3049. Exhibit 61. The replacement Condition Report admits that a design
document review should have been done prior to start of construction. Exhibit 61, "Significant
Level Justification" section.

When examined on March 11, 2011, CR-2010-3049 contained a list of "Associated Files"
including the D&D Project "Apparent Cause Analysis l OOK Fire Suppression Stop Work."
(Pile: I 00kFireSun~lressionStop)WorkACA.pdf). The fifth full paragraph of page 2 of that
document states: "Closure of the Corrective Actions outlined in CR-2010-3049 is required to lift
the Stop Work and resume work on the Fire Suppression System Upgrade Project."

The list of "Recommended Corrective Action Items" is then enumerated. Item 2 states:

Obtain clarification on the authority of the Deputy Fire Marshal
role. MSA currently has draft document in DOE-RL for review
and Approval -Mike Koch, 1/31/2010.

The Apparent Cause Analysis is signed and dated by D&D Technical Support and the 100OK
IUUP Project Manager on November 10, 2010.

On January 31, 2011, D&D Engineering sent an e-mail to CHPRC Corrective Action
Management requesting an extension of the due date for Item 2 noted above to April 27, 2011.
On February 2, 2011, a D&D Project Senior Operations Specialist then wrote an e-mail on behalf
of the l00K IUUP Project Manager to CHPRC Corrective Action Management approving the
April 27, 2011 extension date for CR-2010-3049 correction action Item 2. See CA-2-
Extension.pdf in CR-201 0-3 049 Associated Files. 16

16 The question of the Fire Marshal's role in approving designs prior to construction is an overarching question that should have
been resolved promptly. Construction activities on most of the components of this project resumed without resolving this
correcti ve action.
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It is noteworthy that no actual written Stop Work Order is listed among the "Associated Files" in
the CR-2010-3049 Condition Report. However, the Apparent Cause Analysis noted above
states:

After additional discussions the 100OK Areas Senior Management
extended the Stop Work to cover the Fire Suppression System
Upgrade project pending a comprehensive Design Document
review and approval. The extended Stop Work superseded the
earlier Stop Work and was documented in CR-2010-3049.

See 1 00K FireSuppressionStopWorkACA.pdf second full paragraph of page 2.

The Apparent Cause Analysis contains no section that allows Mn work to be restarted before the
completion of all the corrective action items. This is consistent with DOE-0343 Stop Work
which applies to all Hanford contractor and subcontractor employees and can be accessed on the
CHPRC Home Page on the Hanford Site Intranet and states, in relevant part:

Be sure any necessary corrective or compensatory actions are
taken before resuming an activity and are documented* in
accordance with Contractor procedures (logbook or other
established method of reporting/tracking/communicating safety
issues and corrective action management). *NOTE: For
resumption of radiological work, consult the Radiological Control
Manual for additional approval requirement."

See DOE-0343 Stop Work Revision 2 Effective Date: January 18, 2010 page 3 of 6 third
paragraph.

Work was restarted on this Project in October 2010. This restart of work was conducted prior to
completion of the CR-201 0-3049 D&D Project I100K Fire Suppression Stop Work Apparent
Cause Analysis which evidently is the only written documentation of the terms and conditions of
the Stop Work Order issued September 28, 2010.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [x] NO [

Finding: S-11-EMD-PRC-001-F07

The design review process applied to 100OK IUUP systems did not comply with contractual
requirements and the Contractor's procedures.
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Requirement(s):

1. CRD 420.1 B (Supplemented Rev. 4), Facility Safety, Section D.3 requires that facility
design and construction comply with the DOE Fire Protection Handbook, Hanford
Chapter.

2. HNF-3 61 74, DOE Fire Protection Handbook - Hanford Chapter requires that drawings
for fire alarm systems, fire suppression systems, and water supplies must be approved by
the HEMO prior to installation.

3. l OOK MmnSafe Administrative Procedure, FP-4-014, Fire Protection Program, Section 1. 1
states that: "this procedure applies to 100OK Area facilities, including new project design
and construction, modification, alteration, and demolition of IlOOK Area facilities. It also
applies to operations perform-ed within the 100OK Area by the CHPRC D&D Project and
other organizations." Section 3.14 states: "all construction, including modification of
existing facilities, shall be in accordance with the requirements of MSC RD 9717, DOE-
STD-1 066, CRD 420. 1B, HNF-36174, and applicable NFPA Codes and Standards."

4. CI-2M Hill Requirements Applicability Matrix states: ". .. the following Requirements
Applicability Matrix Reports (RAM) are compiled in accordance with PRC-PRO-MS-
40117, Requirements Management Process, from the RAM2 database. These reports
display directive (e.g. Laws, Regulations, DOE Directives, etc) information based on
Attachment J.2 (Requirements Sources and Implementing Documents) of the CHPRC
Contract, DE-ACO6-08RL14788, and associated company level procedure data from
Docs Online." The RAM lists MSC-RD-91 18, Fire Protection Design/Operations
Criteria as satisfying the categories of 29 CFR 1910, Occupational Safety and Health
Standards, and CRD 0 420. 1 B Supplemented, Rev 4, Facility Safety. The RAM lists
MSC-RD-1 0606, Fire Protection Program Requirements as satisfying the categories of
29 CFR 1910, Occupational Safety and Health Standards, CRD M 231.1-1A,
Environmental, Safety, and Health Reporting Manual, and DOE 0 420. 1 B
Supplemented, Rev 4, Facility Safety.

5. MSC-RD-9 118, Fire Protection Design/Operations Criteria, Section 2. 1.1 states:
"Installation or modification designs for all fire protection systems, water distribution
systems, and life safety features as defined in NFPA 10 1, Life Safety Code, shall be
approved and permitted by the HMFO prior to installation or modification in accordance
with MSC-RD-8589, Hanford Fire Marshal Permits."

6. MSC-RD-91 18, Fire Protection Design/Operations Criteria, Section 2.4 states:"
[The Hanford Fire Marshal (HFM)], who shall be a member of the ... [Hanford Fire
Department (HFD)1, shall have the authority to develop, administer and enforce the Fire
Prevention Program for the. ... [Mission Support Contractor (MSC)] as directed by
SCRD 0 420.l1B, Rev. 4, Facility Safety, and by RL approval of the HFM's Charter,
which establishes the authority, responsibilities and duties of the HFM. The HFM's
authority shall extend to all work performed under or on behalf of MSC. RL will support
the HFM in enforcement of the codes and standards and execution of the HFM's duties as
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described below .... Section 2.4.2 states: "To support the development, administration
and enforcement of the Fire Prevention Program the duties of the HFM shall include but
not be limited to: Review and approval of new fire protection system designs and
modifications/ upgrades to existing fire protection systems per MSC-PRO-8635, Review
and Approval of Technical Documents."

7. DOE 0 414.I1C, Quality Assurance, Attachment 2 , Section 3.e(l) states the contractor
must, "Perform work consistent with technical standards, administrative controls, and
hazard controls adopted to meet regulatory or contract requirements using approved
instructions, procedures, etc." Section 3.g. paragraph (1) states: "Procure items and
services that meet established requirements and perform as specified."

Discussion:

The fire sprinkler system, fire pump/piping, and portions of the fire alarm/notification system
were installed on the job without prior approval of the HFMO or HFMO representative. DOE 0
414. 1 C, Quality Assurance, Attachment 2, Section 3 .e( 1) states the contractor must, "Perform
work consistent with technical standards, administrative controls, and hazard controls adopted to
meet regulatory or contract requirements using approved instructions, procedures, etc."

On August 24, 2010, the CHPRC 100OK FPE was notified by facilities operations personnel that
the scope of work for the day for the I100K new Potable Water Treatment Facility was to include
installation of the fire suppression system. The design for this system had significant comments
still outstanding from 100OK Fire Protection Engineering, and had not been reviewed and
approved by the HFMO. A walk down of the facility showed that significant additional changes
to the system design were being made in the field; neither Fire Protection Engineering nor IlOOK
Project Engineering was cognizant of these changes. As a result, Condition Report CR-2010-
2597 was generated on August 24, 20 10, by the CHPRC IlOOK FPE.

CRD 420.1 B, Supplemented Rev. 4, Section D.3 requires that facility design and construction
comply with the DOE Fire Protection Handbook, Hanford Chapter. HNF-3 6174, DOE Fire
Protection Handbook - Hanford Chapter, requires that drawings for fire alarm systems, fire
suppression systems, and water supplies, must be approved by the HFMO prior to installation.
MSC-RD-9 118, Fire Protection Design/Operations Criteria, Section 2.1.11, states that
documents for new designs affecting fire protection or fire code compliance must be reviewed
and approved by the HFMO.

The 1lOOK IU-UP Project Manager was notified on August 24, 2010, by the l OOK FPE/DFM (CR-
2010-2597), that the design for the system being installed was not approved for installation, and
that the design as previously submitted was apparently being altered in the field to an
unacceptable extent. At that time, the 100OK JUUP Project Manager was advised that installation
activities should cease until after the revised design was resubmitted and approved by both
CHPRC Fire Protection Engineering and the HFMO.

CHPRC also procured fire protection equipment and had it installed prior to completion and
approval of the associated design. The RL Electrical SME and the RL Fire Protection SME
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obtained a copy of Contract #36534-31 Statement of Work (SOW) for the K-Basin/ARRA
Potable Water Treatment Facility project, dated April 7, 2010, and observed within section 3.1.5
paragraph D that the construction Contractor (George A. Grant Inc.) was directed to install "the
Buyer (CHPRC) provided diesel power fire pump, jockey pump, fire pump controller, and the
fire alarm control panel." This equipment was procured on April 14, 2010 (based upon the
vendor's certificate of compliance submittal). However this procurement was completed before
the associated design was completed and approved. The fire pump installation drawings were
not approved by the HFMO until January 18, 2011 (100OK Water Treatment Project Status Report
January 25, 2011). If CHPRC ARRA Project management and staff had procured the mentioned
equipment after the design was completed and approved, they would not have needed to procure
and install the jockey pump. H-NF-361 74, DOE Fire Protection Handbook - Hanford Chapter,
requires that drawings for fire alarm systems, fire suppression systems, and water supplies, must
be approved by the HFMO prior to installation.

A tour of the new l OOK Potable Water Treatment Facility was conducted on September 1, 2010,
by representatives from a DOE GSSC support contractor (PAI Corp.) and CHPRC Fire
Protection Engineering (OA 32906). The Potable Water Treatment Facility was designed to
provide several fire areas in the building rated at one and two hours, but no fire barrier designs
had been submitted by the Project for approval by the HFMO. Not all interior walls extended to
the roof level of the building and several rooms had suspended ceilings. At that itime work was
progressing on installing a two hour fire rated suspended ceiling in the electrical room. The
submitted, but not yet approved, sprinkler drawings showed only sprinklers at roof level.
Without the approval of the CHPRC FPE, sprinkler installation had started. When this was
discovered, the work was halted and the CR was generated. The installation included sprinkler
drops into suspended ceiling areas, but these were not in accordance with design drawings.

The building sprinkler riser had been installed on an inside wall in the pump room and was fed
directly from the fire pump with no control valve, contrary to NEPA requirements. The CHPRC
FPE/DFM required that it be moved to an outside wall and that a wall control valve be installed
for i sol ating the system without turning off the pump or entering the building. The fire pump
skid had also been delivered to the pump room, but the design for the fire pump and piping had
not been approved by the DFM.

A significant amount of work was proceeding without review and approval of the DEM. Under
Requirements Not Met in the CR-2010-2597 it stated:

CRD 420. 1 B, Supplemented Rev. 4, Section D.3 requires that
facility design and construction comply with the DOE Fire
Protection Handbook, Hanford Chapter. HNF-361 74, DOE Fire
Protection Handbook - Hanford Chapter, Section 4.1.5, requires
that fire suppression system drawings be approved by the HFMO
prior to installation. MSC-RD-9 118, Fire Protection
Design/Operations Criteria, Section 2. 1.11, states that documents
for new designs affecting fire protection or fire code compliance
must be reviewed and approved by the HFMO.

Page 27 Surveillance Report Number S-i I -EMD-PRC-O001



It is noted that prior to the discovery of these problems on the I100K Potable Water Treatment
Facility, RL had released its Assessment of the CHPRC Fire Protection Program, S- I0-SED-
PRC-023, on 8/19/2010. This assessment included the following concern: "ConcernA-1O-
SED-PRC-023-COl - CHPRC Procedures and Policies, D4 activities, and subcontractor
activities, have not fully integrated FPP requirements. CHPRC Work Management Procedures
that initiate, implement, and perforrm work do not have adequate integration of Fire Protection
Procedures. This is a significant weakness in the CHPRC Integrated Environent, Safety, and
Health Management System (ISMS) Program." It was clear that CHPRC still had not integrated
or implemented fire protection requirements.

Questions were raised on September 22, 2010. The fire pump and piping was in the process of
being installed, but the fire pump system controller was not, nor had any review data been
submitted for approval by the HEMO. The fire pump piping drawings had reportedly been sent
by CHPRC back to ARES for revision and had not been approved through the HFMO. Some
piping and the fire pump/driver skid had reportedly been installed with "verbal" approval. The
fire pump/diesel driver skid had been bolted and concrete filled. It could not be determined at
that time if that was done in accordance with the manufacturer's approved/listed requirements
and specifications.

At this same time, concerns were raised on the fire wall construction as to what UL listed design
was being used, overlap of joints, fastener spacing, a wall ventilation louver that did not have a
fire rated damper, etc. Electrical and piping installation and equipment setting were still ongoing
in the Potable Water Treatment Facility, with power supply to the building planned for later that
week. The Chemical Storage Room was still being worked on to complete fire walls, fire
damper replacement, and sample tubes penetrations protection. For the Electrical Room the fire
walls still need to be extended to the roof and an approved wall/roof membrane interface detail
still needed to be resolved.

The fire alarm system was still in the submittal/review stage. Some conduit and boxes were
installed at an earlier date but this work was stopped to get approvals. A fire alarm panel was
submitted that did not meet specifications (a FireLite-4 zone was specified), was undersized by
the design, and was not a Hanford Site standard panel that maintenance and testing forces are
trained on, A new submittal and approval was being processed to increase the size of this panel
and resolve this issue. Once again there was no installation permit for the fire alarm system and
one had to be created after work had already commenced (HFM Permit Number 2010-860 of
December 16, 2010).

Filling and hydro-testing of the new 750,000 gallon water tank was reported to be complete, and
final insulation of the tank roof was in progress. Pressure testing of the fire line loop around
105KW was reported to be complete. The fire water distribution piping off the South East
corner near Cold Vacuum Drying Facility (CVDF) was in place, but the project changed a
section of 12 inch distributions system to 8 inch. This is contrary to the requirements of CRD
420. 1B, Supplemented, rev. 4, Section B.7.a, which states, "Distribution mains, either sanitary or
raw water, that are being extended to supply water for domestic and/or process water and will
provide water for fire suppression systems (sprinklers and/or hydrants), shall be at least 12
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inches in diameter." The project did not request relief from this contract requirement until after
the piping was installed.

The continuing project goal at that time was to have all review, approval, installation, and
acceptance testing for the Project completed by the end of September. Considering the large
number of continuing unresolved issues, that did not happen.

On October 13, 2010, another walk down of the 1 00-K Potable Water Treatment Facility was
performed to review fire protection and life safety features. The walk down was attended by
several individuals including, the field work supervisor, the K-Basin FPE /DFM, CHPRC Fire
Protection Program Manager, contract FPE supporting K-Basin, FPE supporting the HFMO, RL
Electrical Subject Matter Expert (SME), and the RL FPE. The 100-K IUUP Project Director
joined the tour in progress. At that point, the fire sprinkler system had been installed. Some
components of the fire alarm/notification system (back plates for notification appliances and
conduit) had also been installed. The fire pump and piping were in place. For the most part the
fire pump piping was complete with the exception of a few segments of piping that were
missing. Internal fire barriers had also been partially constructed, existing construction of the fire
rated walls did not connect with the unrated roof assembly, and barrier penetrations were not
properly sealed.

Interviews were conducted with FPEs involved with the Project and the Fire Marshal's Office.
All reviews performed by the FPEs were of partial submittals, DCNs, and some drawings in
draft, even though full submittals had been requested of the Project. Some of the RCR review
comments provided by the FPEs had still not been incorporated over one year later, yet RCR
comments were dispositioned by the Project as "Comments Accepted." Final review packages
for the fire alarm and fire sprinkler systems had not been reviewed by the FPEs, yet the systems
were installed in the building. A final design package, requesting 100% design review, has never
been issued. Therefore, the Project had not received approval for the final design.

The FPEs involved with the 100OK JUUP have concluded that the individual(s) designing the
Potable Water Treatment Facility fire protection systems working for outside firms, such as
ARES Corporation, were not technically qualified in the fire protection field. Although the
drawings submitted were stamped by a Washington State Licensed Engineer, the drawings
contained a variety of defective specifications that if built would have resulted in code violations.

The fire sprinkler system, fire pump/piping, and portions of the fire alarm/notification system
had been installed on the job without prior approval of the HEMO or DFM. This is in violation
of the CHPRC Fire Protection Program. MSC-RD-91 18, Fire Protection Design/Operations
Criteria, section 2.1.1 These systems had been installed without the required approvals. When
the 100OK IUUP Project Director was asked why the systems were installed without approval
from the HEMO, he stated that "those procedures don't apply to me, those are MSC procedures."
When explained that the MSC Fire Protection Program and Procedures were adopted and
endorsed by CHPRC as its Fire Protection Program as identified in CHPRC Requirements
Applicability Matrix he stated, "I don't care, they still don't apply to me."
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Work on installation of fire protection systems, including fire barriers was then shut down by
CHPRC upper management. The Project then hired Hughes and Associates, a fire protection
consulting firm, who sent several FPEs to sift through the documentation and look over what had
been installed to determine the path forward to obtain code compliance and to assist in
completing the design of the Project. A final design had not been completed so that a 100%
design review package could be submitted to the AHJ for review and approval.

As of the end of December 2010 the following 100OK IUUP items were still open for either issues
resolution, design modification, review completion, and/or approvals: fire barriers, fire pump re-r
design, fire pump room ventilation design, three water distribution system ICRs, water
distribution system design modifications, and the water supply cross-over.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES lxi NO [I

Finding: S-11-EMD-PRC-001-F08

Construction permits were not obtained from the Hanford Fire Marshall's Office by the IlOOK

IUUP prior to commencing construction.

Requirement(s):

I. CRD 0 420. 1 B (Supplemented Rev 4), Facility Safety, Section D (8) states: "Conditions,
operations, or materials hazardous to life or property pursuant to the Uniform Fire Code,
Section 1. .12, shall be permitted through the Hanford Fire Marshal Permit System."

2. 1lOOK MmnSafe Administrative Procedure, FP-4-O 14, Fire Protection Program, Section 3.18
states that, "Several actions/activities require the development and approval of a HFM Permit
prior to initiation of the action/activity. These actions/activities include:

* facility construction/demolition
* placement of relocatable structures
* transport and use of explosives

0 use, handling, or storage of hazardous materials in excess of defined limits
* operation or storage of fossil-fueled vehicles inside any building not designed for such

use, except as authorized by the facility FHA
* new or modified facility occupancy
* outdoor burning
* placement and use of electric heaters in excess of 1500 watts
* placement and use of fuel-fired heaters
* placement and use of portable generators
* blockage of roads
* facility egress modification
* utility outages
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*fire protection system (including fire hydrant) installation or deactivation

3. CI12M Hill Requirements Applicability Matrix states: ". .,the following RAM Reports are
compiled in accordance with PRC-PRO-MS-401 17, Requirements Management Process,
from the RAM2 database. These reports display directive (e.g. Laws, Regulations, DOE
Directives, . .. ) information based on Attachment J.2 (Requirements Sources and
Implementing Documents) of the CHPRC Contract, DE-ACO6-08RL14788, and associated
company level procedure data from Docs Online." The applicability matrix lists MSC-RD-
8589, Hanford Fire Marshal Permits under both 10 CFR 830 Nuclear Safety, and CRD 0
420.1 B Supplemented, Rev 4, Facility Safety.

4. MSC-RD-97 17, Fire Prevention for Construction/Occupancy/Demolition Activities, Section
2.1.2 states: "The construction manager shall ensure that the applicable forms, as required by
MSC-RD-8589, Hanford Fire Marshal Permits, (initiated through a Hanford Fire Marshal
Permit Request Form) and by this RD, (initiated through a Hanford Fire Department
Contractor Pre-Incident Plan Request Form, (A-6003-3 87) are submitted to the HFM prior to
engaging in activities or processes governed by the forms (Ref: MSC-PRO-24889, Project
Initiation and Execution, Appendix A Section 8.2)."

Discussion:

The l OOK IUUP did not follow contractual requirements identified in CRD 0 420. 1B,
(Supplement Rev. 4), and CHPRC procedures identified in MSC-RD-9717, Fire Prevention for
Construction/Occupancy/Demolition Activities and MSC-RD-9 118, Fire Protection
Design/Operations Criteria.

Construction permits allowing the construction of the Potable Water Treatment Facility (HFM
Permit No. 2010-852) and the I100K Fire Water and Potable Water Distribution System (HFM
Permit No. 2010-853) were not obtained until December 16, 2010 (long after construction was
complete), Additionally, the fire sprinkler system construction permit (2010-861) and fire alarm
system construction permit (2010-860) were obtained on December 16, 2010, after the systems
had been installed.

MSC-RD-9 11 8, Fire Protection Design/Operations Criteria, Section 2. 1.1 states: "Installation or
modification designs for all fire protection systems, water distribution systems, and life safety
features as defined in NFPA 10 1, Life Safety Code, shall be approved and permitted by the
Hanford Fire Marshal's Office prior to installation or modification in accordance with MSC-RD-
85 89, Hanfbrd Fire Marshal Permits."

MSC-RD-971 7, Fire Prevention Jbr Construction/Occupancy/Demolition Activities, section
2.1.2 which states that, "The construction manager shall ensure that the applicable forms, as
required by MSC-RD-8589, Hanford Fire Marshal Permits, (initiated through a Hanford Fire
Marshal Permnit Request Form) and by this RD are submitted to the HFM prior to engaging in
activities or processes governed by the forms."
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Additionally, section 2.1.3 that states that, "The construction manager, as part of the hazards
communication effort, shall complete a HFD Construction/Demolition Fire Safety Inspection
Checklist prior to the commencement of construction or demolition activities with the assistance
from the Fire Protection Engineer (FPE) and perform follow-up inspections at a frequency
determined by the FPE."

The contractor/project did not obtain a Construction Permit, issued by the HFMO, prior to
engaging in activities and processes governed by the permit. Additionally, a HFD
Construction/Demolition Fire Safety Inspection Checklist was not completed, to ensure that the
requirements of MS-CRD-97 17 were being implemented.

R-L Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [x] NO

Finding: S-11-EMD-PRC-001-F09

The I 00K IUUP installed a water distribution system that did not meet contractual requirements,
and did not apply for and receive required exemptions and equivalencies from RL prior to
commencing construction.

Requirement(s):

1. CRD 0 420. 1lB (Supplemented Rev. 4), Facility Safety, Section B.7.b.3 states: "Underground
distribution systems for fire protection water supplies shall be of the looped grid type
arranged with two-way flow and sectional valving to provide alternate flow paths from the
source to any point in the distribution system for nuclear facilities and buildings or groups of
buildings with an MPFL exceeding $15 million. The looped grid shall be provided with a
second independent source of water supply for Category 2 Nuclear Facilities or where the
MPFL exceeds $50 million. Application of this requirement to existing facilities will be
made on a case-by-case basis after consultation with the RL AHJ."

2. CRD 0 420. l B (Supplemented Rev. 4), Facility Safety, Section B.7 a states: "Distribution
mains, either sanitary or raw water, that are being extended to supply water for domestic
and/or process water and will provide water for fire suppression systems (sprinklers and/or
hydrants), shall be at least 12 inches in diameter. Sectional valves shall be installed in the
following manner for new installations and water distribution main upgrades."

3. DOE 0 414.l1C, Quality Assurance, Attachment 2, Section 3.e (1) states: the contractor must,
"Performn work consistent with technical standards, administrative controls, and hazard
controls adopted to meet regulatory or contract requirements using approved instructions,
procedures, etc."
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Discussion:

The 100OK IUUP installed water utility piping prior to applying for and receiving approved
exemptions and equivalencies from RL. After installation of the water distribution system,
CHPRC requested an exemption for the lack of a looped water distribution system for the 105-
KB building, and for the substitution of an 8 inch water main in lieu of the required 12 inch water
main.

A looped fire water distribution main was required to be installed around the 105KB reactor
building in accordance with PRC Section J, Attachmrent J.2, Contractor Requirements Document
Order 420. 1 B, Facility Safety, Supplemented Revision 4, Section B, Item 7.b.3. which states:

The newly installed 1 00-K water distribution system did not provide a looped supply main
around the 1 00-K area, nor did it provide a loop around the 105KE reactor building. The 12 inch
diameter supply terminates (dead ends) south of the 105KE reactor building. The new 105KB
supply provides water to two new fire hydrants south of the 105KE reactor building, and one
new fire hydrant east of the 10O5KE reactor building. An equivalency exemption was requested
by the contractor (letter CHPRC-1 100455) due to the difficulty of co-coordinating with the
extensive soil excavation and remediation commitments in the areas around the 105KE reactor
building, and areas further west toward the 105KW building.

Additionally, the original water loop design requirements called for 12 inch fire water mains in
the I100K Area new water distribution system. CHPRC made a unilateral decision during
installation of the water main piping to change the 12 inch loop around the 105KW to 8 inch
pipe. However, the equivalency request for relief from contractual requirements was not
submnitted to RL until after the piping had been installed. See letter CHPRC-1 101317.

A 12 inch diameter distribution main is required to be installed in accordance with PRC Section
J, Attachment J.2, Contractor Requirements Document Order 420. 1 B, Facility Safety,
Supplemented, Rev. 4 (SCRD), Section B.7. The 8 inch fire water distribution lines that were
substituted around 105KW supply water to a fire suppression system, fire hydrants, feed the
105KW de-mineralized water system, and provide water to two controlled water fill stations
located at the southwest and southeast corners of the IlOOK Area.

Final connections to the new fire water distribution system were performed at CVDF on
February 5, 2011, and 105KW on February 19, 2011, completing the water distribution system
installation. The non-looped water distribution exemption request was submitted to RL on
February 28, 2011 (letter CHPRC-1 100455). The 8 inch to 12 inch equivalency request was
submitted on March 10, 2011 (letter CHPRC-l 101317). In both cases, the exemption and
equivalency requests were sent in by the contractor after the installation of non-compliant
components.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [Xl NO [ I
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Finding: S-i 1-EMD-PRC-OO1-F1O

CHPRC began construction of the Potable Water Treatment Facility building prior to the review
and approval of the design by a qualified Fire Protection Engineer/Deputy Fire Marshal.

Requirement(s):

1 . CRD 0 420. l B (Supplemented Rev. 4), Chapter II, Facility Safety, Section 3.a.3 states: "Fire
protection for DOE facilities, sites, activities, design, and construction must meet or exceed
applicable building codes for the region and NFPA Codes and Standards."

2. CRD 0 420.I1B (Supplemented Rev. 4), Facility Safety, Section D.5 states: "Fire rated
assemblies shall be installed, as required by DOE-STD-1066-99, the fire hazard analysis,
NFPA or building code to reduce loss potentials."

3. MSC-RD-9 118, Fire Protection Design/Operations Criteria, Section 2.1.11 states:
"Documents for new designs and modifications to existing facilities affecting fire protection
or fire code compliance must be reviewed and approved by the Hanford Fire Marshal's
(HFM) Office in accordance with MSC-PRO-8635, Review and Approval of Technical
Documents, or equivalent requirements implemented by other contractors."

Discussion:

The first dcsign submittal received by the I100K IUUP addressing the Potable Water Treatment
Facility related to the building structure was submittal 36534-031 Sub 13 125-03, sent from
WHPacific, Anchorage, AK, on April 21, 2010. The correspondence stated that, "the Architect
stamp will be added after initial review and comments have been incorporated." The submittal
was reviewed by the I100K IUUP Project Engineer and the Buyers Technical Representative on
May 4, 2010. No fire protection review was performned of this submittal.

The second design submittal, 36534-031 Sub 13 125-02, was received on September 2, 2010;
over four months after Project construction had begun. Exhibit 62. The Project Engineer
forwarded the submittal on to the PFP Fire Systems Engineer for review along with the K-Basin
DFM. The PFP Fire Systems Engineer responded with his observations of the buildings physical
condition based on a walk down of the site, and clearly documented that building construction
was well under way prior to seeking DFM approval. At this point in time, neither the PFP Fire
Systems Engineer nor K-Basin DFM granted any approvals, but did make comment on several
design deficiencies. While the CHPRC Contract requires obtaining HFM or DFM approval of
designs prior to commencing construction, written DFM approval of the design was not actually
granted until December 2010 at which point construction was nearly complete.

RIL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES lx] NO I I
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Finding: S-11-EMD-PRC-OO1-F1 1

CI-PRC proceeded with construction without identifying and resolving an Unreviewed Safety
Question (USQ). The potential for the new water system to provide excessive water flow,
overflowing the KW basin and releasing radioactive materials, has not been evaluated for USQs.

Requirement(s):

10 CFR 830 requires identification and analysis of USQs prior to construction of new, or
modification of new nuclear facilities. More specifically the regulations require:

The contractor responsible for a hazard category 1, 2, or 3 DOE
nuclear facility must establish, implement, and take actions
consistent with a USQ process that meets the requirements of this
section [and]. .. [t]he contractor responsible for a hazard category
1, 2, or 3 DOE nuclear facility must implement the DOE approved
USQ procedure in situations where there is a: (1) Temporary or
permanent change in the facility as described in the existing
documented safety analysis;(2) Temporary or permanent change in
the procedures as described in the existing documented safety
analysis;(3) Test or experiment not described in the existing
documented safety analysis; or (4) Potential inadequacy of the
documented safety analysis because the analysis potentially may
not be bounding or may be otherwise inadequate.

10 CFR 830.203. Furthermore,

If a contractor responsible for a hazard category 1, 2, or 3 DOE
nuclear facility discovers or is made aware of a potential
inadequacy of the documented safety analysis, it must: Take
action, as appropriate, to place or maintain the facility in a safe
condition until an evaluation of the safety of the situation is
completed;(2) Notify DOE of the situation;(3) Perform a USQ
determination and notify DOE promptly of the results ....

Id.

Discussion:

The nuclear safety aspects of the replacement water supply and fire suppression water
distribution system were reviewed. There is considerable confusion in this area. While CHPRC
staff and management are adamant that all revisions were properly reviewed, their responses
were sometimes contradictory. Most nuclear safety issues have been resolved, but a few issues
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remain. This team cannot definitively determine whether all changes received the required
Unreviewed Safety Question (USQ) review.

The primary nuclear safety issue is: Can the new system provide excessive water, such that any
leaked water could enter K West Basin and cause an overflow? The K Basin FSAR Section
3.4.2.9 "Overflow of Radioactive Water from 105-KW Basin" addresses an accident
characterized as an operational spill event with a frequency of "unlikely." A pipe break in a 105-
KW Basin building or an operating mistake can cause an overflow of the fuel'storage basin
water, with possible release of radioactivity to the environment. The maximum size water inlet
line in the basin area (8 inch) is assumed to fail. The replacement water supply adds new water
supply lines which may create the potential for higher water flow if a line breaks.

These issues should have been addressed through the USQ process. RL staff reviewed the USQ
logs and found no evidence that these issues were addressed. Further, CHPRC nuclear safety
staff have stated that no USQ screenings or evaluations address these issues. While CHPRC has
analyzed the potential rupture of the new 750,000 gallon water tank and concluded that the basin
is protected from such occurrence by topography, CHPRC did not address the potential increased
flow through new water lines. Since being informed of the potential USQ issue, CHPRC has not
entered the potential inadequacy of the documented safety analysis process as required by 10
CFR 830.203 (g).

The Assessment Team raised a second USQ question in that it remains unclear whether there
was an adequate USQ evaluation covering the design change reducing the system from providing
"ta twelve inch fire main throughout the I100K Area, with a looped and gridded system on the
west side of the 100OK Area, supplying Buildings 142-K and 1 05-KW" to tying into the existing 8
inch loop around Building 142-K (CVDF), and use of a new 8 inch loop around 105-K West.

RL staff reviewed the USQ logs and found no evidence that the revision was addressed. In the
course of this surveillance, CHPRC nuclear safety staff and management were asked "which
USQ screening or evaluation is CHPRC relying on to support the change from 12 inch fire
supply lines to 8 inch lines?" CHPRC staff responded that they were relying upon USQ-0025-
2011. USQ-0025-201 1 states that it reviewed DCN-KUP-073, which "modifies the fire line
routing on the east side of CVDF and adds a fire hydrant south of 1 05-KW. The proposed
revision does not conflict with the water system upgrade in Section 2.9.1.7 of the FSAR."

However, the proposed revision does conflict with requirements of the FSAR, which states:

The planned system will provide a new water supply for the I100K
Area. . ... The planned fire suppression water distribution system
will provide a 12 inch fire main throughout the 100OK Area, with a
looped and gridded system on the west side of the 100OK Area,
supplying Buildings 142-K and I 05-KW. Existing piping exterior
to Building 1 05-KW will be replaced with a new loop, providing
six new fire hydrants and the water supply to the Building 1 05-KW
administrative area automatic sprinkler system. A single 12 inch
fire main will serve facilities in the central corridor (I1724-K, MO-
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500, and hydrants in the central corridor) and on the east side of
the 100OK Area (MO-293, and hydrants on the east side, including
hydrants in the vicinity of Building 1 05-KE). Normal system
pressure will be maintained by new service water pumps, which
will be sized and controlled to maintain system pressure at a level
comparable to that provided by the existing system (approximately
120 psi)."

Facility Safety Analysis Report, Sec. 2.9.1.7.

USQ-0025-2011I addresses the fire line routing, but does not address the revision from 12 inch
fire mains and loops to 12 inch mains and 8 inch loops. Therefore, there does not appear to be a
USQ evaluation which covers the reduction from providing a "12 inch fire main throughout the
l OOK Area, with a looped and gridded system on the west side of the l OOK Area, supplying
Buildings 142-K and 1 05-KW" to tying into the existing 8 inch loop around Building 142-K
(CVDF).

DOE 0 414. 1C, Quality Assurance, Attachment 2, Section 3.e(l) states the contractor must,
"Perform work consistent with technical standards, administrative controls, and hazard controls
adopted to meet regulatory or contract requirements using approved instructions, procedures,
etc."

CHPRC did calculate that the revision would still provide adequate water supply to CVDF (DD-
47929, Revision 0, and dated 12/27/2010). The calculation was USQ screened October 20,
2010. Thus the USQ Screen 0245-20 10, which specifies calculation DD-47929, Revision 0, was
performed 2 months before the date of the document it screened against. This conflict in dates
remains unresolved. Therefore, this team cannot determine what was reviewed in the USQ
screening. Exhibit 58.

Both DD-47929 and USQ screen 1245-2010 were performed before the revision was tied in to
the existing 8 inch water loop, therefore the USQ process was followed, but the adequacy of this
process is in question because USQ Screen 0245-2010 relied upon a calculation which had not
been done. 17 Resolution of these issues merits further inquiry, and that inquiry is recommended.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [x] NO [

17Work packages examined during the course of this Surveillance establish that CHPRC originally intended to connect the new
fire water system components to the old fire suppression system on September 28, 2010. At that point in time no USQ had been
performed. The planned connections were not made when CHPRC executive management issued, at the request of a Project Fire
Protection Engineer, a Stop Work order to facilitate addressing other problems affecting the reliability of the fire water delivery
system. All indications are that absent this unrelated Stop Work order, the new components would have been connected to the
old system without first performing a required USQ analysis.
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Finding: S-I1.-EMD-PRC-OO1-F12

CHPRC commenced construction of the l OOK IUUP without a finalized and approved Project
Execution Plan.

Requirements:

1. DOE 0 413.3 B, Program and Project Management for the Acquisition of'Capital Assets, and
CRD attached thereto.

2. DOE 0 414.1 C, Quality Assurance, and CRD attached thereto.

3. PRC-PRO-PM-248 89, Project Initiation and Execution, Section 5.8 and 6.1

4. PRC-PRO-PM-25000, Project Execution Plans

5. PRC-PRO-CN-1 4990 Construction Management Section 3.3.3.1 and 3.3.3.2

6. PRC-MP-CN-28049 Construction Procedure Manual Section 3.12

7. PRC-GD-WKM-121 16 Work Planning Guide Figure I

Discussion:

The 1 00K IUUP began construction activities without a required PEP. The Project continued on
with construction for over three months before a final PEP was released. By that time substantial
construction on both the water treatment system and the fire water system had occurred, and
design for the fire water system was known to contain defects. The lack of a PEP was
documented in an independent assessment conducted by the CHPRC Performance Oversight
organization.

On April 14, 2010 the CHPRC Manager of Performance Oversight sent the Final Report,
Independent Assessment Of Engineering, Projects And Construction, CHPRC-PO-IA-1O0-02 to
the CHPRC Vice President of Engineering, Projects, and Construction (EPC). This performnance
based independent assessment was conducted to evaluate EPO's implementation of programs,
procedures, and policies as they relate to conduct of work. The assessment focused on the
adequacy, compliance, and in-field execution of work activities and processes. The assessment
made a number of findings including:

100OK Utilities Upgrade Project PEP was in continuous revision
without issuance of a controlled document. This practice was out
of compliance with PRC-PRO-PM-25000, Project Execution
Plans, Rev 1, Chg 0.
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Exhibit 5 1.

The assessment also included a finding regarding another CHPRC project operating with an
outdated PEP and stated, "The PEP was to be updated as changes occurred and at a minimum
prior to the start of each phase of project execution as required by PRO-PM-24899, Project,
Section 5,8 and PRC-PRO-PM-25000, Section 3.2." This finding was also applicable to the
100OK IUUP as it continually changed without the benefit of a final PEP, or any updates as the
project evolved. Id.

As a result of the assessment a CHPRC Condition Report Form was generated. This report
assigned a significance level of "Track Until Fixed" to this item. The explanation for this level is
stated as:

This condition is screened as a Track Until Fixed (TUF).

The stated condition documents a non compliance with the
requirements of PRC-PRO-PM-24889. The CR does not
document where the subject condition has resulted in an adverse
effect upon the project. However, actions will need to be taken to
correct the documented deficiencies. The screening level as a TUE
is assigned to this CR which will require that a cause be identified
and documented. This CR will also document the actions taken to
address the subject condition.

Exhibit 52.

The condition report written on April 13, 2010 and Action #3 addresses the IUUP PEP. On June
3 0, 2010 the action item assignee wrote an e-mail message addressed to the CHPRC Corrective
Action Management. This e-mail requested an extension for completion of the PEP and states:

Please extend the above action due date to 7/22/2010 due to
competing priorities and resource unavailability. The proper
resources have now been applied and the action will be completed
by the new due date.

Exhibit 53.

The PEP was finally released on July 29, 2010. The document is signed by the Responsible
Manager and the Information Owner/Author Requestor. Under Section 3.4, "Funding Profile"
the total project cost is $23,380,700. According to Section 5.8 of PRC-PRO-PM-24889 Project
Initiation and Execution the CHPRC President's Office or the EPC Vice President is the
approval authority for PEP's for projects with a total project cost of $20M to $ lOOM. The PEP
does not address whether the CHPRC President or the EPC Vice President formally approved of
the final PEP and no evidence of such approval has been found.
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RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [xi NO [Ij

Finding: S-1 1-EMD-PRC-001-F13

CHPRC issued excavation permits for I100K IUUP construction activities prior to obtaining an
authorization from the Hanford Site NEPA Compliance Officer, and prior to verifying
completion of a new, or the existence of a current and applicable cultural resources review.

Requirements:

1. National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), 16 USC § 470-1, et seq.

2. Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA), 25 USC § 3001, et
seq.

3. 10 CFR 1022, Compliance with Floodplain and Wetland Environmental Review
Requirements

4. 36 CFR 60, National Register of Historic Places

5. 43 CFR 10, Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Regulations

6. DOE M 450.4-1, Integrated Safety Management System Manual, and CRD attached thereto.

7. PRC-PRO-EP- 15333, Environmental Protection Processes

8. PRC-RD-EP- 15332, Environmental Protection Requirements

9. DOE-0344, Hanford Site Excavating, Trenching and Shoring

Discussion:

On March 16, 2010, the 100OK Area ECO signed a Hanford Site Excavation Permit authorizing
initiation of construction activities for the 100OK JUUP. The Excavation Permit authorized:
"Installation of approximately 900 linear meters of new 12 [inch] potable and fire water lines."
This permit was signed by, among others, the Design Authority/Technical Representative, ECO,
Water Utilities Representative and the Facility/System Owner. Exhibit 19. The construction
activities covered by this Excavation Permit commenced on April 13, 2010. Exhibit 2 1.

CHPRC '5 procedures correctly identify the contractor's Cultural Resources review compliance
obligations by stating that a Cultural Resources Compliance review is required:

... when a proposed activity could affect a cultural or historical
property or structure, disturb a Native American artifact, or occur
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within one-quarter mile of the Columbia River. A ..
review/report shall be completed before soil disturbance.

PRC-RD-EP-15332, Sec. 2.55.3. The 100K IUUP Functional Design Criteria
document also recognizes this requirement by stating:

All aspects of the outdoor design shall compliment the special
requirements to protect cultural resources, wildlife activities and
habitat, and environment and any special requirements as
identified in the Ecological/Cultural Resource Review. This will be
implemented through compliance with PRC-PRO-SH-090
[replaced by DOE-0344], Excavating, Trenching, and Shoring,
which requires these reviews as part of the excavating permit
process.

lOOK Water, Electrical, and KWBasin HVAC Upgrades Functional Design Criteria, KBC-
41961, Sec. 4.2.12. 18 ECOs are prohibited from signing excavation permits until all
environmental approvals, include cultural resources reviews have been obtained. See DOE-
0344, Sec. 5.3 and Appendix E, Block 11I instructions.

A Cultural Resources Review addressing the l OOK raw water line was perform-ed by DOE's
Richland Operations Office Cultural Resources Program Manager, and a determination was
made releasing the IlOOK IUUP to proceed on April 22, 2010. Exhibit 54. The April 22, 20 10
authorization expressly covered the cross site raw water line (i.e., work being performed outside
the fenced boundary of the LOOK Area) and (inside the fence) construction of "Water filtration. .
.units .. . to provide sanitary water supply for .. . trailers, portable restrooms and shower

trailers." Construction activities involving disturbance of soil inside the 100OK fence actually
began on April 13, 2010. The Hanford Site data Cultural Resources Data Base maintained by
Mission Support Alliance has been searched, and no approval (No Potential to Cause Effect
determination or any other appropriate determination) for work inside the fence on the potable
and fire water system has been located.

After reviewing a preliminary draft of this Report, CHPRC informed RL that the Contractor had
relied upon a "blanket cultural resources review" titled "Cultural Resources Review of Ground
Disturbing Activities Associated with the Decontamination, Decommissioning and Demolition of
Spent Nuclear Fuel Facilities at IlOOK, Hanfbrd Site, Rich land, Washington (HCRC# 2 003-100-
02])," issued by PNNhL on May 17, 2004 as the basis for issuing its excavation permit on March
18, 2010. The cultural resources review cited by CHPRC covered thirty-four existing buildings
in the I100K Area scheduled for removal under various CERCLA remedial actions. It does not
discuss any construction of new buildings. CHPRC also provided e-mail documents that
establish that the l OOK Area ECO verified with PNNL on March 30, 2010 (twelve days after

18While both the cited document and CHPRC's environmental procedure PRC-PRO-EP-15333 refer to PRC-PRO-SH-090, it
cannot be found iii the current lists of CH-PRC Procedures. It may have been superseded by DOE-0344, Rev 2, Nov 2010,
however confirming this assumption was bcyond the scope of this Surveillance. None the less, this error may be an additional
indicator of the inadequacy of CHPRC's quality control systems.
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signing the excavation permit) that the blanket review document as still valid for its intended
purposes.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [X] NO [

Finding: S-11-EMD-PRC-001-F14

CHPRC did not meet contractual requirements requiring the maintenance of an active
Memorandum of Understanding between CHPRC and the Hanford Fire Marshal's Office.

Requirement(s):

1., CRD 0 420. 1 B (Supplemented Rev. 4), Facility Safety, Section E (3) b - "Other contractors
(PRC, RCC, OccMed) must institutionalize and recognize the HFM's authority as contained
in the Authority, Responsibilities, Duties, and Enforcement section of the DOE approved
Hanford Fire Marshal Charter. Prime contractors performing under a different contract from
under which the Fire Marshal's Office performs shall form an agreement or memorandum of
understanding with the Hanford Fire Marshal to implement this authority."

2. 10 CFR 122, Quality Assurance Criteria, Section A. 1. - The Quality Assurance Program
must address the following management, performrance, and assessment criteria: "Establish
an organizational structure, functional responsibilities, levels of authority, and interfaces for
those managing, performing, and assessing the work."

3. DOE 0 414,1 C, Qualiiy Assurance, Attachment 2, Section 3 .a. 1 mandates that
Management/Programs must "Establish an organizational structure, functional
responsibilities, levels of authority, and interfaces for those managing, performing, and
assessing the work."

Discussion:

CRD 0 420.l13, Facility Safety, Supplemented, rev 4, Section E.3.b, DOE 0 414.IC, Quality
Assurance, Attachment 2, Section 3.a.l1, and 10 CER 122, Quality Assurance Criteria, Section
a. I requires that an active MOU exist between CHPRC and the HFMO. No active MOU exists.

The RL Supplemental Contractor Requirements Document (SCRD) 0 420.1 B delineates the
general functions of the HFMO. The SCRD also references the Fire Marshal roles and
responsibilities as contained in the Authority, Responsibilities, and Duties of the Hanford Fire
Marshal (a.k.a. Fire Marshal Charter), and requires RL contractors to recognize and
institutionalize the HFM's authority. Through the Fire Marshal Charter, issued by the RL and
ORP, the HFM has the responsibility to ensure a reasonable level of fire prevention and
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protection for contractors and employees on the Hanford Site. This charter states that Hanford
contractors and DOE will support the HFM in the enforcement of codes and standards and
execution of the HFM duties on the site. The HFM also serves as the first level of Authority
Having Jurisdiction (AHJ) on behalf of the DOE.

A MOU titled Memorandum Of Understanding, Rev. 0, Between The Hanford Fire Marshal's
Office And Other Contractors With Fire Protection Engineers Designated As Deputy Fire
Marshals (CHPRC-080081) was issued on July 17, 2009, but as a result of inaction expired one
year later. The MOU itemized the functions of the Hanford Fire Protection Program and
distributed these functions between the HFM and the FPEs designated as a DFM and assigned to
contractors. The blue sheet cover page of the MOU stated that it should be updated and re-issued
in one year. The MOU between CHPRC and the HFM expired and was never reinstated.

The l OOK IU UP did not recognize the authority of the HEM or CHPRC FPEs designated as a
DFM, nor did they understand the different roles and responsibilities of both parties. CHPRC
generated several Condition Reports (2010-3049, 2010-3373, 2010-3375, and 2010-3376) which
identified the lack of understanding of the roles and responsibilities of the HFM and DFMs, as
one of the causes that resulted in construction of defective design and project delays at the l OOK
IUUP. On April 6, 2011, a IlOOK Infrastructure Water Project Post-Job Lessons Review Value
Management Session was conducted. One of the path forward actions of the session was to
"review/clarify and define fire protection roles and responsibilities." 100K IUUP management
did not realize that an expired MOU with the HFM existed, nor did they realize the contract
requirements to keep the MOU current and implemented in their company. Had the MOU been
in place and implemented, many of the issues identified in this surveillance would not have taken
place.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [x] NO [

Finding: S-i11-EMD-PRC-001-F15

CHPRC did not ensure that the prime subcontractor for the I100K Potable Water Treatment
Facility construction site maintained a current Job Safety Analysis (JSA) and provided adequate
Lockout/Tagout (LOTO) notification and briefings.

Requirement(s):

1. DOE-0336, Hanford Site Lockout/Tagout program.

2. DOE M 450.4-1, Integrated Safety Management System Manual, and CRD attached thereto.
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Discussion:

CHPRC had not ensured that the prime subcontractor safety representative for the 1 00-K Potable
Water Treatment Facility construction site had completed the training requirements of the
Hanford Site LOTO program prior to start of work. Contract #36534-3 1, ARRA-Potable Water
Treatment Facility, Part I Statement of Work, Section 5. 1, paragraph 1. states in part, "Prior to
start of work, the Contractor shall submit documentation of successful completion of the training
requirements of any applicable activities covered in DOE-RL-92-36 Rev. 1, and certification that
all training is current." The RL Electrical SME asked the Grant Safety Representative in
September 2010 if he was ever trained to DOE-0336, Hanford Site Lockout/Tagout program, and
he said that he was not. The SME asked the Grant Construction Manager explain how the Safety
Representative could provide adequate safety oversight of other Grant construction workers and
ensure compliance to DOE-03 36 if he was not knowledgeable of the associated requirements.
The Manager was unable to provide an explanation.

CHPRC did not ensure that the prime subcontractor LOTO point of contact for the I 00-K
Potable Water Treatment Facility construction site knew when and where authorized worker tags
were applied using the eight criteria per DOE-0336. DOE-0336 Section 5.13, states in part,
"Designate a qualified member(s) of the Controlling Organization (CO) to be the lockout/tagout
point of contact for the outside contractor for facilities that have a physical interface with an
existing facility. Determine which of the following methods of lockout/tagout is to be used: Use
of Authorized Worker (AW) locks and tags alone when all of the eight criteria listed below are
met." The RL Electrical SME asked the Grant Safety Representative and Construction Manager
if the Potable Water Treatment Facility primary disconnect was LOTO, and the SME was
informed by both sources that the primary disconnect was not LOTO, but rather individual
branch circuits were LOTO. During the walkthrough in September 2010 the SME observed that
the primary disconnect was LOTO by two authorized worker tags. It appeared that the Grant
Construction Manager (who had primary responsible for LOTO at this site) did not have good
configuration coritrol.

Contract #36534-3 1, ARRA-Potable Water Treatment Facility, Part 1 Statement of Work,
Section 4.9, paragraph B. states in part, "The Contractor will develop and maintain a work site
Job Safety Analysis in accordance with PRC-PRO-SH-40078." In September 2010, the JSA for
this construction site did not identify (LOTO) as a potential hazard. The Treatment Plant had
power for over three weeks, and the JSA still had the "no" block re: LOTO as a hazard. When
this was brought to the attention of the Grant Safety Representative, he stated that updates to the
J SA were in the construction trailer and had not yet been added to the JSA package. It was the
SME's understanding that Grant has only one JSA for this construction site, and so the
construction workers who had signed this JSA had performed work during the previous three
weeks without an adequate JSA advising them of the LOTO hazards.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [x] NO I
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Observation: S-11-EMD-PRC-O1-OO1

CHPRC's central environmental management organization did not respond to and provide
environmental compliance analysis and technical advice timely requested by the I100K
Environmental Compliance Officer (EGO).

Discussion:

On June 18, 2009 the l OOK Area EGO sent an e-mail message to the CHPRC NEPA SME asking
for help in obtaining a NEPA activity based CX determination. This message was copied to the
IUUP Project Manager as well as the CHPRC EP Manager and other relevant individuals. This
message also attached an EAS Form which identified construction or modifying a public water,
raw water, or export water system as part of the work activities to be completed. Exhibit 7. No
response to this e-mail was returned to the 100OK Area EGO from either the CHPRC NEPA SME
or the CHPRC EP Manager.

On August 24, 2009, the 100K Area EGO sent a second e-mail message to the CHPRC EP
Manager which states:

I have never been involved with installing a potable water
treatment system . . . so I am heading into new territory. I checked
out 15333, section 5.7 (see below). I also need your help as well.
Thanks. If you could get me answers by GOB, Wednesday,
August 26, 2009...

Exhibit 8.

The EGO told the Assessment Team that he sent two e-mails on this subject to the GHPRG EP
Manager, but received no response to either e-mail. Had the GHPRC EP Manager responded in
a timely manner to the e-mails, it would have been more probable that all applicable
environmental requirements would have been identified and complied with.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES Ix] NO I I

Observation: S-11-EMD-PRC-OO1-002

Although requested by a. member of the project management team, no evidence was found
suggesting that an independent QA inquiry of the l OOK IUUP was done prior to moving into
actual construction activities.
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Discussion:

During the Assessment Team's interview with the individual occupying the role of IUUP Project
Manager from November 2009 to April 2010, he stated that he verbally requested that an
independent quality assurance inquiry be done of the project prior to start of construction. A
review of the CHPRC Integrated Evaluation Plan (LEP) Assessment Report data base reveals that
no such inquiry was ever conducted by any CHPRC QA organization. Had an inquiry been
conducted, in all likelihood, it would have revealed the lack of compliance with the applicable
environmental requirements. This, in turn, would have resulted in a correction of these
deficiencies prior to start of construction. Unfortunately, no such inquiry occurred.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES lxi NO [1I

Observation: S-1 1-EMD-PRC-OO1-003

CHPRC's Project Review Board process did not evaluate the IlOOK IUUP's environmental and
fire safety regulatory compliance status prior to recommending approval to proceed with
construction activities.

Discussion:

On April 7, 2010 a PRB for the l OOK IUUP was conducted for work that included "Inside the
Fence" activities. The materials presented to the PRB on April 7 contained no mention of
applicable environmental or other regulatory requirements. Exhibit 55. Later that day, the 100K
IUUP Construction Manager sent an e-mail message to the 100OK IUUP Project Director stating
that the PRB had approved construction. Exhibit 56. On April 21, 2010 a second PRB was
convened to review 100OK IUUP work scope not reviewed by the first PRB on April 7. The
additional work scope included an import water line and 100OK fire water and potable water
supply line. As with the materials presented to the first PRB, the materials presented on April 21
contained no mention of applicable environmental or other regulatory requirements. Exhibit 57.
The PR13 again approved commencement of construction.

Had a regulatory requirements check list, or some other formn of review or evaluation of
environmental and fire safety regulatory requirements been included in the PRB3 review process,
compliance failures might have been avoided.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES lx] NO []I
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Observation: S-i 1-EMD-PRC-OO1-004

After discovering its failure to meet environmental regulatory requirements, CHPRC filed an
Occurrence Report pursuant to DOE requirements, however, the Report was not timely filed,
contained inaccurate information, and may not have accurately categorized the event.

Requirement(s):

1. DOE M 231.1-2, Occurrence Reporting and Processing of Operations Information, and CRD
attached thereto.

2. DOE 0 226. 1A (Supp Rev A), Implementation of Department of Energy Oversight Policy,
and CRD attached thereto.

3. DOE M 231.1-2 (Supp Rev 8), Occurrence Reporting and Processing of Operations
Information, and CRD attached thereto.

4. DOE Contract Number DE-AC06-08RL 1478 8, Section H. 19, Environmental Responsibility,
and Attachment J.2, Requirements Sources and Implementing Documents, Tables J.2.1I
through J.2.8.

5. PRC-PRO-EM-060, Reporting Occurrences and Processing Operations Information

Discussion:

DOE M 231.1-2, Occurrence Reporting and Processing of Operations Information (Occurrence
Reporting Manual), and PRC-PRO-EM-060, Reporting Occurrences and Processing Operations
Information specify CHPRC's occurrence reporting requirements and obligations. The
requirements of DOE M 231.1-2 are a contractual obligation created by CHPRC's Contract with
DOE. See DOE Contract Number DE-AC06-08RL14788 generally, and its Table J.2.8 more
specifically.

On June 8, 2010, CHPRC filed with DOE Occurrence Report Number EM-RL-CHPRC-
GENLAREAS-2010-0013 (Occurrence Report). The Occurrence Report disclosed CHPRC's
discovery that it had began construction of 100OK IUUP facilities without obtaining a NEPA
determination from the Hanford NEPA Compliance Officer, and construction approvals required
from the WDOH. Exhibit 49. The Occurrence Report lists the date of discovery of the incidents
reported as June 4, 2010, characterizes the incidents as a Management Concern, and assigns a
significance level of SC4.

The significance level assigned in the Occurrence Report may not be consistent with the
requirements of the Occurrence Reporting Manual. RL acknowledges that when an event is
classed as a Management Concern, the assignment of Significance Category level is a somewhat
subjective matter that may be subject to judgment errors. The Manual defines five levels of
significance to be used in occurrence reporting. More specifically, it defines category 2, 3 and 4
as follows:
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Significance Category 2. Occurrences in this category are those
that are not Operational Emergencies and that have a moderate
impact on safe facility operations, worker or public safety and
health, regulatory compliance, or public/business interests.

Significance Category 3. Occurrences in this category are those
that are not Operational Emergencies and that have a minor impact
on safe facility operations, worker or public safety and health,
regulatory compliance, or public/business interests.

Significance Category 4. Occurrences in this category are those
that are not Operational Emergencies and that have some impact
on safe facility operations, worker or public safety and health,
public/business interests.

DOE M 231.1-2, Sec. 1.2 d., e. and f Because the incident reported involved at least a minor
impact to "regulatory compliance," it may have been appropriate to assign a significance level of
at least Category 3.

For either a Significance Category 3, or 4 event, the DOE Manual requires that a written
occurrence report be filed with DOE within two working days of discovery of the incident. DOE
M 231.1-2, Sec. 1.4.2 (c) and (d). The Occurrence Report lists the date of discovery in the
instant matter as June 4, 2010. The DOE Manual defines the date and time of discovery as:

The discovery date and time is when the facility staff discovered or
became aware of the event or condition. The facility staff is those
personnel assigned to the facility and cognizant of the area in
which the event or condition is identified.

DOE M 231.1-2, Sec. 13 .d. CHPRC actually discovered the conditions disclosed by the
Occurrence Report on or about May 18, 2010, thirteen business days before CHPRC filed its
Occurrence Report. The Occurrence Report section titled "Description of Occurrence" states:

... On May 18, 2010 it was determined that construction had
begun prior to approval of the project report by WDO .... In
this case, the approval of the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) Categorical Exclusion (CX) submittal was determined to
have not yet been obtained. ...

Exhibit 49, p. 2, Section 15. CHPRC's knowledge as of May 18, 2010 of its failure to obtain
WDOH approvals prior to commencing construction is also documented in its e-mail traffic.
Exhibit 28.

A Significance Category 3 Occurrence Report must assign a cause and identify appropriate
corrective action. See DOE 231.1-2, CRD Sec. 1.5 b. and DOE M 231.1-2, Sec. 11. Because it
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was assigned a Category 4 rating, the Occurrence Report contains no information regarding a
determination of cause, nor any corrective action required or taken. Exhibit 49, Items 22 and 25.

The "Description of Occurrence," Sec. 15 contained in the Occurrence Report neither fully, nor
accurately discloses all relevant information regarding the incidents. While the language of Sec.
15 accurately discloses that CHPRC learned on May 18, 2010 of its failure to obtain NEPA and
WDOH approvals prior to commencing construction of 100OK IUUP facilities, it fails to clarify,
as differing from the 200 Area project discussed in this same Sec. 15, that applications for the
required approvals had also not even been made prior to commencement of construction
activities. Sec. 15 also states: ".. . CX [NEPA] approval was immediately obtained, and the
Project Report submitted to WDOH for approval." In fact, the Project's NEPA CX
determination was not issued until May 26, 2010, and the Project Report was not submitted to
WDOH until June 1, 2010. Exhibits 48 and 50 respectively.

RIL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [x] NO I

Contractor Self-Assessment: CHPRC did not perform a formal self-assessment of the issues at
the IlOOK IUUP that eventually resulted in CHPRC Senior Management issuing a Stop Work.
The Assessment team concluded that the Contractor's self-assessment activities at the 100OK
IUUP were generally ineffective.

Contractor Self-Assessment Adequate: YES [ I NO [x]

Contractor Management To Be Briefed:

CHPRC President
CHPRC Vice-President, Environmental Protection and Strategic Planning
CHPRC Vice-President, Safety
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S-i 1-EMD-PRC-OO1

INDEX OF EXHIBITS

Exhibit- I Letter, W.A. Rutherford, Director, Site Infrastructure Page 62
Division, Department of Energy, Richland Operations
Office, to President Westinghouse Hanford Company,
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Jackson, Dale E

From: Evans, David
Sent: Thursday, January 06, 2011 3:59 PM
To: West, Dale
Cc: Evans, David; Ashley, Clifford; Jackson, Dale; Hill, Burton
Subject: 100OK Water Treatment Plant Surveillance draft 1/6/11
Attachments: S-1 1-SED-PRC-WTP.DTE & CAA Input lncluded.dloc

Dale,
Attached is the latest (1/6/11) draft for your info, and review and comment when you start
feeling better.
This incorporates your input, mine, and cliff Ashley. The first Finding Discussion is huge,
but I wanted to get as much into the draft at this time as I could while I could still keep
some chronological o-d~ r nn ipr'uhng that hnntnnd fo, dir notv$ hnnnanr but4 *

this complex issue . 1(b)(5)
(b)(5)

Dale Jackson indicated that he will be providing input in the near future.
I have no input from Jack Poe as he was not at the 100K Surveillance Planning meeting this
week. I will follow up with him next week as tomorrow is a Hanford AWS Friday Off.
Hope things are going well for you.
Dave Evans
PAIC



Department of Energy
Richland Operations Office

Surveillance Report

Division. Safety and Engineering Division (SED)

Surveillant; Dale West, Rb Fire Protection Engineer
Dale Jackson,4"
Cliff Asley,
Jlack Poe,
Dave Evans, PAl Corp, Team Member [dte rough draft 1/611,l1

(b)5)Surveillance N umber: S-l1-SED-PRC l -- :,VXE' ZCMM REYAWL I" W

Date Completed: 1(b)(5)b P/'

Contractor: C112M HILL PLATEAU REMEDIATION COMPANY (CHPRC)

Facility: lO0K Water Treatment Plant Project

Title: Review of 10OK Water Treatment Plant Project

Guide: FPS12.2

Surveillance Scope:

The objective of this surveillance was to evaluate the contractor's performance in

complying with contractual requirements, state WAC requirements, DOE requirements,
applicable codes and standards, and their own policies and procedures.

Surveillance Summnary:

This surveillance reveals thatl (b)(5)
Multiple cxamplesl(b)(5)

The surveillance activities resulted in the identification o (b)(5) indings
and=~ observations.

*S-11-SED-PRC-XXX-F0I 1(b)(5)
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* S-11-SED-PRC-XXX-F02 (b)(5)

* S-11-SED-PRC-XXX-F03 I(b)(5)

(b)(5)

* S-11-SED-PRC-XXX-F04 I(b)(5)

* S-11-SED-PRC-XXX-F05 CHPRCF(b(5
(b)(5)

" S-11-SED-PRC-XXX-F06 CHPRC (b)(5)_

* S-11-SED-PRC-XXX-F07 (b)(5
(b)(5)

* S-11-SED-PRC-XXX-F081 (b)(5)

(b)(5)

" S-11-SED-PRC-XXX-F09 CHPRCI (b)(5)

(b)(5)

" S-11-SED-PRC-XXX-OO1 CHIPRd(b(5

Surveillance Results:

Finding: S-11-SED-PRC-XXX -FOl

(b)(5)

Requirement(s):

1. 100 K MmnSafe Administrative Procedure, FP-4-014, Fire Protection Program,
Section 1. 1 states that, "this procedure applies to 100OK Area facilities, including new

2



project design and construction, modification, alteration, and demolition of IlOOK
Area facilities. It also applies to operations performed within the l OOK Area by the
CHPRC D&D Project and other organizations."
Section 3.14 states, "all construction, including modification of existing facilities,
shall be in accordance with the requirements of MSC RD 9717, DOE-STD- 1066,
CRD 420.l1B, HNF-36174, and applicable NFPA Codes and Standards."

2. CH2M Hill Requirements Applicability Matrix states, "the following Requirements
Applicability Matrix Reports (RAM). are compiled in accordance with PRC-PRO-
MS-401 17, Requirements Management Process, from the RAM2 database. These
reports display directive (e.g. Laws, Regulations, DOE Directives, etc) information
based on Attachment J .2 (Requirements Sources and Implementing Documents) of
the CHPRC Contract, DE-ACO6-O8RL 14788, and associated company level
procedure data from Docs Online." The RAM lists MSC-RD-9 118, Fire Protection
Design/Operations Criteria as satisfying the categories of 29 CFR 1910, Occupational
Safety and Health Standards, and CRD 0 420. 1 B Supplemented, rev 4, Facility
Safety. The RAM lists MSC-RD-10606, Fire Protection Program Requirements as
satisfying the categories of 29 CFR 1910, Occupational Safety and Health Standards,
CRD M 23 1. 1-1I A, Environmental, Safety, and Health Reporting Manual, and CRD 0
420. 1 B Supplemented, rev 4, Facility Safety.

3. MSC-RD-9 118, Fire Protection Design/Operations Criteria, Section 2.1 .1 states,
"Installation or modification designs for all fire protection systems, water distribution
systems, and life safety features as defined in NFPA 10 1, Life Safety Code, shall be
approved and permitted by the Hanford Fire Marshal's Office prior to installation or
modification in accordance with MSC-RD-8589, Hanford Fire Marshal Permits."

4. MSC-RD-91 18, Fire Protection Design/Operations Criteria, Section 2.4 states,
"Hanford Fire Marshal (HFM) - The HFM, who shall be a member of the HFD, shall
have the authority to develop, administer and enforce the Fire Prevention Program for
the MSC as directed by SCRD 0 420. 1 B, Rev. 4, Facility Safety, and by RL approval
of the HFM's Charter, which establishes the authority, responsibilities and duties of
the HFM. The HFM's authority shall extend to all work performned under or on behalf
of MSC. RL will support the HFM in enforcement of the codes and standards and
execution of the HFM's duties as described below. NOTE: Whenever the title Fire
Marshal is used, it is also intended to mean the Fire Chief or a representative
designated as a Deputy Fire Marshal."
Section 2.4.2 states, "To support the development, administration and enforcement of
the Fire Prevention Program the duties of the HFM shall include but not be limited to:
Review and approval of new fire protection system designs and modifications/
upgrades to existing fire protection systems per MSC-PRO-8635, Review and
Approval of Technical Documents."

5. DOE 0 414. 1C, Quality Assurance, Attachment 2, Section 3. e(l) states the contractor
must, "Performn work consistent with technical standards, administrative controls, and
hazard controls adopted to meet regulatory or contract requirements using approved
instructions, procedures, etc."

3



Discussion:

(b)(5)
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(b)(5)



(b)(5)



(b)(5)

(b)(5)



(b)(5)



(b)(5)

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [xi NO [ I

Finding: S-11-SED-PRC-XXX -1702

(b)(5)

Requirement(s):

1. 100 K MinSafe Administrative Procedure, FP-4-0l4, Fire Protection Program,
Section 3.18 states that, "Several actions/activities require the development and
approval of a HFM Permit prior to initiation of the action/activity. These
actions/activities include:
" facility construction/demolition
* placcment of relocatable structures
" transport and use of explosives

*use, handling, or storage of hazardous materials in excess of defined limits
*operation or storage of fossil-fueled vehicles inside any building not designed for

such use, except as authorized by the facility FHA
" new or modified facility occupancy
" outdoor burning
" placement and use of electric heaters in excess of 1500 watts
" placement and use of fuel-fired heaters
" placement and use of portable generators
* blockage of roads
" facility egress modification
* utility outages
* fire protection system (including fire hydrant) installation or deactivation'

2. CH2M Hill Requirements Applicability Matrix states, "the following RAM Reports
are compiled in accordance with PRC-PRO-MS-401 17, Requirements Management
Process, from the RAM2 database. These reports display directive (e.g. Laws,
Regulations, DOE Directives,... ) information based on Attachment J.2 (Requirements
Sources and Implementing Documents) of the CHPRC Contract, DE-ACO6-
08RL14788, and associated company level procedure data from Docs Online." The
applicability matrix lists MSC-RD-8589, Hanford Fire Marshal Permits under both 10
CFR 830 Nuclear Safety, and CRD 0 420.l1B Supplemented, rev 4, Facility Safety.
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3. MSC-RD-97 17, Fire Prevention for ConstructionlOccupancy/Demolition Activities,
Section 2.1 .2 states, "The construction manager shall ensure that the applicable
forms, as required by MSC-RD-85 89, Hanford Fire Marshal Permits, (initiated
through a Hanford Fire Marshal Permit Request Form) and by this RD, (initiated
through a Hanford Fire Department Contractor Pre-Incident Plan Request Form, (A-
6003-3 87) are submitted to the HFM prior to engaging in activities or processes
governed by the forms (Ref- MSC-PRO-24889, Project Initiation and Execution,
Appendix A Section 8.2)."

Discussion:

(b)(5)

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [x] NO [

Finding: S-i11-SED-PRC-XXX-F03

(b)(5)

Requirement(s):

1. 100 K MmnSafe Administrative Procedure, FP-4-0 14, Fire Protection Program,
Section 1. 1 states that, "this procedure applies to 1lOOK Area facilities, including new
project design and construction, modification, alteration, and demolition of l OOK

10



Area facilities. It also applies to operations performed within the 100OK Area by the
CHPRC D&D Project and other organizations." Section 3.6 states, "if warranted with
sufficient technical justification, then apply for and process an exemption, deviation,
or equivalency to fire protection requirements in accordance with MSC-RD-91 18.
(This step also applies to modification and cancellation of existing exemptions,
deviations, and equivalencies, when needed.)"

Discussion:

(b)(5)

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [xi NO [

Finding: S-11-SED-PRC-XXX -F04 [TBD}

Requirement(s):

1. Same Requirements References listed under FOL1

2. MSC-RD-8589
3. MSC-RD.-9717
4. MSC-RD-8589

Discussion: [TBDJ

RIL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [x] NO [

Finding: S-11-SED-PRC-XX-F05

Requirement:

DOE 0 414. 1 C Quality Assurance, Section 3.g. paragraph (1) states, "Procure items and
services that meet established requirements and perform as specified."

Discussion:

II



(b)(5)

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [x] NO I

Finding: S-11-SED-PRC-XXX 4F06

CHPRC (b)(5

Requirement(s):

Contract #36534-3 1, ARRA-Potable Water Treatment Facility, Part 1 Statement of Work,
Section 4.9, paragraph B. states in part, "The Contractor will develop and maintain a
work site Job Safety Analysis in accordance with PRC-PRO-SH-40078."

Discussion:

(b)(5)

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [xj NO []I

Finding: S-1 1-SED-PRC-XX-F07
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CIIPRC(b(5
(b)(5)

Requirement(s):

DOE 0336 Hanford Site Lockout/Tagout, Section 5.13, states in part, "Designate a
qualified member(s) of the Controlling Organization (GO) to be the lockout/tagout point
of contact for the outside contractor for facilities that have a physical interface with an
existing facility. 2. Determine which of the following methods of lockout/tagout is to be
used: Use of Authorized Worker (AW) locks and tags alone when all of the eight criteria
listed below are met."

Discussion:
(b)(5)

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [x] NO I

Finding: S-11-SED-PRC-XXX 4F08

(b)(5)

Requirement(s):

Contract #36534-31 ARRA-Potable Water Treatment Facility, Part 1 Statement of Work,
Section 6.2, paragraph 5. states in part, "?Contr~actor shall maintain an up to date set of as-
built design drawings and specifications at the jobsite."

Discussion:

(b)(5)

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [xI NO [ 1

13



Finding: S-11-SED-PRC-XXX -F09

Requirement(s):

Contract #36534-3 1, ARRA-Potable Water Treatment Facility, Part 1 Statement of Work,
Section 5. 1, paragraph 1. states in part, "Prior to start of work, the Contractor shall submit
documcntation of successful completion of the training requirements of any applicable
activities covered in DOE-RL-92-36 Rev. 1, and certification that all training is current."

Discussion:

(b)(5)

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [x] NO I

Observation: S-11-SED-PRC-XXX -001

(b)(5)

Discussion:

(b)(5)

RIL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [xi NO [

14



Contractor Self-Assessment: The CHPRC did not perform a formal self-assessment of
the issues at the 100K Water Treatment Plant Project that eventually resulted in the
CHPRC Senior Management issuiniz a Stop Work. I(b)(5)

(b)(5)

Contractor Self-Assessment Adequate: YES II NO [x]

Management Debriefed:

HPC(b)(5)
CHPRC I(b)(5)

15



Jackson, Dale E

From: Jackson, Dale E
Sent: Wednesday, February 08, 2012 3:43 PM
To: Corey, Ray J; Frey, Jeffrey A
Cc: Weil, Stephen R; Garcia, Pete J Jr; Rankin, Kyle M
Subject: Meeting with HQ HSS Enforcement Team

Importance: High

Tracking: Recipient Read
Corey, Ray J

Frey, Jeffrey A Read: 2/9/2012 7:57 AM

Weil, Stephen R Read: 2/8/2012 6:20 PM

Garcia, Pete J Jr Read: 2/9/2012 10:26 AM

Rankin, Kyle M

Morgan, Gregory Z Read: 2/9/2012 11:19 AM

West, Dale C Read: 2/8/2012 3:43 PM

Gentlemen:

I am writing to brief you on a rather impromptu meeting that occurred with HQ representatives
this afternoon. At 1: 15 pm today, the members of the 100OK IUUP Surveillance team were
invited by Kyle Rankin (DOE-RL SED) to meet with representatives of DOE's Headquarters
HISS Enforcement Branch. We were informed that the members of the HQ team are making a
routine visit to RL, and requested the meeting to clarify or expand upon some of the content of
the l OOK LUUP Surveillance (S- I I-EMD-PRC-00 1).

At the meeting, the members of the HQ team introduced themselves and began by asking for a
summary of why, and how the 100OK JUIJP Surveillance occurred. The HQ team members had
previously obtained and read a copy of the Surveillance Report, and seemed familiar with its
content.

The requested summary was provided, and included an explanation of why the multi-
disciplinary surveillance team was formed (i.e., the team members realized they were
performing independent surveillances that all examined the same Project, and it appeared
efficiency benefits would result from combining efforts). The HQ team was informed that the
surveillance had been performed over a period of several months (due in large part to its scope
and complexity). It was noted that after producing a draft document, CHPRC was given an
opportunity to, and provided a factual accuracy analysis. It was explained that after giving
consideration to CHPRC's factual accuracy analysis RL formally issued the Surveillance report
to the Contractor on December 12, 2011, along with direction to prepare and submit a corrective
action plan.



The HQ team asked for a verbal summary of the Surveillance findings, and the status of the

system and nucear s-a et 'y examp es were discussed. It was also explained that CHPRC has
provided a root cause analysis and proposed corrective actions that are currently being reviewed
by the Surveillance team. It was also re- rted tha the Srveillanc tem' nrelmn

concusio is appear to- hay 5)(
(b)(5)Th

Tppoa apptears avkdi expect5
(b)(5)

The(5 HO team spcfial ineire ase 5

((b)(5)

Atb(5 th clsTftemeig he HQ teamakdfr n a prvda nomdttteopyionRC'

aske to buvine prvieam copyrs oRLsupre anlyi and cets n hPR' Srelacrod aue)nalsi
Report whe thtrvewipoplee. t The disusincosdad h eeigene tbu
2:1(5 pm.

Ifpyoc hae ay qtons pvleaegv mslobaymme)o(h uvelac ea al
(b)(5)



Respectfully,
Dale Jackson
RL-EMD
376-8086



Jackson, Dale E

From: Connerly, Jenise C
Sent: Monday, February 27, 2012 9:51 AM
To: Jackson, Dale E
Subject: FW: Reiection Letter for !OOK IUUP CAP
Attachments: (b)(5) Letter.doc

Importance: High

Dale,

Sorry I didn't see your message more promptly Have you shared your draft with Ray yet? We talked briefly on Frida
and he knew of your concerns. 1(b)(5)

I've made only minor changes to the attachedi (b)(5)

Jenise

From: Jackson, Dale E
Sent: Monday, February 27, 2012 9:47 AM
To: Con nerly, Jenise C
Subject: EW:[?b )5)
Importance: High

Jenise:

I really need your help on this. We only have until this Friday to deliver a letter to CHPRC. I'm not sure where Ray wants
to go on this either. PLEASE let me have your thoughts ASAP.

Regards,
Dale Jackson

From: Jackson, Dale E
Sent: Wednesday, February 22, 2012 3:50 PM
To: Connerly, Jenise C
SU bject:I (b)(5)
Importance: Ilign

Jenise:

Please take a look at the enclosed letter and let me have any comments you might have ASAP. We have a March 2nd

deadline to respond to CHPRC.

Many thanks,
Dale Jackson
376-8086 or 948-5540



Department of Energy
Richland Operations Office

~AFES ~P.O. Box 550
0 Richland, Washington 99352

12-EMD-OXXX

Mr. J. G. Lehew I1l, President
and Chief Executive Officer

CH2M HILL Plateau Remediation Company
Richland, Washington 99352

Dear Mr. Lehew:

CONTRACT NO. DE-AC06-08RL 14788 -()5

(b)(5)



Mr. J. G. Lehew 111 -2-
1 2-EMD-OXXX
(b)(5)

If you have any questions, please contact us, or your staff may contact Ray J. Corey, Assistant
Manager for Safety and Environment, on (509) 376-0108.

Doug S. Shoop Jenise C. Connerly

Deputy Manager Contracting Officer

EMD:DEJ

cc:
M. V. Bang, CHPRC
V. M. Bogenberger, CHPRC
J. A. Ciucci, CHPRC
R. M. Millikin, CHPRC
T. L. Vaughn, CHPRC
DNFSB



Jackson, Dale E

From: Jackson, Dale E
Sent: Thursday, March 01, 2012 12:17 PM
To: Morgan. Gregory Z
Subject: (b)(5)
Attachments:



Department of Energy
Richland Operations Office

P.O. Box 550
TE Richland, Washington 99352

1 2-EMD-0040

Mr, J. G. Lehew 111, President
and Chief Executive Officer

CH2M HILL Plateau Remediation Company
Richland, Washington 99352

Dear Mr. Lehew:

CONTRACT NO. DE-AC06-08RL14788 -1(b)(5)

(b)(5)



Mr. J. G. Lehew 111 -2-
1 2-EMD-0040

(b)(5)

If you have any questions, please contact us, or your staff may contact Ray J. Corey, Assistant
Manager for Safety and Environment, on (509) 376-0108.

Doug S. Shoop Jenise C. Connerly
Deputy Manager Contracting Officer

EMD: DEJ

cc: M. V. Bang, CHPRC
V. M. Bogenberger, CHPRC
J. A. Ciucci, CHPRC
R. M. Millikin, CHPRC
T. L. Vaughn, CHPRC
DNFSB



Jackson, Dale E

From: Jackson, Dale E
Sent: Monday, March 05, 2012 9:41 AM
To: Meeker, James
Cc: West, Dale C; Morgan, Gregory Z; Brown, Walter R
Subject: RE: Corrective Action Plan CHPRC-1 200377

Regards,
Dale Jackson

From: Meeker, James
Sent: Saturday, March 03, 2012 7:28 AM
To: Jackson, Dale E
Subject: RE: Corrective Action Plan CHPRC-1200377

Mr. Jackson,

I have forwarded your email to CHPRC and D&D Progect mangn t I ilwr wt~ou to satisfactorily resolve the concerns
expressed in your email. I will propose (b_)(5) We need to get specific. 30 days is a very
short period of time to address the broad set of concerns you have expressed. I must get out of the gate with a clear picture of what
needs to be done during that period.

Processing the 15 findings wa my sole purpose for coming to work today.

Jim

From: Jackson, Dale E
Sent: Friday, March 02, 2012 4:04 PM
To: Meeker, James
Cc: Corey, Ray J; Frey, Jeffrey A; Teynor, Thomas K; Splett, Dale H; Whitney, -Robin G
Subject- Corrective Action Plan CHPRC-1200377

Dear Mr. Meeker:

Pursuant to RL RIMS procedures, the purpose of this e-mail is to informally notify you that RL has received and reviewed
CHPRC's CAP (CHPRC-1200377) submitted in response to the 100K IUUP Surveillance (Surveillance) S-ll-EMD-PRC-00l.
Based on that review, a preliminary determination has been made that the CAP, as submitted] (b)(5)Lha
concluded that f(b)(5)

1.(b)(5)



2. (b)(5)
3.
4.

5.

1 anticipate that within the next few days, 1(b)(5)

(b)(5)
(b)(5) If requested, the members of the Surveillance Team are available to meet with you
to more fully discuss th (b)(5)

If you have any questions, please contact me on (509) 376-8086, or you may respond to this e-mail.

Sincerely,
Dale E. Jackson
Surveillance Team Lead
R L-E MD

2



Jackson, Dale E

From: Morgan, Gregory
Sent: Friday, September 16, 2011 2:41 PM
To: Brown, Walter R; Jackson, Dale E; West, Dale C
Subject: FW: lOOK Surveillance Finalization
Attachments: 100OK Surveillance Report Appendix A.docx; USQD 0225-2011

Importance: High
Sensitivity: Confidential

The draft response to the Factual Accuracy Review says regarding Finding 12 to "See/Add Grcg Morgan
re-sponse". Attached is an update of my response on Finding 12. 1 have also copied it below in red:

(b)(5)



(b)(5)

Regards,

Greg Morgan

From: Morgan, Gregory
Sent: Wednesday, September 07, 2011 3:48 PM
To: Jackson, Dale
Cc: West, Dale; Brown, Walter (CONTR)
Subject: FW: 100K Surveillance Finalization
Importance: High
Sensitivity: Confidential

Dale,

Attached is my response to CHPRC's second accuracy review. I have responded to finding 12. Please review my
comments and edit as needed.

Additional comments on the Factual Accuracy Review follow:

(b)(5)

2



(b)(5)

Regards,

Greg

From: Jackson, Dale
Sent: Tuesday, September 06, 2011 4:54 PM
To: West, Dale; Morgan, Gregory; Brown, Walter (CQNTR)
Subject: 100K Surveillance Finalization
Importance: High
Sensitivity: Confidential

Gentlemen:

Here are the 100K Surveillance documents I promised to send. I propose we try to get together
for an hour sometime Thursday or late tomorrow afternoon to make sure we all agree on how to
proceed. Let me know your availability.

Regards,

Dale Jackson
DOE-RL EMD
(509) 376.8086

2011 Integrated Safety Management Workshop
September 12-15, 2011 Kennewick, WA
Learn more about it at: http://www.ism2Oll~com/

3
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Jackson, Dale E

From: Jackson, Dale
Sent: Thursday, October 27, 2011 4:47 PM
To: West, Dale C; Brown, Walter R; Morgan, Gregory Z
Cc: Weil, Stephen R
Subject: 100 K IUUP Surveillance Report Final Version Enclosed
Attachments: S-i 1-EMD-PRC-001 10272011 .doc

Importance: High
Sensitivity: Confidential

Tracking: Recipient Delivery Read
West. Dale C Delivered: 10/27/2011 4:47 PM Read: 10/31/2011 7:43 AM

Brown, Walter R Delivered: 10/27/2011 4:47 PM Read: 10/28/2011 11:02 AM

Morgan, Gregory Z Delivered: 10/27/2011 4:47 PM Read: 10/31/2011 8:16 AM

Weil, Stephen R Delivered: 10/27/2011 4:47 PM Read: 10/28/2011 3:37 PM

Gents:

Please do one last review on the enclosure. I think it is now ready to be briefed to Mr. Corey as it
incorporates all edits that we believe are appropriate in light of CHPRC's Factual Accuracy
Analysis and ODD's suggestions on format and content. Let me know what you think.

Regards,

Dale Jackson
DOE-RL EMD
(509) 376.8086



Jackson, Dale E

From: Brown, Walter (CONTR)
Sent: Monday, October 31, 2011 9:07 AM
To: Jackson, Dale
Cc: Brown, Walter (CONTR)
Subject: PDF files: Exhibit 58; Exhibits 59-62
Attachments: EXHIBIT 58.pdf; EXHIBITS 59-62.pdf

Please see attached.



EXHIBIT 58

From: Chaffee, Gail A
Sent: Thursday, April 14, 2011 4:04 PM
To: Morgan, Gregory
Cc: Teynor, Thomas; Ramble, Alan L; Morgan, Calvin E; Quintero, Roger; Jackson, Mark; Hill, Burton;
West, Dale; Koch, Michael R; Clapp, Dennis (CONTR); Raymond, Richard E
Subject: RE: USQ in Support of New Water System

Greg,

I have attached the engineered analysis for the change to the 8" line from the 12" line. Also attached is
the USQ for that document. I agree that 0025-2011 should have some text that recognizes the change
in the FSAR, we are revising the text in the USQt description and the answers to the USQ will not change.
Additionally, we have been going through Chapter 2 of the FSAR which includes the description of
equipment and processes and we are updating as appropriate Section 2.9.1.7. Although we have a draft
chapter it has not been reviewed or subjected to the USQ process yet.

The Engineering Analysis for the water line change should ease your concern about maintaining Nuclear
Safety. As you know, we do not have any accidents that rely upon the fire suppression system in either
the CVDF or the 105-KW Basin FSARr The water tank does maintain water that we could use to supply
make-up water and is identified as DID, however, our TSR does allow us to get water from several
different sources and does niot rely on any one System.i

Also, as we discussed, the location of the water tank did consider the placement and the potential for
flooding. I will verify the final location is as designed.

Gail Chaff ee

From: Morgan, Gregory F maI Ito: Gregory. Morga n (crl.doe. oov1
Sent: Thursday, April 14, 2011 3:27 PM
To: Chaffee, Gail A
Cc: Teynor, Thomas; Ramble, Alan L; Morgan, Calvin E; Quintero, Roger; Jackson, Mark W.; Hill, Burton
E.; West, Dale C.; Koch, Michael R; Clapp, Dennis A.
Subject: FW: USQ in Support of New Water System
Importance: High

Gail:

In our discussions (today at 2:05, and over the last two months or more), it was stated that the
design change from 12 inch to 8 inch was screened out from the USQ process because the
change would be USO reviewed prior to implementation at the facility (Appendix B, bullet 7,
bolded below). DCN-KUP-073 is marked in that maniner. That then requires a USQ



Determination before implementation at the facility. USQ 0025 2011 has DCN-KUP-073 as one
of the DCNs covered:

DON-KUPF-073, Release of Construction Drawings for 100)
drawing H-I1-91185 Sheet 4 and Sheet 14. The DON modi
adds a fire hydrant south of 105-KWV. The proposed revisic
system upgrade in Section 2.9.1.7 of the FSAR.

However, the proposed revision does conflict with Section 2.9.1.7 of the FSAR, which says:
The planned system will provide a new water supply for the 100 K Area, via a 12-inch
pipeline from the existing export water line. The planned tie-in point is at Helen's Junction,
southwest of the 100 K Area. The new water supply will provide raw water to the 100 K Area,
at a nominal delivery rate in excess of 1500 gal/min. The raw water feed will be to a
750,000 gallon tank, located in the southwest corner of the 100 K Area. This tank is sized to
provide water for fire suppression (360,000 gallons), emergency basin make-up (180,000
gallons), and up to 24 hours of potable water demand at a nominal rate of 50 gal/min.

The planned fire suppression water distribution system will provide a 12-inch fire main
throughout the 100 K Area, with a looped and gridded system on the west side of the 100 K
Area, supplying Buildings 142-K and 105-KW. Existing piping exterior to Building 105-KW
will be replaced with a new loop, providing six new fire hydrants and the water supply to the
Building 1 05-KW administrative area automatic sprinkler system. A single 12-inch fire main
will serve facilities in the central corridor (1724-K, MO-5OG, and hydrants in the central
corridor) and on the east side of the 100OK Area (MO-293, and hydrants on the east side,
including hydrants in the vicinity of Building 105-KB). Normal system pressure will be
maintained by new service water pumps, which will be sized and controlled to maintain system
pressure at a level comparable to that provided by the existing system (approximately 120 psi).

Therefore, there docs not appear to he a [JSQ evaluation which covers the rcdluction from
providing "a 12-inch fire main throughout the 100 K Area, with a looped and gridded system on
the west side of the 100 K Area, supplying Buildings 142-K and 1 05-KW" to tyingi into the
existing 8-inch loop around Building 142-K (CVDF).

This leaves the question in place: Given that the replacement fire suppression system has been tied in
and is started up, and your statement below that the DCN for changing the 12 inch line supply line the
existing 8 inch loop around 142K was identified during our review as still needing a USQ", please explain
how CHPRC is currently ensuring compliance with 10 CFR 830, Section 203?

Please explain.

Greg Morgan



Appendix B

Exceptions to the USQ Process

NOTE: Any documnent or procedure that is listed in a facility or project-specific safety basis
cornpliance matrix may not be excluded from the USQ process using this Appendix as a basis.

This procedure does not apply to:

*Safety Basis Activities in a less than hazard category 3 facility.
*Administrative non-technical basis documents controlled by PRC-PRO-IRM-9679,

Control of Administrative Plans, Reports, Studies, and Description Documents.
*Work hazards analyses performed pursuant to PRO-PRO-WKM -079, Job Hazard

Analyses.
*Radiological work planning and as low as reasonably achievable (ALARA) documents,

Radiological Work Permits (RWPs), survey plans, procedures for operating radiation
measurement devices, procedures for monitoring radiological status during work
activities.

*Environmental permits, reviews or environmental planning documents.
*Administrative and financial portions of work planning documentation such as additional

forms, permits and administrative fields of work management generated forms that are
not part of the work instructions.

*Design Change Notices (DON) and Facility Modification Packages (EMP) that will be
either 1) USO reviewed prior to implementation at the facility, or 2) incorporated into
a [aclilly mudificatiun or nevw facility design that will be authorized by RL in a SER so
long as the DON or FMP do not modify an existing hazard category 1, 2, or 3 nuclear
facility prior to RL issuance of the SER. Changes to the facility or partial installations
mnade prior to the receipt of the SER are subject to the USQ process.

*Changes to the CHPRC functional organization chart shown in Chapter 17 of
PRO-NS-1 1724, OH2M HILL Plateau Remediation Company Safety Management
Programs.

Several OH PRO documents and their corresponding project-specific implementing documents
listed by topical area or individually in the following sections are not subject to the USQ
process. To exclude a project-specific implementing document from USQ review, ensure 1) the
scope of the implementing document falls within the scope of the topical areas listed below, and
2) the implementing document is not contained :In the facility, project, or TS Safety Basis
Compliance Matrix.



From: Chaffee, Gail A
Sent: Thursday, April 14, 2011 1:56 PM
To: Morgan, Gregory
Subject: RE: USQ in Support of New Water System
Importance: High

I am so sorry for all this confusion however, I think I finally got it...l know you have been asking for the
USQ on the 12-8 inch line change. The DCN initially was screened out of the USQ process according to
PRC-NS-PRO-062, Appendix B Exclusions. This exclusion does require us to do an overall USQ on those
DCNs initially excluded. For some reason, I thought that USQ was still in draft while we were waiting for
some final DCNs. I was wrong. The first overall USQ was completed before the project went on line.
Attached is that USQ (0025-2011). 1 have also attached DCN-073 that includes the change from the 12
inch line to the 8 inch line for fire suppression.

From: Morgan, Gregory rmailto:Grecoar.Moruan~rl.doe.Qov1
Sent: Thursday, April 14, 2011 1:09 PM
To: Chaffee, Gail A
Cc: Teynor, Thomas; Quintero, Roger; Jackson, Mark W.; Hill, Burton E.; West, Dale C.; Koch, Michael R;
Clapp, Dennis A.
Subject: RE: USQ in Support of New Water System

Glail:

I still do not understand.

Ihave been asking which USQ screening/evaluation CHPRC has relied upon to ensure nuclear
safety and compliance, for this change from 12 inch lines to 8 inch lines for fire suppression.
The response has not identified the actual USQ being relied upon.

I understand that you will be doing an overall USQ, based on PRC-PRO-NS-062

Unreviewed Safety Question Process, Section 4. 1.10,"
10. Implement the proposed activity. If the proposed activity is a physical modification,

provide verification that the installed modification is in agreement with the safety basis
and USQ documentation prior to start of operations to assure that any new hazards
have been identified and incorporated into the hazards analyses and accurately
reflected in the USQ review, Incorporate changes in the facility safety basis or
transportation safety basis at the next annual update as appropriate.

NOTE: This verification of the modification is accomplished by PRC-PRO-EN-2001,
Facility Modification Design Process, under "Verify Work."



The questions remain: What USQ screening/evaluation is being relied upon for nuclear safety, and for
compliance with 10 CER 830 Section 203?

Thank you.

Greg Morgan

From: Chaffee, Gail A
Sent: Thursday, April 14, 2011 12:09 PM
To: Morgan, Gregory
Cc: Teynor, Thomas; Quintero, Roger; Jackson, Mark; Hill, Burton; West, Dale; Koch, Michael R
Subject: RE: USQ in Support of New Water System

I think my wording may have lead to a misinterpretation; the DCN was properly reviewed (including the
deputy fire marshal) and subjected to the USO. process, however, consistent with our procedure (PRC-
PRO-NS-062) we are doing a more comprehensive USQ on several of the DCNs. That is the purpose of
the DRAFT report I provided to you yesterday.

Please let me know if you have other questions or concerns.

Gail Chaffee

From: Morgan, Gregory F mai Ito: Gregory. Morgan (drl.doe. aovl
Sent: Thursday, April 14, 2011 11:11 AM
To: Chaffee, Gail A
Cc: Teynor, Thomas; Quintero, Roger; Jackson, Mark W.; Hill, Burton E.; West, Dale C.
Subject: RE: USQ in Support of New Water System

Gail:

Given that the replacement fire suppression system has been tied in and is started up, and your
statement below that the "DCN for changing the 12 inch line supply line the existing 8 inch loop around
142K was identified during our review as still needing a USQ", please explain how CHPRC is currently
ensuring compliance with 10 CFR 830, Section 203?

Regards

Greg Morgan



830.203 Unreviewed safety question
process.

(d) The contractor responsible for a
hazard category 1, 2, or 3 DOE nuclear
Facility must implement the DOE approved
USQ procedure in situations
where there is a:
(1) Temporary or permanent change
in the facility as describcd in the
existing documented safety analysis;
(2) Temporary or permanent change
in the procedures as described in the
existing documented safety analysis;

From: Chaffee, Gail A
Sent: Tuesday, April 12, 2011 1:36 PM
To: Morgan, Gregory
Subject: RE: USQ in Support of New Water System

Greg,

Attached are the USQs you requested, The DCN for changing the 12 inch line supply line the existing 8
inch loop around 142K was identified during our review as still needing a USQ. This USQ Determination
is currently a draft; we are awaiting one more DCN to finish and signoff the USQ then we will also issue
our final report (DD-48931). I expect that to be done by the end of this week /first of next week.

Please let me know if you need anything else,

On another note; do you have anything specific you would like on our agenda tomorrow afternoon? I
see I have comments from Dennis on the annual but I haven't had a chance to go over them yet. I think
the KOP Pretreatment is complete. We Could discuss the CVDF USQ closure package that I will be
sending over later next week for your review and approval.

Gail

From: Morgan, Gregory rmalto: Gregory. Morgan@)rl.doe. oovI
Sent: Tuesday, April 12, 2011 12:24 PM
To: Chaffee, Gail A
Subject: RE: USQ in Support of New Water System

Thanks, Gail.

---in you prov/ide copies of USQS-0226-2010, 0028-2011, and 0037-2011 ?



Also. which USC screening or evaluation is CHPRC relying on for the change from 12 inch fire supply

lines LU 8 inch lines?

Regards

Greg Morgan

From: Chaffee, Gail A
Sent: Monday, March 28, 2011 3:51 PM
To: Morgan, Gregory
Cc: Koch, Michael R
Subject: USQ in Support of New Water System

G reg,

As we discussed this morning, we are doing a review of all the DCNs, FMPs, and ECR documentation on
the new water system to ensure that the appropriate reviews were completed before we actually switch
over to the new system. We will document this review in a supporting document. The specific one you
had mentioned is related to the change to the existing 8" line versus the 12" line in the original design.

Attached is the USQ that I had sent to you initially, however, at the time we were in the process of
reviewing and finalizing the USQ and it did not have the second signature.

Please let me know if you need further information or have any other questions.

Gail Chaffee
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CHPRC Condition Report Form EXHIBIT 60'

CHPRC CONDITION REPORT FORM
Status: Closed CR NUMBER: CR-2010-2597

Issue Identification and Processing
Initiator: Initiating IDat~fed

Omberg Carro, Susan K Document- 8124ti2010

Title of Issue:
Installation of Fire Suppression System Without Required Design Approval

Description of Issue:
On Tuesday, August 24th, 20 10, the 1lOOK Fire Protection Engineer was notified by facilities operations
personnel that the scope of work for the day for the 100OK new water treatment facility was to include
installation of the fire suppression system. The design for this system has significant comments still
outstanding from 100OK FAre Protection Engineering, and has not been reviewed and approved by the Fire
Marshal's Office. A walk down of the facility showed that significant additional changes to the system design
were being made in the field; neither Fire Protection Engineering nor 100K Project Engineering was cognizant
of these changes.

Requirements Not Met: (Orders, Requirements, Procedures)
ORD 420.183, Supplemented Rev. 4, Section D.3 requires that facility
design and construction comply with the DOE Fire Protection Handbook,
Hanford Chapter. Section E.1.d.2 provides the Hanford Fire Marshal the
authority to review and approve site construction documents and shop RsosbePoetPorm
drawings for new construction. HNF-36174, DOE Fire Protection RsosbePoetPorm
Handbook - Hanford Chapter, Section 4.1.5, requires that fire suppression D& D
system drawings be approved by the Hanford Fire Marshal's Office prior to
installation. MSC-RD-9 118, Fire Protection Design/Operations Criteria,
Section 2.1.11, states that documents for new designs affecting fire
protection or fire code compliance must be reviewed and approved by the
Hanford Fire Marshal's Office.

Other Related Documents:
Date Submitted: HF317,DEFr

8/24/2010PrtcinHnbo;MC

Immediate Action(s) Taken:
The EPO construction manager was notified that the design for the system being installed was not approved
for installation, and that the design as previously submitted was apparently being altered In the field to an
unacceptable extent The EPC construction manager was advised that installation activities should cease
until after the revised design was resubmitted and approved by both CHPRC Fire Protection Engineering and
the Fire Marshal's Office.

Recommended Corrective Actions:
Project shall obtain a revised design from the subcontractor, and submit such design for review and approval
as required. Work shall not recommence until after approval of the revised design. The prime contractor shall
submit, a formal corrective action plan that states how they intend to prevent similar violations In the future.

Initiator Comments:
Stephen R. Douglass

Associated Files
Approval-tocre-Qut.htm

Issue Significance, Analysis, Extent of Condition, Action Assignment,, and Closure
Significance Level: Date Submitted to Responsible Date CAP was approved by Responsible

Screened-Out Manager". Manager/Delegate:
1 10/28/2010 - Edington, Max L

E~ ORPS E Compliance Determination E.- NTS
PAAA Compliance Determination Number-,rCHPRC-PAAA-201 0-074 1

http://prc.rl.gov/prccrrs/ReportjF.aspx?issueID= 16993 211812011



Significant Level Justification:
Sent back from Assignment by Edington, Max L. Responsible manager. Please screen out this CR to CR-
2010-3049. Although submitted a month apart both CRs represent the exact same condition and screened at
the same level as adverse.

This condition was rescreened from an adverse condition to a screen out at the request of the responsible
manager per above justificaton. CR-201 0-3049 is screened as adverse will document the apparent cause
analysis and correct actions to address this condition.

PLH
Assigned To: FDaesgnd

Extant of Conditions:
Causal Analysis Method Used: AnFalysis Completion Date:
Analysis Results:

Trend Codes:

Cause Codes:
PAAAI851 Citations:

830.122(e)(1)
[ISMS:

Authenticated By: sAteiced

http ://prc.rl.gov/prccrrs/Report-EF.aspx?issuelD= 16993 2/18/2011
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CHPRIC CONDITION REPORT FORM
Status: Closed CR NUMBER: CR-2010-3049

Issue Identification and Processing
Initiator: initiating Document: Date Identified:

Eide, Don SAC-2010.1 169 V9/201 0
Title of Issue:

100K - Fire Suppression System Field Work Stop Work (ARRA): SAC- 2010-1169
Description of Issue:

100K Senior Mgmt issued a Fieid Work Stop Work on the 100K Fire Suppression System Upgrade pending a
comprehensive Design Document review and approvai.

Date Submitted: OhrRltdDcmns

Immediate Actionis) Taken:
Stop Work initiated

Recommended Corrective Actions:
Initiator Comments:

Responsible Manager is Max Edington
Suggested screening is TUF

Associated Files
Files are avalable throuah IDMS

~Issue Significance, Analysis, Extent of Condition, Action Assignment, and Closure
Significance Level: Date Submitted to Responsible Date CAP was approved by Responsible

Adverse Manager: Manager/Delegate:
9/29/2010 - Edington, Max L 11/10/2010 - Eide, Don

IE ORPS F. Compliance Determnination , NTS
Significant Levei Justification:

Screened As Adverse.

The CR documents the implementation of a Stop Work of field work on the upgrades to the 100OK Fire SuppressionSystem upgrade pending a design document review that it would seem should have been done prior to starting thework. This is considered an adverse impact to the operation of the project, and further analysis is warranted.

This will necessitate an apparent cause at a minimum, and the completion of an extent of condition review in
accordance with appendix B of PRC-PRO-QA-052.

DBW
Assigned To: Dt sind

Extent of Conditions:
This condition was caused by an oversight in the BTIR procedure PRC-PRO-AC-1 86. The bversight deals with theinterface with the Hanford Fire- Marshal and design reviews. Other portions of the D&D Project are not affected bythis oversight but other CHPRC projects could be. Corrective Action #3 will address this oversight

Apparent 1/021
Analysis Results:

Review the attached file, 1 10k Fire Suppression Stop Work ACA, for the details of this analysis. Beginning theweek of October 18, 2010 an Apparent Cause Analysis was conducted over several days involving the ProjectManager (CHPRC D&D), Construction Manager (CHPRC EPC), Project Design Authority Engineer (CHPRCD&D), 100 K Area Deputy Fire Marsha! (FFS) and D&D Technical Support (CHPRC D&D). Interviews were

http://prc. rl.gov/prccrrs'Report-I F.aspx'h ssuel 0D= 17483 6/17/2011
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concluded on November 5, 2010 and the attached file was written to document the results.
Trend Codes:

O P08 - Chapter 8, Control of Equipment and System Status
EN04 - Design Documentation/Specification
MS 10 - ISM -Management Review

Cause Codes:
Al B30 - Design / documentation not complete
A5B2C08 - Incomplete / situation not covered

PAAAI8SI Citations:

ISMS:
CF-D - Performn Work within Controls
CF-E - Provide Feedback and Continuous Improvement

Corrective Action Items
Action #: Actionee:

I I Deleyos, Bing
Action Statement: [Due Date:

Identify which Fire Marshal approval is required and transmit information to 12/31/2010
Construction Manager.

Closure Requirements:
Closure statement indicating action taken and date completed. Attach a copy of the correspondence that notified
the Construction Manager.

Action Taken:
DRAFT document from the Hanford Fire Marshal, indicating approvals
required, was transmitted by FPE to CM via e-mail on 12/21/10. Completed Date:

12/21/2010
AO\ E-mail of correspondence and the file attached to e-mail were uploaded to

this CRRS item.
Action Approved By: Action Approval Date:

Alaconis, Walter 12/27/20 10

Action #: Actionee:
2 Koch, Michael R

Action Statement: Due Date:
Obtain clarification on the authority of the Deputy Fire Marshal role. Note: 4/27/2011
MSA currently has draft document in DOE.RL for review and approval.

Closure Requirements:
Closure statement indicating actions taken and date completed. Attach a copy of the final documentation that
clarifies the Deputy Fire Marshal's role.

Action Taken:
The CR-2010-3049 CA#2 was to obtain clarification on the authority of the
Deputy Fire Marshal role, this action is being closed with the submittal of a
draft copy of DOE 0 420.113 SORD, Rev 4 required by CR-2010-3375
CR#2. Information regarding Deputy Fire Marshal duties Is contained in the
draft.

CR-2010-3375 CR#2 which needs "Update the status of revised Fire
Protection Program procedures for inclusion of roles and responsibilities of Completed Date:
the Site Fire Marshal, the Fire Marshal's Office, Deputy Fire Marshals and 4/27/2011
Fire Protection Engineers to reflect changes to the DOE 0 420.18B SCRD,
Rev 4 (new Rev 5)" satisfies the intent of CR-201 0-3049 CA#2.

CR-201 0-3375 CR#2 is scheduled to be completed by 9/30/2011.

S Summary:
CR-2010-3049 CA#2 is being closed because it is the identical action as
CR-2010-3375 CR#2_being performed by the DFM office._______________

http://prc.rl.gov/prccrrs/Report-I F.apx'?issuel D= 17483 6/17/2011
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Action Approved By: Action Approval Date:
Elde, Don 4/27/2011

SAction #: Actionee:
3 1Taylor, Michael L

Action Statement:DuDae
Reconcile the MSA and CHPRC procedures so the approval requirements 1/121are clearly identified in the PRC-PRO-AC-186 Procedurej1//21

Closure Requirements:
Closure statement indicating actions taken and date completed. Attach a copy of the revised approved procedure
to this Condition Report.

Action Taken:
PRC-PRO-AC-123 governs the preparation of requisitions by the
requesting organization.
PRO-123 includes numerous references for requestors to include
supporting organizations in the preparation and approval of procurement-
related documents. Section 2.2.3 for example describing BTR
responsibilities:

Obtain and incorporate all project and functional support organization
assistance, input and approvals in order to ensure that complete and
adequate acquisition documentation is provided to the procurement
organization and the contractor.

PRO-123 also requires the use of ATTACHMENT 5 Functional &
Procurement Concurrence Checklist to for BTRs to determine when
supporting organizations -including Fire Protection should be involved with
the preparation and approval of SOWs. Included Is a reference to the
CHPRC Fire Protection Engineer. Instruction 4 for example and one of the
many references to Fire Protection are copied below

S 4. When any of the questions/topics in the checklist are marked as "YES"
applicable -then insert the name of the SME who provided feedback for
the applicable sections and obtain concurrence/authorization to proceed on
the SOW or applicable documents.
Does this affect the following? Safety, environmental, and quality
requirements or established envelopes Emergency response procedures Completed Date:Emergency equipment Safety or Fire Protection equipment - 12/17/2010
PRC-PRO-AC-186 Statements of Work, describes the process and
includes templates for the preparation of Statements of work. PRO-i 86
and the referenced templates include numerous references to identification
of hazards and inclusion of supporting organizations in making sure SOWs
and the resulting contract completely address hazards. Section 3.3.6
specifically addresses fire protection engineering:

When procuring services that involve any activity listed in Sections 2.2 and2.3 of HNF-PRO-8589, Hanford Fire Marshal Permits, contact the Fire
Prevention organization to determine whether a Hanford Fire Marshal
Permit is required. Document as applicable in the SOW. Similarly, if anyFire Protection design features, egress, combustibles, protection systems
will be potentially impacted by Contractor activities, coordinate
requirements with the Project Fire Protection Engineer

Section 4.8 of the Hazardous SOW template modified to include the
following language.
A. When the contract includes significant design or construction activities

* or any items that require a fire protection/code interpretation the Deputy
Fire Marshal for the facility shall be contacted for interpretation and
required permits in accordance with MSC-RD-8589, Hanford Fire Permits.

* Procurement procedures and guidance clearly direct requestors and BTRsto the cognizant CHPRC subject matter expert or point of contact. The

http://prc.rl. gov/prccrrs/Report-I F spx'issuel D= 17483 6/17/2011
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CHPRC SME is the responsible representation for the CHPRC to external
organizations and outside agencies.________________

ho, Action Approved By: Action Approval Date:
Elde, Don 113112011

Action #: Actionee:

Action Statement:
Per the requirements of MSC-RD-9118, Section 2.1.1, obtain the approval Due Date:
and permit of the Hanford Fire Marshal's Office (reference 0A33896 12/16/2010
Finding #1). ______________

Closure Requirements:
Closure statement indicating actions taken and date completed. Attach copy of permit issued by the Fire Marshal's
office.

Action Taken:
Per the requirements of MSC-RD-91 18 Section 2.1.1 requested and Completed Date:
obtained the required Fire Marshal Permits (9 Total). See attached file titled 1216/2010
FireMarshal Permits

Action Approved By: Action Approval Date:
Alaconis, Walter 12/16/2010

Action #: Actionee:

Action Statement

SClosure Requirements:
Closure statement indicating actions taken and date completed. Attach a completed copy of the approved
checklist.

Action Taken:
Per the requirements of MSC-RD-9717 Section 2.1.2 a Contractor Fire
Plan Request was prepared and submitted to the Hanford Fire
Department.
See attached file named "Contractor pre-fire plan request' Completed Date:
Per the requirements of MSC-RD-9717 Section 2.1.3 a 12/16/2010
Construction/Demolition Fire Safety Inspection Checklist was prepared and
submitted to the Hanford Fire Department
See attached file named "Construction/Demolition Fire Safety Inspection
Checklist"

Action Approved By: Action Approval Date:
Alaconis, Walter 12/16/2010

Action #: Actionee:

Action Statement: Due Date:
Complete review of actions taken and lift Stop Work on the Supply portion 2//21 1
after Fire Marshal approval has been obtained

Closure Requirements:
Closure statement indicating actions taken and date completed. Attach copy of the signed DCN.

Action Taken:
Working with Deputy Fire Marshal, the 100K Infrastructure Project, fire CopedDa:S protection engineering consultant, and design-build contractor have CopedDa:
redesigned the supply portion for the new I100K water treatment facility. A 2/8/2011
DC N approved by the Deputy Fire Marshal is attached. (See Attached file
DCN-KUP-1 63)

http://prc.ri.gov/prCcrrs/Report-I FaspxI suel D= 17483 6/17/2011
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Action Approved By: Action Approval Date:.
Eide, Don 2/9/2011

SAction #: fActionee:
7Edington,_Max L________________

Action StatementDuDae
Complete review of actions taken and lift Stop Work on the Sprinkler 1211Date1
portion after Fire Marshal approval has been obtained.j

Closure Requirements:
Closure statement indicating actions taken and date completed. Attach copy of signed DCN.

Action Taken:
Working with Deputy Fire Marshal, the 100K Infrastructure Project, fire
protection engineering consultant, and design-build contractor have Completed Date:
redesigned the sprinkler system for the new lOOK water treatment facility. 12/16/2010
A DCN approved by the Deputy Fire Marshal is attached. (See Attached
file 'NrFSprinklerSubmittal.pdf).

Action Approved By: Action Approval Date:
Eide, Don 12/16/2010

Action #: fActionee:
8 I Edington, Max L

Action Statement: DuI ae
Complete review of actions taken and lift Stop Work on the 12/e6Date:
Detection/Alarm portion after Fire Marshal approval has been obtained. 1/621

Closure Requirements:
Closure statement indicating actions taken and date completed. Attach copy of signed DCN.

Action Taken:
S In coordination with consultant fire protection engineer, design-build

contractor, and the Deputy Fire Marshal, the I100K Infrastructure project Completed Date:
has re-designed the fire alarm system for the new 100OK water treatment 12/16/2010
facility. The attached DCN (WTFFireAIarmDCN.pdf) has been approved by
the Deputy Fire Marshal.

Action Approved By: Action Approval Date:
Edington, Max L 1216/2010

Action #: lActionee:
9 1 Edington, Max L

Action Statement:DuDae
Complete review of actions taken and lift Stop Work on the Distribution 2721portion after Fire Marshal approval has been obtained.

Closure Requirements:
Closure statement indicating actions taken and date completed. Attach copy of signed DCN.

Action Taken:
Working with Deputy Fire Marshal, the 100K Infrastructure Project, fire
protection engineering consultant, and design-build contractor have Completed Date:
redesigned the distribution system for the new IlOOK water treatment 2/8/2011
facility. A DCN approved by the Deputy Fire Marshal is attached. (See
Attached files DCN-KUP-153.pdf and DCN-KUP-091.pdf

Action Approved By: Action Approval Date:
Edington, Max L 2/8/2011

http://prc.rl .gov/prccrrs(Report-I Faspx~issuel D=17483 6/17/2011



Complete review of actions taken and lift Stop Work on the Fire Pump 2/7/2011
portion after Fire Marshal approval has been obtained.

SClosure Requirements:
Closure statement indicating actions taken and date completed. Attach copy of signed DCN.

Action Taken:
Working with Deputy Fire Marshal, the 100K Infrastructure Project, fire
protection engineering consultant, and design-build contractor have Completed Date:
redesigned the fire pump portion for the new 100OK water treatment facility. 2/8/2011
A DCN approved by the Deputy Fire Marshal Is attached. (See Attached
file SUB1 5300-O1Vl O.pdf)

Action Approved By: Action Approval Date:
Eide, Don 2/9/2011

Action #: Actionee:
11 1Edington, Max L

Action Statement: Due Date:
Complete review of actions taken and lift Stop Work on the Fire Wail 12/16/2010portion, after Fire Marshal approval has been obtained.

Closure Requirements:
Closure statement indicating actions taken and date completed. Attach copy of signed DCN.

Action Taken:
In coordination with the consultant fire protection engineer, the Deputy fire
Marshal, and the design-build contractor, the 1lOOK Infrastructure project Completed Date:
has re-designed the fire walls for the new 1lOOK water treatment facility. 12/16/2010
The attached contractor submittal (WTFFireWallSubmittal.pd) has been
approved by the Deputy Fire Marshal. _______________

Action Approved By: Action Approval Date:
Edington, Max L 12/16/2010

http://prc.rl. gov/prccrrs/Report-I Faspxi ssud~D= 17483 6/17/2011
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From-:af-h Jama F
To: SmWer.LisaA
Subject: C - Revise and Resubmit: Contract No. 36534-031, SUB 13125-02 V3, STAMPED STRUCTU.RAL. &

ARO-IflEC TURAL DWGS, Status: "O0ut For Review"
Date. Tuesday, September 07, 2010 2:45:42 PM

Please see attached comments from Fire Protection below. Sam

I reviewed these drawings and have a few comments additionally:

1 - Rooms 102-105 show 10 ft high ceilings but there is no detail which shows a fire rating, the wall
type 2 detail on sheet 2 looks like it may have been intended to meet a UL - p516 or the 2 hour
version of it but this should be clarified.
2 - The 1 and 2 hour wall assembly listing UIL - U465 and U412 show the walls going all the way to
the roof. According to the drawing these walls surround rooms 102-105 therefore all these walls
should already go to the ceiling. I'm not sure this is what I saw on the walkdown (they may not
have been completed yet). This would also imply that given this and the 10' ceiling the unheated
space above the ceiling issue needs to be addressed. You could potentially make the case that the
walls should only go to the lower ceiling eliminated the unheated inaccessible space above the
rooms but this needs to be addressed in the plan.
3 -The exterior walls are not shown as being a fire assembly. This is in conflict as the exterior
doors are shown as requiring a fire rating. At a minimum the exterior structural elements require
protection within the fire compartment. A case could probably be made to not require rated walls
for non structural exterior elements but the easy path would be to provide rated construction.

Thanks

-Jason PROCUREMENT~ / CON~TRACT SUBhMITTAL
APW CX AP 0

A 0 conformos to the Cotrect Requirements

9 0 minor coaots -Approved With Rxosptions as Cemerstsd

From., Omberg Carro, Susan K Dae-submittal required .~esuemittal not required
Sent, Thursday, September 02, 2010 2:27 PM C CKot Approved.- Revise and Rsbi
To: WaJeeh, Usama E Sg:STEVEDCUGLASOae99/22/20 0
Cc; Kemp, Jason B; Edington, Max LSin
Subject: RE: Interior Wall Sched ~o w~

Sam,

In short, I agree. These drawings appear to provide details for the wall construction, with the UL
design numbers. The suspended ceilings appear to be, shown, with no UL design number provided.
Penetrations are not addressed, including an item of particular concern, the structural steel
penetration through the suspended ceiling.

Downloading the assembly details from the UL website shows that there are multiple important
assembly details for the walls that do not appear to be addressed by these drawings. The UL design
provides a maximum studl spacing, information on floor and ceiling runners, and staggering of



gypsum board for multi-layer assemblies, acceptable methods of attachment, and acceptable
backing for horizontal joints that are not addressed by the details provided in the drawing. Some
of this may be difficult to verify by inspection at this point in time, as both sides of the wall have
been finished. That makes It even more important to receive a detailed description of the
construction as performed. if necessary we can cut into the wall to verify conformance.

Thanks,

Susan

From: Wajeeh, Usama E
Sent,~ Thursday, September 02, 2010 8:48 AM
To: Omberg Carro, Susan K
Cc: Kemp, Jason B
Subject: Interior Wall Sched

These are the drawings we received from Grant regarding their wall details (H-1-91XXX SHi Is the
only location showing a 1 hr/2 hr assembly). No details Indicating recessed fixtures, wall corners
or the boxing of the beams. These are insufficient and will reply back to the submittal as such.
Please let me know If you have any specific comments.

Sam



Brown, Walter R

From: Morgan, Gregory
Sent: Monday, October 31, 2011 10:02 AM
To: Jackson, Dale E; West, Dale C; Brown, Walter R
Cc: Weil, Stephen R
Subject: RE: 100 K IUUP Surveillance Report Final Version Enclosed

Sensitivity: Confidential

Dale:

This looks good. Do we need a new "date report completed", on the first page?

Respectfully,

Greg Morgan

From: Jackson, Dale
Sent: Thursday, October 27, 2011 4:47 PM
To: West, Dale; Brown, Walter (CONTR); Morgan, Gregory
Cc: Well, Stephen
Subject: 100 K IUUP Surveillance Report Final Version Enclosed
Importance: High
Sensitivity: Confidential

Gents:

Please do one last review on the enclosure. I think it is now ready to be briefed to Mr. Corey as it incorporates
all edits that we believe are appropriate in light of CHPRC's Factual Accuracy Analysis and ODD's suggestions
on fon-nat and content. Let me know what you think.

Regards,

Dale Jackson
DOE-RL EMD
(509) 376.8086



Jackson, Dale E

From: Jackson, Dale
Sent: Monday, November 07, 2011 5:08 PM
To: Brown, Walter R
Subject: 100 K Memo
Attachments: Shoop Memo re S-1 1-EMD-PRC-001 .doc

Russ:

Does the enclosure capture your suggested changes?

DEJ



Weil, Stephen R

From: Jackson, Dale E
Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2012 3:06 PM
To: WilSteohenR
Subject: ()5

Steve:

I got and understand your message regarding Jeff s information onl(b)(5) I asked Marcy this morning to
set an appointment with Ray for early next week to discuss any changes we need to make to the Surveillance Team
comments on the CAP. That should prepare us to meet with CHPRC, mid to late next week and give them guidance
(again) on how we think they need to proceed. Thanks for the info.

D EJ



Well,_Stephen R

From: Jackson, Dale E
Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2012 12:23 PM
To: George, Marcy
Cc: Corey, Ray J; Frey, Jeffrey A; Weil, Stephen R; West, Dale C; Morgan, Gregory Z; Brown,

Walter R
Subject: Request Meeting With Mr. Corey

Marcy:

During a discussion with Ray last Tuesday afternoon, he informed me that he would like to make some changes in the
comments the 100K IUULP Surveillance Team developed in response to CHPRC's Corrective Action Plan. He and I agreed
that the Team members should meet with him early next week to go over the comments on the CAP. I am open any
time Monday or Tuesday, and I believe the other Team members can make themselves available also. I think the
proposed meeting shouldn't require no more than one hour.

Will you take a look at Ray's calendar and suggest a meeting date, time and place?

Thanks,
Dale Jackson

2



Weil, Stephen R

From: Jackson, Dale E
Sent: Wednesday, February 29, 2012 4:01 PM
To: Corey, Ray J
Cc: Frey, Jeffrey A; Weil, Step henR
Subject: FWJ (b)(5) Now In ESTARS

Importance: High

Ray:

responded to Jenise's information on the contract obligation language and thanked her. I also pointed out that while a

(b)(5) I -recommend (b)(5)
(b)(5)

le spec-fu Ily,
Dale Jackson

From: Connerly, Jenise C
Sent: Wednesday, February 29, 2012 3:13 PMV
To: Jackson, Dale E
Cc: Well, Stephen R; Frey, Jeffrey A; Corey, Ray J; Sieracki, Sally A
Subject: RE: Letterl(b)(5) Iow In ESTARS

Dale,

While Friday is the due date established by correspondence control, it has no contractual significance. There is no
deliverable time in Section C for DOE's response to corrective action plans.

I'm out for the remainder of the week, but if you decide you do need to get a letter out, Sally is available to sign, and I
can be reached on my cell phone, 430-0923.

J en ise

From: Jackson, Dale E
Sent: Wednesday, February 29, 2012 2:06 PMV
To: Connerly, Jenise C
Cc: Weil, Stpe ;Fe,3f
Subject: Letter[((5 7) 5)o w In ESTARS
Importance: High

Jenise:

With Mr. Corey's permission, EMD's letter 1(b)(5) is now in ESTARS
(copy enclosed FYI). It is a slightly different version han you have
previously seen, but covers the comments you have previously offered re. (b)(5)I

(b)(5) Keep an eye open for this one, and any help you can provide in expediting the concurrence process will be
greatly appreciated. We must deliver this letter to CHPRC by COB this Friday. I will hand deliver it to the CHPRC
President's Office on Friday if needed, and provided I have Mr. Shoop's and your signatures in time.

5



Thanks,
Dale Jackson



Weil, Stephen R

From: Jackson, Dale E
Sent: Wednesday, February 29, 2012 3:49 PM
To: Weil, Stephen R
Subject: Ib)5 I

Steve:

Any idea on when you may get to reading and concurring on the (b)(5)

Respectfully,

Dale



Weil, Stephen R

From: Jackson, Dale E
Sent: Wednesday, February 29, 2012 2:19 PM
To: Fritz, Lori L; Kruger, Paul W; Wilson, Michael B; Wilson, Michael B
Cc: Weil, Stephen R
Subject: Draft Surveillance Report For Factual Accuracy Review
Attachments: S-12-EMD-MSC-001 v022412.docx

Colleagues:

During the last quarter of calendar year 2011, RL EMD performed a surveillance focusing on operation of the 200 Area
public drinking water system and compliance with applicable State and federal regulations. The preliminary surveillance
report, "Review of Mission Support Contract (MSC) Water Utilities Cross-Connection Control Program and Practices" (S-
12-EM D-MSC-001) is now complete. A copy of the draft report is enclosed to enable MVSA to perform of a factual
accuracy review, and offer comments to RL, While the operation of the drinking water system primarily falls under
MSA's Site Infrastructure & Logistics organization, I am also copying Safety, Health & Quality, and Energy &
Environmental Services due to the cross cutting nature of RL's inquiry and the breadth of the preliminary findings
contained in the Surveillance Report.

Please review the content of the enclosure transmitted with the e-mail, and provide me any comments you may have
regarding factual accuracy no later than 30 days from today's date. I am available to meet with each of you, either
individually or collectively to try to answer any questions you may have, If you would like to meet, please respond to
this e-mail, or you may telephone me on 376-8086 or 948-5540 and we can make arrangements.

Sincerely,
Dale Jackson
Surveillance Team Lead
RL-E MD

9



Weil, Stephen R

From: Jackson, Dale E
Sent: Wednesday, February 29, 2012 2:06 PM
To: Connerly, Jenise C
Cc: Weil, StephenRFreJ.ffre A
Subject: Lette rtb)(5) % ow In ESTARS
Attach ments: (b)(5)

Importance: High

Jenise:

With Mr. Corey's permission, EM D's letter (b)(5) is now in ESTAIRS
(copy enclosed FYI). It is a slightly different version (b)(5)thnyuav
previously seen, but covers the comments you have previously o ere re (b)(5)I

(b)(5) lKeep an eye open for this one, and any help you can provide in expediting the concurrence process will be
greatly appreciated. We must deliver this letter to CHPRC by COB this Friday. I will hand deliver it to the CHPRC
President's Office on Friday if needed, and provided I have Mr. Shoop's and your signatures in time.

Thanks,
Dale Jackson

10



Weil, Stephen R

From: Jackson, Dale E
Sent: Wednesday, February 29, 2012 11:31 AM
To: Teynor, Thomas K
Cc: Corey, Ray J; Weil, Stephen R
Subject: Rejection of CHPRC's 100K Surveillance Corrective Action Plan
Attachments: (b)(5)

Tom:

The 100K IUUP Surveillance Team has reviewed a Corrective Action Plan (CAP) submitted by CHPRC in response to the
100KlLJJP urvillace S-11-ED-PC-00). s enlanpddn te ecloed ett at will enter ESTARS concurrence

today, th (b)(5) IWe made substantial comments
(for RL use only) ' (b)(5_) __]nd I am available to brief you on those details as well as the enclosure in general if you so
desire. Give me a phone call, or you may respond to this e-mail if you like.

Regards,
Dale Jackson
RL-EIVMD
376-8086
948-5540

12



Weil, Stephen R

From: Jackson, Dale E
Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2012 10:55 AM
To: Frey, Jeffrey A
Cc: Weil, Stephen R
Subject: Action on the 100K IUULP Proposed CAP (CHPRC-1200377

Importance: High

Jeff:

I just discovered today that CHPRC's proposed CAP (CHPRC-1200377) in response to the 100K IUJUP Surveillance was
assigned to you in ESTARS on Feb. 2, 2012 with a due date of: NO ACTION.
We need to respond to the CAP by this Friday or it will be deemed approved as submitted. As you are aware, I briefed
Ray last Thursday afternoon and made a recommendation[(b)(5) lRay wanted to read all of our
comments on the proposed CAP before making a decision. Thus far, I haven't heard anything further from him. Do you
want to reassign the action in ESTARS to EMD at this point? Have you gotten any guidance from Ray on how would
should proceed? Any guidance you can provide will be helpful.

Respectfully,
Dale Jackson
376.8086

15



Weil, Stephen R

From: Jackson, Dale E
Sent: Wednesday, February 22, 2012 3:52 PM
To: West, Dale C; Morgan, Gregory Z; Brown, Walter R
Cc: WlSehnR
Subject: ()5
Attachments: ()5

Importance: High

Gents:

The enclosure is what I am proposing to send to CHPRC re. the 100K lUUP CAP. Let me have any suggested corrections,
or thoughts you may have.

Thanks,
DEJ

16



Weil, Stephen R

From: Jackson, Dale E
Sent: Monday, February 13, 2012 5:42 PM
To: Morgan, Gregory Z; West, Dale C; Brown, Walter R
Cc: Well, Stephen R
Subject: Consolidated Comments on 100K CAP Enclosed
Attachments: Review of CHPRC-1200377 attachment 2 021412.docx

Gents:

The enclosure contains all of our individual comments on CHPRC's 100K Corrective Action Plan. Russ has scheduled Rm
554 for us tomorrow morning at 10:00 am, and our objective will be to consolidate our comments into Team comments
and generally reduce the total number. See you then.

DEJ

17



Jackson, Cale E

From: Jackson, Dale E
Sent: Friday, December 02, 2011 10: 12AM
To: Morgan, Gregory Z
Subject: RE. 1lOOK IUUP Surveillance

Thanks!

From: Morgan, Gregory Z
Sent: Friday, December 02, 2011 10:04 AM
To: West, Dale C; Jackson, Dale E; Brown, Walter R
Cc: Evans, David T
Subject: RE: 100K IUUP Surveillance

Jeff Frey has concurred on the hard copy of the Surveillance.

Ray Corey has it now.

Regards

Greg

From: Morgan, Gregory Z
Sent: Friday, November 25, 2011 10:45 AM
To: West, Dale C; Jackson, Dale E; Brown, Walter R
Cc: Evans, David T
Subject: RE: 100K IUUP Surveillance

On Friday, the legal offices at RL are dark - I suspect they are enjoying the Thanksgiving day weekend.

From: Morgan, Gregory Z
Sent: Wednesday, November 23, 2011 2:01 PM
To: West, Dale C; Jackson, Dale E; Brown, Walter R
Cc: Evans, David T
Subject: RE: 10OK IUUP Surveillance

Maria Marvin just concurred and put it on Bob Carosino's desk,

She has minor comments; mainly typo's and formatting. Apparently, it will be up to Bob Carosino whether we need to
address them before approval.

It is moving along.

Greg

From: West, Dale C
Sent: Tuesday, November 22, 2011 1:52 PM
To: Morgan, Gregory Z; Jackson, Dale E; Brown, Walter R
Cc: Evans, David T
Subject: 1OOK IUUP Surveillance



Greg checked it out and found out that Maria has the action. Apparently she is reviewing the report and hopes to be
complete bef~re we leave for Thanksgiving.

Dale



Jackson, Dale E

From: Jackson, Dale E
Sent: Tuesday, December 06, 2011 12:13 PM
To: Marvin MWirb; K<
Subject: (b) (5)

Sensitivity: Confidential

Tracking: Recipient Read
Marvin, Marla K Read: 12/6/2011 12:36 PM

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL

ATTORNEY-C LI ENT C:OM MUNIC(ATION

ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE CLAIMED

This is a privileged and confidential Attorney-Client communication prepared in anticipation of litigation.D)0 NOTf['O.R.WARD THIS DOCUM'ENT OR ANY I'NCLOSURE(s) WIT7dOUT EXPRESS PERMISSION
FROM I'll FAUTI bR. This in/fbrmai'ion and any enclosures aire intended only/for the person to whom it isuddressed. I/you are not the intended recipient please do not copy,. disseminate or distribute this information.
11 you received this inftrmalion in error please immediately notio' the sender and delete this
infbrination. INFORA7'IN CONTAINEDI IN THIS.AHESSAGE IS NOT SUILJECT TO RELEASE. UNDER
TWIA.

Marla:
(b)(5)

Thanks,
DEJ



Jackson, Dale E

From: Jackson, Dale E
Sent: Thursday, December 08, 2011 4:27 PMV
To: Brown, Walter R; Morgan, Gregory Z; West, Dale C
Subject: 1lOOK Surveillance Report

Tracking: Recipient Read
Brown, Walter R Read: 12/9/2011 12:38 PM
Morgan, Gregory Z Read: 12/9/2011 7:43 AM
West, Dale C Read: 12/12/2011 7:08 AM

Ge nts:

Mr. Shoop signed the 100K Surveillance transmittal package this afternoon, and Amy delivered it to correspondence
control for mailing. It should go out this afternoon or tomorrow morning (but don't know since it is a contractor's day
off). Thanks for everyone's efforts, and now the real work will begin re. corrective action.

Regards,
Dale Jackson



Jackson, Dale E

From: Jackson, Dale E
Sent: Friday, December 09, 2011 8:12 AM
To: Weil, Stephen R
Subject: 100OK Briefing for WDOH

Tracking: Recipient Read

Weil, Stephen R Read: 12/9/2011 8:24 AM

Steve:

Now that the Report has actually issued, it seems we should make another inquiry regardingl(b)(5)
(b)(5) Have you heard anything from him? So far, I haven't gotten anything back on OCC's position.

DEJ



Jackson, Dale E

From: Jackson, Dale E
Sent: Wednesday, February 15, 2012 8:59 AM
To: Morgan, Gregory Z
Subject: RE: 100K IUUP Surveillance RCA Report Review

Everything went well, We are meeting to continue work today at 10:30 am in 555. I'll put you on calendar.

Regards,
DEJ

----Original Appointment --
From: Morgan, Gregory Z
Sent: Wednesday, February 15, 2012 7:56 AM
To: Jackson, Dale E
Subject: Declined: 100K IUUP Surveillance RCA Report Review
When: Tuesday, February 14, 2012 10:00 AM-1:00 PM (GMT-08:O0) Pacific Time (US & Canada).
Where: Fed. Bldg., Rm 554

Sorry - I was in Olympia.

How did the meeting go?

Greg



Jackson, Dale E

From: Teynor, Thomas K
Sent: Wednesday, February 29, 2012 12:43 PMV
To: Jackson, Dale E
Cc: Corey, Ray J ' Dowell, Jonathan A; Weil, Stephen R; Bryson, Dana C
Subject: RE: I(b)(5)

Thank you Dale for the heads up. Iwill read through the attachment provided and email my comments to you should I
have any. Thank you for the opportunity to review.

R/Tomn

From: Jackson, Dale E
Sent: Wednesday, February 29, 2012 11:31 AM
To: Teynor, Thomas K
Cc: Corey, Ray J; Well, Stephen R
Subject: b 5)

Tom:

The lOOK lUUP Surveillance Team has reviewed a Corrective Action Plan (CAP) submitted by CHPRC in response to the
l00K IUUJP Surveillance (S-121-EMD-PRC-00l). As explained in the enclosed letter that will enter WSARS concurrence
today, the(b)5):I We made substantial comments
(for RL use only) I (b)(5) and I am available to brief you on those details as well as the enclosure in general if you so
desire. Give me a phone call, or you may respond to this e-mail if you like.

Regards,
Dale Jackson
RL-EMVD
376-8086
948-5540



Jackson, Dale E

From: Jackson, Dale E
Sent: Monday, January 09, 2012 10:38 AM
To: Connerly, Jenise C
Cc: Well, Stephen R
Subject: Surveillance S-1 1-EMD-PRC-001, 1lOOK IUUP

Jenise:

Has there been any response to our December 9, 2011 letter transmitting the above reference Surveillance Report and
directing development of a corrective action plan? CHPRC apparently received the letter on December 12, which by my

rnI iiIntnn AliiIrlrp irpth C t h ijm'trInnn Pn lb)5)
(b)(5)

So far, I have heard absolutely nothing from the Contractor. CHPRC has entered each of the Report's Findings and
Observations into its CRRS system, but the deadlines for management action contained in the CR items in the system are
February 10, 2012 (obviously beyond the 45 day period specified). It's also interesting that all of the Findings and
Observations were assigned a CRRS system significance level of "Track Until Fixed." CHPRC's own CRRS system guidance
document states that the "Track Until Fixed" significance level should be assigned to incidents that, while the occurrence
is undesirable, a reoccurrence is accep~table. [Emphasis added]

CHPRC also entered the overarching Concern documented in the Report into their CRRS system, and assigned it a
significance level of "Significant" (the systems highest rating ,and one that requires performance of a root cause
analysis). All of this seems to suggest thaf(b)(5)
(b)(5)

Drop by or give me a phone call when you get a chance so we can discuss the matter further. In any event, I'd like to
know what the date is that DOE expects arrival of their CAP.

Regards,
Dale Jackson



Jackson, Dale E

From: Jackson, Dale E
Sent: Tuesday, March 06, 2012 2:23 PM
To: Nelson, Amy C
Cc: Morgan, Gregory Z; West, Dale C
Subject: (b)(5) tatus

Amy:

Do you know if the ()(5 letter has been signed by-Mr. Shoop and if it has been transmitted to the Contractor?

Thanks,
Dale



Jackson, Dale E

From: Jackson, Dale E
Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2012 3:06 PM
To: Weil, Stephen R
Subject: Status oflb)5 51

Steve:

I got and understand your message regarding Jeff's information or (b)(5) I asked Marcy this morning to
set an appointment with Ray for early next week to discuss any changes we need om e to the Surveillance Team
comments Yb)(5) That should prepare us to meet with CHPRC mid to late next week and give them guidance
(again) on how we think they need to proceed. Thanks for the info.

D EJ



Jackson, Dale E

From: Jackson, Dale E
Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2012 3:08 PM
To: George, Marcy
Subject: RE: Request Meeting With Mr. Corey

Marcy:

Let's go ahead and put it on Ray's calendar. I'll try to coordinate with the other Team members, but would you add
them (Dale West, Greg Morgan, Walter Brown, Steve Well) when you calendar the item?

Thanks,
Dale

From: George, Marcy
Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2012 1:19 PM
To: Jackson, Dale E
Subject: RE: Request Meeting With Mr. Corey

2:30-3:30, 314. Will that work?

Thank you,

YA HSGS LLC Administrative Assistant suipporting
DOE RL/Assistant Manager for Safety and Environment
509-376-6278 (Ofc) 509-376-6621 (Fax)
m-krscy.geoir . doe.gov

From: Jackson, Dale E
Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2012 12:23 PM
To: George, Marcy
Cc: Corey, Ray J; Frey, Jeffrey A; Well, Stephen R; West, Dale C; Morgan, Gregory Z; Brown, Walter R
Subject: Request Meeting With Mr. Corey

Marcy:

During a discussion with Ray last Tuesday afternoon, he informed me that he would like to make some changes in the
comments the[F)5 ( b)(5) He and I agreed
that the Team members should meet with him early next week to go over the comment ()5 moe n

lt E Ia oe n



Jackson, Dale E

From: Marvin, Maria
Sent: Thursday, November 03, 2011 11:53 AM
To: Jackson, Dale E
Subject: survieliance response

Dale -- I keep forgetting to ask: can I get a copy of CHPRC's response to your report -- and
our response back to their response? Thanksi

Maria Marvin, Attorney, Office of Chief Counsel U.S. Department of Energy, Richland
Operations Office
509-376-1975

Do not forward this message without my permission; it is intended for the use of those to
whom it was addressed. This email may contain privileged or confidential information and may
not be subject to discovery or release under FOIA. If you have received this in error,
please notify me. Thank you.



Jackson, Dale E

From: Shoop, Doug
Sent: Tuesday, November 08, 2011 3:15 PM
To: Jackson, Dale E
Cc: McCormick, Matthew S; Corey, Ray J; Frey, Jeffrey A; Weil, Stephen R; Gordon, Roger

M; Garcia, Pete J Jr
Subject: IlOOK Infrastructure Utilties Upgrade Project Surveillance (S- l -EMD-PRC-00l)

Dale,

Matt and I have reviewed the subject surveillance report to familiarize ourselves with the concerns, findings and
observations contained in the report. We would like to thank you and the members of the surveillance team for the
thorough review and write-up. Obviously, it is essential that CHPRC develop effective corrective actions that prevent
recurrence. Thank you and the team for a job well done.

Doug and Matt



Crider, Tara L

From: Jackson, Dale E
Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2011 11:56 AM
To: Teynor, Thomas K
Subject: 100 K Surveillance Report

Importance: High

Tom:

We talked about meeting tomorrow to further discuss the 100 K Report. Do you still want to meet? If so, I'd
like to do so before noon if possible.

From my perspective, I(b)(5) 11understand you have the input you need from the
CO and legal, so I took no further action in that arena (0CC did do a review of the document, and I have
incorporated the comments provided - mostly typographical). I have offered a briefing to Ms. Connerly, but
she has not responded. I am meeting with our Cultural Resources Program Manager this afternoon to resolve
our1 last ou~tstanding question regarding CR Review.

Looks like at this point,()5
(b)(5)

In any event, let me know if you want to meet tomorrow, and if so, at what time.

Regards,

Dale Jackson
RL EMD
(509) 376.8086



Crider, Tara L

From: Jackson, Dale E
Sent: Monday, April 04, 2011 5:33 PMV
To: Teynor, Thomas K
Subject: RE: Emailing: KBC Water PIt Replacement DOH Meeting Summary-1OO6O9

Tom:

Yes I have this one. Thanks for sending it along anyway.

Regards,
D EJ

----Original Message --
From: Teynor, Thomas
Sent: Monday, April 04, 2011 5:31 PM
To: Jackson, Dale
Subject: Emailing: KBC Water Pit Replacement DOH Meeting Summary_100609

Dale, Not sure if you have this document.

R/Tom

The message is ready to be sent with the following file or link attachments:

KBC Water Pit Replacement DOH Meeting Summary_100609

Note: To protect against computer viruses, e-mail programs may prevent sending or receiving certain types of file
attachments. Check your e-mail security settings to determine how attachments are handled.



Crider, Tara L

From: Jackson, Dale E
Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2011 12:01 PM
To: Teynor, Thomas K
Subject: RE: 100 K Surveillance Report

Thanks Tom, and have a good weekend,

From: Teynor, Thomas
Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2011 12:00 PM
To: Jackson, Dale
Subject: RE: 100 K Surveillance Report

Dale,

I agree we do not need to meet again on this matter and I concur with your intended path forward. Thank you .

Regards, Tom Teynor
Federal Project Director
Ph: 509-376-6363

From: Jackson, Dale
Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2011 11:56 AM
To: Teynor, Thomas
Subject: 100 K Surveillance Report
Importance: High

Tom:

We talked about meeting tomorrow to further discuss the 100 K Report. Do you still want to meet? If so, I'd
like to do so before noon if possible.

From my perspective, 1(b)(5) I understand you have the input you need from the
CO and legal, so I took no further action in that arena (0CC did do a review of the document, and I have
incorporated the comments provided - mostly typographical). I have offered a briefing to Ms. Connerly, but
she has not responded. I am meeting with our Cultural Resources Program Manager this afternoon to resolve
our last outstanding question regarding CR Review.

Looks like at this point](b)(5)
(b)(5)

In any event, let me know if you want to meet tomorrow, and if so, at what time.

Regards,

Dale Jackson
RL EMD



(509) 376.8086



Brown, Walter R

From: Jackson, Dale
Sent: Thursday, July 14, 2011 4:19 PM
To: Brown, Walter R
Subject: EW: 100K IUUJP Surveillance Report

Russ:

I bcc ed this to your old e-mail and it bounced back. Hopefully you'll get it this time.

From: Jackson, Dale
Sent: Thursday, July 14, 2011 3:58 PMV
To: Connerly, Jenise
Cc: Well, Stephen
Subject: RE: 100K IUUP Surveillance Report

Jenise:

Thanks for getting back to me again. Hot or cold, I can take extreme temperature variations for short periods, and
believe me this briefing won't take long. They will have already read the report, so going over the concern and findings
in any detail is rather pointless now. I will cover the need to immediately address some outstanding issues (in particular,
unresolved safety questions, and fire marshal authority), and explain the remaining procedural steps again. That's about
it.

I think your recommendation to get Holly involved at this stage has tremendous merit. I'll work with Maria to see how
we can make that happen.

Most of the snippets of information that have been trickling in today seem to suggest that CHPRC's initial response is to
circle the wagons and attack the factual accuracy of the report. Interestingly enough, their attacks on accuracy reveal
collateral information that opens new lines of inquiry if we should want to pursue them. For example, I saw reference
today to PRB3 Meeting Minutes that we previously were told didn't exist. Go figure!

Regards,
Dale Jackson

From: Connerly, Jenise
Sent: Thursday, July 14, 2011 1:43 PMV
To: Jackson, Dale
Cc: Marvin, Maria
Subject: RE: 100K IUUP Surveillance Report

Dale,

Thank you for the reassurance. I'm still concerned aboui (b)(5)

I'm concerned about thel(b)(5) If it is
acceptable, I would also like to include Holly Botes in the review, but I'll leave that to Marla and DCC to
decide. Normally, Holly would review the surveillance and letter from a contractual standpoint when it goes into
concurrence, but if Stan is looking at it, it might help to have her look at it now.

1.



Jenise

From: Jackson, Dale
Sent: Thursday, July 14, 2011 11:53 AM
To: Connerly, Jenise
Cc: Marvin, Marla
Subject: RE: 100K IUUP Surveillance Report
Importance: High

Jenise:

I don't think there is much reason to worry, or that any harm has been done. When I learned late yesterday afternoon
that CHPRC had the copy, Iimmediately notified Mr. Jaraysi by e-mail and phone message that what he possessed was
apparently an uncontrolled copy and that CHPRC should not rely on its use for any purpose. I also informed him that if
they desired a conformed copy prior to my providing a briefing (which is now scheduled for next Wednesday morning),
he should make a request to that effect and it would be favorably received. He made the request, and a conformed
copy, including exhibits, was given to him early this morning.

You should also know that I got a phone call from Stan Bensussen (CHPRC General Counsel) this morning wanting to
meet with me and discuss the content of the Report, Stan says he is trying to understand exactly what message weare,
sending. He is concerned about multile ()(5) He suggested that the Report was
(b)(5) IWithout responding to his comments, I told him I would be happy to meet with
him, but that he should read the full report first. I also noted that since I am no longer attached to 0CC, I would need to
arrange for Maria Marvin (who reviewed the report for 0CC) or another appropriate legal representative to be
present. I suspect that after Stan reads the full report along with exhibits, he may conclude that he no longer wants
such a meeting. I'll keep you and Marla posted.

Regards,

Dale Jackson
DOE-RI, FMD
(509) 376.8086

2011 Integrated Safety Management Workshop
September 12-15, 2011 Kennewick, WA
Learn more about it at: http,://www.ism20ll.com/

From: Connerly, Jenise
Sent: Thursday, July 14, 2011 6:16 AM
To: Jackson, Dale
Cc: Well, Stephen; Sieracki, Sally
Subject: RE: lOOK IUUP Surveillance Report

Dale,

My sincerest apologies as I amn the source of the uncontrolled copy. Yesterday morning in my conversation with CHPRC
regarding the push-back on the report, I provided a copy to Rick Millikin.

2



I have requested that Mr. Millikin not make further distribution, and I will not disseminate further, but I'm very
concerned that I have introduced conflict into this situation and that I have compromised the integrity of the
review/report.

If there is anything else I can do to make amends for my error, please let me know.

Je nise

From: Jackson, Dale
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 5:03 PM
To: Jaraysi, Moses
Cc: Weil, Stephen; Connerly, Jenise
Subject: 100K IUUP Surveillance Report
Importance: High

Moses:

I understand that you were supplied with an uncontrolled copy of the Draft 100K IUUP Surveillance Report this
afternoon. Please be aware that the copy you received is not completely accurate in that it is not water marked
"DRAFT," it does not contain the Report exhibits, nor the index to the exhibits. Since I am unable to determine
what else may not be completely accurate, I suggest that you DO NOT rely on the copy you currently have for
any purpose. If you desire to obtain a controlled copy of the Draft prior to receiving a briefing next week, I will
welcome your request and arrange for a delivery.

Regards,

Dale Jackson
DOE-RL EMD
(509) 376.8086

2011 Integrated Safety Management Workshop
September 12-15, 2011 Kennewick, WA
Learn more about it at: http://www.ism2011.com/

23



Brown, Walter R

From: Jackson, Dale
Sent: Monday, July 18, 2011 11:19 AM
To: Brown, Walter R
Cc: Weil, Stephen R
Subject: 100K Surveillance Report

Importance: High

Russ:

Please e-mail Maria Marvin an electronic copy of the lOOK Report draft and exhibits. She needs the final version to get
ready for a prospective meeting with Swenson and Bensussan next week. By the way, any news today from CHPRC?

Regards,
D EJ



Brown, Walter R

From: Brown, Walter (CONTR)
Sent: Monday, July 18, 2011 1:13 PIM
To: Jackson, Dale E
Cc: Brown, Walter R
Subject: RE: 100K Surveillance Report

Will do. No news.

--- Original Message --
Fromn: Jackson, Dale
Sent: Monday, July 18, 2011 11:19 AM
To: Brown, Walter (CONTR)
Cc: Well, Stephen
Subject: 100K Surveillance Report
Importance: High

~R uss: - , :t - " . 11... ' .

Please e-mail Maria Marvin an electronic copy of the 100K Report draft and exhibits. She needs the final version to get
ready for a prospective meeting with Swenson and Bensussan next week. By the way, any news today from CHPRC?

Regards,
D EJ



Brown, Walter R

From: Marvin, Marla
Sent: Monday, July 18, 2011 1:25 PM
To: Brown, Walter R
Cc: Jackson, Dale E
Subject: RE: Watermarked Copy of 100K Report Enclosed

Russ - I've got hard copies of the exhibits, so I don't need those. This will do it. Thanks and keep having
fun! Maria

From: Brown, Walter (CONTR)
Sent: Monday, July 18, 2011 1:22 PM
To: Marvin, Marla
Cc: Brown, Walter (CONTR); Jackson, Dale
Subject: FW: Watermarked Copy of 100K Report Enclosed

Maria: Please see attached current version of the surveillance which you reviewed some weeks ago. I will bring you a
hard copy of the exhibits tomorrow (Tuesday, July 19, 2011). We have those on a POF but the file is so big I ha~vehot"
been able to send it to anyone. I'm working on that problem with CTS. Thanks. Russ

From: Jackson, Dale
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 4:38 PM
To: Brown, Walter (CONTR)
Subject: Watermarked Copy of 100K Report Enclosed

Regards,

Dale Jackson
DOE-RL EMD
(509) 376.8086

2011 Integrated Safety Management Workshop
September 12-15, 2011 Kennewick, WA
Learn more about it at: http://www.ism2Oll.com/



Brown, Walter R

From: Brown, Walter (CONTR)
Sent: Monday, July 18, 2011 1:46 PM
To: Jackson, Dale E
Cc: Brown, Walter R
Subject: RE: Watermarked Copy of 100K Report Enclosed

I just gave Maria exhibits 59-62 which she did not have. Now she has the complete set.

From: Marvin, Maria
Sent: Monday, July 18, 2011 1:25 PM
To: Brown, Walter (CONTR)
Cc: Jackson, Dale
Subject: RE: Watermarked Copy of lOOK Report Enclosed

Russ - I've got hard copies of the exhibits, so I don't need those. This will do it. Thanks and keep having
fun! Marla

From: Brown, Walter (CONTR)
Sent: Monday, July 18, 2011 1:22 PM
To: Marvin, Marla
Cc: Brown, Walter (CONTR); Jackson, Dale
Subject: FW: Watermarked Copy of 100K Report Enclosed

Maria: Please see attached current version of the surveillance which you reviewed some weeks ago. I will bring you a
hard copy of the exhibits tomorrow (Tuesday, July 19, 2011). We have those on a PDF but the file is so big I have not
been able to send it to anyone. I'm working on that problem with CTS. Thanks. Russ

From: Jackson, Dale
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 4:38 PM
To: Brown, Walter (CONTR)
Subject: Watermarked Copy of 100K Report Enclosed

Regards,

Dale Jackson
DOE-RL EMD
(509) 376.8086

2011 Integrated Safety Management Workshop
September 12-15, 2011 Kennewick, WA
Learn more about it at: http://www.ism2Oll.com/



Brown, Walter R

From: West, Dale
Sent: Wednesday, September 07, 2011 1:01 PM
To: Jackson, Dale E
Cc: Brown, Walter R; Morgan, Gregory Z; West, Dale C
Subject: RE: 100K Surveillance Finalization
Attachments: SURVEILLNCE REPORT NUMBER S-11-SED-PRC-006 West.dloc; Accuracy Review, F08

revision 8-23-11 dcw.doc; Accuracy Review, F06 revision 8-23-11 dcw.doc

Sensitivity: Confidential

Dale,

Attached is my response to CHPRC's second accuracy review. I have responded to findings 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 15. 1 have
also included revisions to Finding 6 and Finding 8 as identified by CHPRC's first round accuracy review. Please review my
comments and edit as needed.

Thanks,

Dale

From: Jackson, Dale
Sent: Tuesday, September 06, 2011 4:54 PM
To: West, Dale; Morgan, Gregory; Brown, Walter (CONTR)
Subject: 100K Surveillance Finalization
Importance: High
Sensitivity: Confidential

Gentlemen:

Here are the 100OK Surveillance documents I promised to send. I propose we try to get together for an hour
sometime Thursday or late tomorrow afternoon to make sure we all agree on how to proceed. Let me know
your availability.

Regards,

Dale Jackson
DOE-RL EMD
(509) 376.8086

2011 Integrated Safety Management Workshop
September 12-15, 2011 Kennewick, WA
Leai n more about it atu htto://www.ism20ll.com/



Regards,

Dale Jackson
DOE-RL EMD
(509) 376.8086

2011 Integrated Safety Management Workshop
September 12-15, 2011 Kennewick, WA
Learn more about it at: http://www.ism201I.com/
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Jackson, Dale E

From: West, Dale C
Sent: Tuesday, January 03, 2012 8:20 AM
To: Jackson, Dale E; Brown, Walter R; Morgan, Gregory Z
Cc: Hill, Burton E (Burt); West, Dale C
Subject: IUUP Surveillance corrective actions

Gents,

I went out on CRRS to check and see if the CHPRC has input anything in for S-11-EMD-PRC-O01. All of the concerns,
findings, and observations have been input. They are not in order, but can all be pulled up by searching on the
surveillance number. The concern was given a significance level of "Significant".
The other findings and observations were all given a "track until fixed" significance level.

The significance level justification was the same for each finding and observation (below)..

"This condition report was screened as a Track Until Fix per management direction as a method to gather under one
new CR all the previous CRs that were written to address the finding or observation when the condition occurred in the
past. While the surveillance report (S-11-EMD-PRC-O01) was issued from DOE-RL on December 9, 2011 the identified
findings and observations are historical in nature and may not represent a new condition. To ensure completeness each
finding and observation will be reviewed based on previous actions taken to identify any gaps or new actions that need
to be taken. Any new actions will be tracked in this condition report.
Note: The related Concern (C01) in this Surveillance is tracked under CR-2011-3840 as a Significant Issue. JHK"

The significance level justification for the concern is provided below...

"This RL Concern identifies weakness in the implementation of the CHPRC ISMS program for the 100K IUUP and indicates
there are numerous examples of contractual and regulatory requirements not complied with; As such, CHPRC
management has determined this Concern will be processed as a Significant Issue. A response per the requirements of
DOE SCRD 470.2b is required."

I have copies of the condition report forms in my office if you want to make some copies for your use.

Greg, congratulations on your newspaper article!

Dale



Jackson, Dale E

From: Morgan, Gregory Z
Sent: Wednesday, February 22, 2012 1:28 PM
To: Jackson, Dale E; Brown, Walter R; West, Dale C
Subject: RE: Proposed Final Version of CAP Response

Dale/All:

Outstanding. And they are mild.

Regards

Greg Morgan

From: Jackson, Dale E
Sent: Wednesday, February 22, 2012 11:57 AM
To: Morgan, Gregory Z; Brown, Walter R; West, Dale C
Subject: Proposed Final Version of CAP Response

Gents:

Give the enclosure a final look over. if you find typos, etc., let me know. I also want to get rid of any "needlessly

inflammatory" language, so watch for that too.

DEJ



Brown, Walter R

From: Morgan, Gregory
Sent: Wednesday, September 07, 2011 3:48 PM
To: Jackson, Dale E
Cc: West, Dale C; Brown, Walter R
Subject: FW: 100K Surveillance Finalization
Attachments: 100K Surveillance Report Appendix A~docx

Importance: High
Sensitivity: Confidential

Dale,

Attached is my response to CHPRC's second accuracy review. I have responded to finding 12. Please review my
comments and edit as needed.

Additional comments on the Factual Accuracy Review follow:

(b)(5)



(b)(5)

Regards,

Greg

From: Jackson, Dale
Sent: Tuesday, September 06, 2011 4:54 PM
To: West, Dale; Morgan, Gregory; Brown, Walter (CONTR)
Subject: lOOK Surveillance Finalization
Importance: High
Sensitivity: Confidential

Gentlemen:

H-ere are the I100K Surveillance documents I promised to send. I propose we try to get together for an hour
sometime Thursday or late tomorrow afternoon to make sure we all agree on how to proceed. Let me know
your availability.

Regards,

Dale Jackson
DOE-RL EMD
(509) 376.8086

20.11 Integrated Safety Management Workshop
September 12-15, 2011 Kennewick, WA
Learn more about it at: htti)://www.ism2011.com/

2
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Brown, Walter R

From: West, Dale
Sent: Monday, September 12, 2011 10:29 AM
To: Brown, Walter R
Subject: FW: 100K Surveillance Finalization
Attachments: SURVEILLNCE REPORT NUMBER S-11-SED-PRC-006 West.dloc; Accuracy Review, F08

revision 8-23-11 dcw.doc; Accuracy Review, F06 revision 8-23-11 dcw.doc

Sensitivity: Confidential

From: West, Dale
Sent: Wednesday, September 07, 2011 1:01 PM
To: Jackson, Dale
Cc: Brown, Walter (CONTR); Morgan, Gregory; West, Dale
Subject: RE: 100K Surveillance Finalization
Sensitivity: Confidential

Dale,

Attached is my response to CHPRC's second accuracy review. I have responded to findings 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 15. 1 have
also included revisions to Finding 6 and Finding 8 as identified by CHPRC's first round accuracy review. Please review my
comments and edit as needed.

Thanks,

Dale

From: Jackson, Dale
Sent: Tuesday, September 06, 2011 4:54 PM
To: West, Dale; Morgan, Gregory; Brown, Walter (CONTR)
Subject: 100K Surveillance Finalization
Importance: High
Sensitivity: Confidential

Gentlemen:

Here are the IlOOK Surveillance documents I promised to send. I propose we try to get together for an hour
sometime Thursday or late tomorrow afternoon to make sure we all agree on how to proceed. Let me know
your availability.

Regards,

Dale Jackson
DOE-RL EMD
(509) 376.8086



2011 Integrated Safety Management Workshop
September 12-15, 2011 Kennewick, WA
Learn more about it at: http://www.ism20ll.com/



Brown, Walter R

From: Morgan, Gregory
Sent: Friday, September 16, 2011 2:41 PM
To: Brown, Walter R; Jackson, Dale E; West, Dale C
Subject: FW: 100K Surveillance Finalization
Attachments: 100K Surveillance Report Appendix A.docx; USQD 0225-2011

Importance: High
Sensitivity: Confidential

Walter:

'The draft response to the Factual Accuracy Review says regarding Finding 12 to "See/Add Greg Morgan
re panse". Attached is an update of mny response on Finding 12. 1 have also copied it below in red:

(b)(5)
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Brown, Walter R

From: Omberg Carro, Susan K
Sent: Tuesday, October 18, 2011 11:07 AM
To: Brown, Walter R
Subject: FW: 100K Water Supply Line As-Built Drawings

FYI

From: Omberg Carro, Susan K
Sent: Tuesday, October 18, 2011 11:06 AM
To: Deleyos, Robert E
Cc: Johnson, Ben; Wajeeh, Usama E; Hamilton, Dennis W; Moldovan, Adam N; Dale, John S; Raymond, Richard E; Koch,
Michael R
Subject: 100K Water Supply Line As-Built Drawings

Bing,

In the Monday STP Engineering meeting, the as-built drawings for the 100K fire water supply line have been a subject, of
discussion for several weeks now. AREVA/Meier/Hughes have been tasked to design the line reroute for the northern
leg of the 100K loop to accommodate the change in location for the Modified KW Basin Annex. In support of that effort,
Meier has been doing some preliminary survey work on the line. In the process of that work, they have identified
several issues with the unapproved as-built drawings, including discrepancies in above-ground features of over 40 ft,
and the lack of any survey marker on the drawings. In short, it does not appear that the as-built drawings actually
reflect the installation.

if you would like to discuss these issues with the engineers involved, that would be easy to facilitate. They have
preliminary red-lines showing the magnitude of the discrepancies, which is sufficiently great as to present issues with
their ability to stamp any design for the line reroute if the as-built drawings are not corrected.

If fire protection has not yet approved the as-built drawings as required by HNF-36174, I would suggest that approval be
K b(5) lif fire protection has approved the as-built drawings, I would suggest that we
(b)(5)

if you want to discuss this issue, feel free to give me a call. Ben was also at the engineering meeting yesterday
afternoon.

Thank you,

Susan Ombeig Carm
11111? PROTEC3TION ENGINEERI1ING
IEPUTY FIRII MAIISIAL



Brown, Walter R

From: Jackson, Dale
Sent: Wednesday, October 19, 2011 2:05 PM
To: Gordon, Roger M
Cc: West, Dale Q; Brown, Walter R; Morgan, Gregory Z
Subject: RE: Review of the 100K IUUP Surveillance Report

Thanks. We'll be there.

From: Gordon, Roger
Sent: Wednesday, October 19, 2011 1:52 PM
To: Jackson, Dale
Subject: RE: Review of the 100K IUJUP Surveillance Report

How about 3 pm, my office then.

Roger Gordon
Director,
Operations Oversight Division
(509) 372-2139
(509) 521-5279 (cell)

From: Jackson, Dale
Sent: Wednesday, October 19, 2011 12:35 PM
To: Gordon, Roger
Subject: RE: Review of the 100K IUUP Surveillance Report

Thanks Roger. I really appreciate the time and effort you've put in to this and look forward to hearing what you
sugg est. I'm- available any time after 2 pin, and can we meet in your office' I'd like to bring Dale West and
.Russ Brown along so they can hear what you have to say first hand if that's o.k. Let me know what time works
for you.

Thanks again,
Dale

From: Gordon, Roger
Sent: Wednesday, October 19, 2011 9:51 AM
To: Jackson, Dale
Cc: Weil, Stephen
Subject: RE: Review of the 10OK IUUP Surveillance Report

Yes, I am available later this afternoon if you would like to sit down and discuss.

And just to clarify, I will give you my thoughts and recommendations. What you do with them is totally
your call. I don't want to take away from all your work cause you've built quite an argument and it's
not my intent to dummy that down.

Thanks



Roger Gordon
Director,
Operations Oversight Division
(509) 372-2139
(509) 521-5279 (cell)

From: Jackson, Dale
Sent: Tuesday, October 18, 2011 3:08 PM
To: Gordon, Roger
Cc: Weil, Stephen
Subject: Review of the 100K IUUP Surveillance Report

Roger:

Steve Weil informs me that he thinks you may have completed your review of the l00K IUUP Surveillance
Report. What is your availability to meet and discuss your recommendations with us?

Regards,

Dale Jackson
DOE-RL EMD
(509) 376.8086

2011 Integrated Safety Management Workshop
September 12-15, 20.11 Kennewick, WA
Leafrn more about it at. littp://www.ism2Oll.com/

2



Brown, Walter R

From: Jackson, Dale E
Sent: Thursday, December 08, 2011 4:27 PM
To: Brown, Walter R;- Morgan, Gregory Z; West, Dale C
Subject: 100K Surveillance Report

Gents:

Mr. Shoop signed the 100K Surveillance transmittal package this afternoon, and Amy delivered it to correspondence
control for mailing. It should go out this afternoon or tomorrow morning (but don't know since it is a contractor's day
off). Thanks for everyone's efforts, and now the real work will begin re. corrective action.

Regards,
Dale Jackson



Brown, Walter R

Subject: 100K IUUP Surveilance RCA Report Review

Location: Fed. Bldg., Rm 554

Start: Tue 2/14/2012 10:00 AM
End: Tue 2/14/2012 1:00 PM
Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Organizer: Jackson, Dale E

Required Attendees: Morgan, Gregory Z; West, Dale C; Brown, Walter R

When: Tuesday, February 14, 2012 10:00 AM-1:QO PMV (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada).
Where: Fed. Bldg., Rm 554

Note: The GMT offset above does not reflect daylight saving time adjustments.



RL-F- 1325.6 (02/98)

United States Government Department of Energy

mnemno ra nd umT Richland Operations Office

DATE: October 31, 2011
REPLY TO
ATTN OF: EMD:DEJ

SUBJECT: l OOK Infrastructure and Utilities Upgrade Project Surveil lance, S- I I1-EMD-PRC-00l

TO: D. S. Shoop, A7-50

The 100K Area Infrastructure and Utilities Upgrade Project (Project), PSB RL-0041b,
was the subject of a surveillance jointly performed by the Environmental Management
Division and. the Safety Engineering Division of the Richland. Operations Office during
fiscal year 2011. The Project consisted on three sub-projects which respectively
addressed installation of new fire and potable water systems (Performnance Objective 5a),
relocation of an electrical substation (Performance Objective 5b), and upgrading the
HVAC system for the KW Basin (Performrance Objective 5c). The Contract provides for
award of Incremental Fee for the successful completion of each sub-project, and an
additional Incremental Fee in the event all three sub-projects are timely completed
(Performnance Objective 5d). See Contract No. DE ACO6-OgRL14788, Section J,
Attachment J.4, p. 75-76.

Based upon the results of the surveillance, several recommendations were made,
including withholding all Incremental Fee available to the Project. While the surveillance
and resulting report focused mainly on the activities that occurred under Performance
Objective 5a, as explained below, several of the Findings and Observations that were
made are applicable across all of the sub-projects and are thought to justify the
recommendation to withhold all Incremental Fee.

S-i l-EMD-PRC-00l-F04: CHPRC identified environmental compliance requirements
(NEPA determinations), but it did not include actions necessary to timely comply with the
NEPA requirements in its Project Execution Plan and Field Execution Schedule.
C'omments: The PEP and F"ES applied to all three sub-projects. Even if the PEP had
been approved (which it was not), it did not sufficiently address environmental regulatory
compliance issues in a manner that would satisfr Contract CRD requirements.

S-11-EMD-PRC-0O1-F12: CHPRC commenced construction of the lOOK IUUP without
a finalized and approved Project Execution Plan. C'ommnents: The required PEP applied
to the activities conducted under all three sub-projects and is consequently a departure
from CRD requirements applicable to each sub-project.

S-11-EMD-PRC-0O1-F14: The CJ-PRC does not have an active Memorandum of
Understanding with the Hanford Fire Marshal's Office which has resulted in confusion of
the authority, responsibilities, and duties of the Hanford Fire Marshal. Comments: While
arguably less important to the electrical substation relocation and HVA C upgrade sub-



projects, the absence of the MOU general adversely affects saty and is a contractual
requirement applicable to all sub-project activities.

S-1 1-EMD-PRC-001-F15: CHPRC did not ensure that the prime subcontractor for the
I100K Potable Water Treatment Facility construction site maintained a current Job Safety
Analysis (JSA) and provided adequate Lockout/Tagout (LOTO) notification and
briefings. C'omments: C'HPRC s internal audit of the HVAC upgrade and electrical
substation relocation sub-projects (performed after completion of RL 's surveillance)
confirmed LOTO insufficiency across all three sub-projects, See copy of CIHPRC 's serf
assessment attached hereto.

S-11-EMD-PRC-O0i-002: Although requested by a member of the Project management
team, no evidence was found suggesting that an independent QA inquiry of the I100K
IUUP was done prior to moving into actual construction activities. Comments' The
rcquestjf~r an independent QA review was global to all three sub-projects and was denied
]br all three. Had the independent QA review been pefformed, it is reasonable to expect
that some if not all of the deficiencies identited during the RL surveillance would have
been self-discovered by C'HPRC and prevented. Furthermore, had federal "Reliability
Standards for Bulk Electrical Systems " compliance obligations been recognized, reported
significant delay of the electrical substation relocation sub-project might have been
prevented.

S-11-EMD-PRC-0O1-003: CHPRC's Project Review Board (PRB) process did not
evaluate the I100K IUUP's environmiental and fire safety regulatory compliance status
prior to recommending approval to proceed with construction activities. The PRB s
revi ew made little or no inquiry with respect to environmental, sqfety, and other
regulatory compliance responsibilities. The PRB s review applied to the entire Prq feet
(i.e., all three sub-projects).

While CHPRC arguably met the performnance deadlines for Performance Objectives 5a
through 5d, it did not do so without the significant departures from contractual and other
requirements discussed above. Under these circumstances, it is not believed that
Incremental Fee is merited for any of the Performance Objectives identified herein.

Dale E. Jackson
Surveillance Team Leader
S-i 1-EMD-PRC-00l

Attachment:

CHPRC Self Assessment, SH]S&Q-201 I -WSA-1 0713

cc w/encl:
R. J. Corey, A5-14
S. R. Weil, A5-15



Department of Energy
Richland Operations Office

Surveillance Report

Division: Safety and Engineering Division (SED)

Surveillant: Dale West, RL Fire Protection Engineer
Dale Jackson,
Cliff Ashley,
Jack Poe,
Dave Evans, PAT Corp, Team Member Idte rough draft 1/11/111

Surveillance Number: S-li1-SED-PRC[~

Date Completed: I(b)(5)

Contractor: CH12M HILL PLATEAU REMEDIATION COMPANY (CHPRC)

Facility: 100K Water Treatmient Facility

Title: Review of l00K Water Treatment Facility Project

Guide: FPSl2.2

Surveillance Scope:

The objective of this surveillance was to evaluate the contractor's performance in
complying with contractual requirements, state WAC requirements, DOE requirements,
applicable codes and standards, and their own policies and procedures.

Surveillance Summary:

This surveillance reveals tha (b)(5)

Multiple examiplesl(b)(5)

The surveillance activities resulted in the identification of the 1(b)(5) findings
an~ observations.

*S-ll-SED-PRC-XXX-F0l (b)(5)
(b)(5)



* S-11-SED-PRC-XXX-F02 (b)(5)

I (b)(5) PR-XX-0 !!P(5

" S-11-SED-PRC-XXX-F03 b)5
I(b)(5)

* S-11-SED-PRC-XXX-F04 HR()5

(b)(5)

* S-l1-SED-PRC-XXX-F06 CHPRC(b(5"
(b)(5)

" S-11-SED-PRC-XXX-F06 (b)(5) b(,5

(b)(5)

* S-11-SED-PRC-XXX-F07 b)5
(b)(5)

" S-11--SED-PRC-XXX-F08 HR()5
(b)(5)

* S-i11-SED-PRC-XXX-09 CHPRCI (b)(5)
(b)(5)

Surveillance Results:

Finding: S-1i-SED-PRC-XXX -F01

(b)(5)

Requirement(s):

2



1. 100 K N'inSafe Administrative Procedure, FP-4-0 14, Fire Protection Program,
Section 1. 1 states that, "this procedure applies to IlOOK Area facilities, including new
project design and construction, modification, alteration, and demolition of 100K
Area facilities. It also applies to operations performed within the 1OOK Area by the
CHPRC D&D Project and other organizations."
Section 3.14 states, "all construction, including modification of existing facilities,
shall be in accordance with the requirements of M SC RD 9717, DOE-STD- 1066,
CRD 420. 1B, HNF-36 174, and applicable NFPA Codes and Standards."

2. CH2M Hill Requirements Applicability Matrix states, "the following Requirements
Applicability Matrix Reports (RAM) are compiled in accordance with PRC-PRO-
MS-401 17, Requirements Management Process, from the RAM2 database. These
reports display directive (e.g. Laws, Regulations, DOE Directives, etc) information
based on Attachment J.2 (Requirements Sources and Implementing Documents) of
the CHPRC Contract, DE-ACO6-08RL14788, and associated company level
procedure data from Docs Online." The RAM lists MSC-RD-91 18, Fire Protection
Desi gn/Operat ions Criteria as satisfyjing the categories of 29 CFR 19 10, Occupational
Safety and Health Standards, and CRD 0 420. lB Supplemented, Rev 4, Facility
Safety. The RAM lists MSC-RD-106O6, Fire Protection Program Requirements as
satisfying the categories of 29 CFR 19 10, Occupational Safety and Health Standards,
CRD M 23 1. 1-1 A, Environmental, Safety, and Health Reporting Manual, and CRD 0
420. 1lB Supplemented, Rev 4, Facility Safety.

3. MSC-RD-9 118. Fire Protection Design/Operations Criteria, Section 2.1.1 states,
"Installation or modification designs for all fire protection systems, water distribution
systems, and life safety features as defined in NFPA 101, Life Safety Code, shall be
approved and permitted by the Hanford Fire Marshal's Office prior to installation or
modification in accordance with MSC-RD-8589, Hanford Fire Marshal Permits."

4. MSC-RD-9 118. Fire Protection Design/Operations Criteria, Section 2.4 states,
"Hanford Fire Marshal (HFM) - The HFM. who shall be a member of the HFD, shall
have the authority to develop, administer and enforce the Fire Prevention Program for
the MSC as directed by SCRD 0 420. 1LB, Rev. 4, Facility Safety, and by RL approval
of the HFM's Charter, which establishes the authority, responsibilities and duties of
the HFM. The HFM's authority shall extend to all work performed under or on behalf
of MSC. RL will support the HFM in enforcement of the codes and standards and
execution of the HFM's duties as described below. NOTE: Whenever the title Fire
Marshal is used, it is also intended to mean the Fire Chief or a representative
designated as a Deputy Fire Marshal."
Section 2.4.2 states, "To support the development, administration and enforcement of
the Fire Prevention Program the duties of the HFM shall include but not be limited to:
Review and approval of new fire protection system designs and modifications!
upgrades to existing fire protection systems per MSC-PRO-8635, Review and
Approval of Technical Documents."

5. DOE 0 414. 1lC. Quality Assurance, Attachment 2, Section 3. e(1) states the contractor
must, "Perform work consistent with technical standards, administrative controls, and

3



hazard controls adopted to meet regulatory or contract requirements using approved
instructions, procedures, etc."

Discussion:

(b)(5)

4



(b)(5)



(b)(5)



(b)(5)



(b)(5)



(b)(5)

Rb Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [xi NO I

Findig: S-11-SED-PRC-XXX -F02

(b)(5)

Requirenient(s):

1. 100 K MmnSafe Administrative Procedure, FP-4-O 14, Fire Protection Program,
Section 3.18 states that, "Several actions/activities require the development and
approval of a HFM Permit prior to initiation of the action/activity. These
actions/activities include:
" facility construction/demolition
" placement of relocatable structures
" transport and use of explosives
" use, handling, or storage of hazardous materials in excess of defined limits
" operation or storage of fossil-fueled vehicles inside any building not designed for
such use, except as authorized by the facility FHA
" new or modified facility occupancy
* outdoor burning
" placement and use of electric heaters in excess of 1500 watts
" placement and use of fuel-fired heaters
" placement and use of portable generators
" blockage of roads
* facility egress modification
" utility outages
" fire protection system (including fire hydrant) installation or deactivation'

2. CH2M Hill Requirements Applicability Matrix states, "the following RAM Reports
are compiled in accordance with PRC-PRO-MS-401 17, Requirements Management
Process, from the RAM2 database. These reports display directive (e.g. Laws,
Regulations, DOE Directives,...) information based on Attachment J.2 (Requirements
Sources and Implementing Documents) of the CHPRC Contract, DE-ACO6-
08RL14788, and associated company level procedure data from Docs Online." The

9



applicability matrix lists MSC-RD-85 89, Hanford Fire Marshal Permits under both 10
CFR 830 Nuclear Safety, and CRD 0 420. 1lB Supplemented, rev 4, Facility Safety.

3. MSC-RD-97 17, Fire Prevention for Construction/Occupancy/Demolition Activities,
Section 2.1.2 states, "The construction manager shall ensure that the applicable
forms, as required by MSC-RD-8589, Hanford Fire Marshal Permits, (initiated
through a Hanford Fire Marshal Permit Request Form) and by this RD, (initiated
through a Hanford Fire Department Contractor Pre-Incident Plan Request Form,4 (A-
6003-3 87) are submitted to the HFM prior to engaging in activities or processes
governed by the forms (Ref: MSC-PRO-24889, Project Initiation and Execution,
Appendix A Section 8.2)."

Discussion:

(b)(5)

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [x] NO I

Finding: S-11-SED-PRC-XXX-F03

(b)(5)

Requirement(s):

1. 100 K MinSafe Administrative Procedure, FP-4-0 14, Fire Protection Program,
Section 1. 1 states that, "this procedure applies to I100K Area facilities, including new

10



project design and construction, modification, alteration, and demolition of LOOK
Area facilities. It also applies to operations performed within the 100K Area by the
CHPRC D&D Project and other organizations." Section 3.6 states, "if warranted with
sufficient technical justification, then apply for and process an exemption, deviation,
or equivalency to fire protection requirements in accordance with MSC-RD-9 118.
(This step also applies to modification and cancellation of existing exemptions,
deviations, and equivalencies, when needed.)"

Discussion:

(b)(5)

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [x] NO 1

Finding: S-11-SED-PRC-XXX -F04

(b)(5)

Requirement(s):

1. Same Requirements References listed under FOl.
2. MSC-RD-9118
3. MSC-RD-9717

Discussion:

(b)(5)
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(b)(5)

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [x] NO I

13



Finding: S-11-SED-PRC-XXX 4F05

CHPRC I(b)(5)

(b)(5)

Requirement:

DOE 0 414.1iC Quality Assurance, Section 3.g. paragraph (1) states, "Procure items and
services that meet established requirements and perform as specified."

Discussion:

(b)(5)

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [x] NO j

Finding: S-11-SED-PRC-XXX -F06

(bTIRCF)(5)
(b)(5)

Requirement(s):

Contract #36534-3 1, ARRA-Potable Water Treatment Facility, Part 1 Statement of Work,
Section 4.9. paragraph B. states in part, "The Contractor will develop and maintain a
work site Job Safety Analysis in accordance with PRC-PRO-SH-40078."

Discussion:

14



(b)(5)

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [xi NO I

Finding: S-11-SED-PRC-XXX -F07

(b)(5)

Requirement(s):

DOE 0336 Hanford Site Lockout/Tagout, Section 5.13, states in part, "Designate a
qualified member(s) of the Controlling Organization (CO) to be the lockout/tagout point
of contact for the outside contractor for facilities that have a physical interface with an
existing facility. 2. Determine which of the following methods of lockout/tagout is to be
used: Use of Authorized Worker (AW) locks and tags alone when all of the eight criteria
listed below are met."

Discussion:

(b)(5)

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [x] NO I

Finding: S-11-SED-PRC-XXX 4F08

(b)(5)

15



Requirement(s):

Contract 436534-31 ARRA-Potable Water Treatment Facility, Part 1 Statement of Work,
Section 6.2, paragraph 5. states in part, "Contractor shall maintain an up to date set of as-
built design drawings and specificationsat the jobsite.'

Discussion:

(b)(5)

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [x] NO [

Finding: S-11-SED-PRC-XXX 4F09

(b)(5)

Requirement(s):

Contract #36534-3 1, ARRA-Potable Water Treatment Facility, Part 1 Statement of Work,
Section 5. 1, paragraph I. states in part, "Prior to start of work, the Contractor shall submit
documentation of successfuil completion of the training requirements of any applicable
activities covered in DOE-RL-92-36 Rev. 1, and certification that all training is current."

Discussion:

(b)(5)

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [xJ NO [J1

16



Observation: S-11-SED-PRC-XXX -001

Discussion:

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [xi NO [

Contractor Self-Assessment: The CHPRC did not perform a formal self-assessment of
the issu~es at the 1001K Water Treatment Facility Project that eventually resulted in the
CHPRC Senior Management issuing a Stop Work. (b)(5)

(b)(5)

Contractor Self-Assessment Adequate: YES [I NO [xi

Management Debriefed:

CHPRC, (b)(5)
CHPRC (b)(5) F

17



Brown, Walter R

From: Morgan, Gregory
Sent: Monday, October 31, 2011 10:02 AM
To: Jackson, Dale E; West, Dale C; Brown, Walter R
Cc: Weil, Stephen R
Subject: RE: 100 K 1UUP Surveillance Report Final Version Enclosed

Sensitivity: Confidential

Dale:

This looks good. Do we need a new "date report completed", on the first page?

Respectfully,

Greg Morgan

From: Jackson, Dale
Sent: Thursday, October 27, 2011 4:47 PM
To: West, Dale; Brown, Walter (CONTR); Morgan, Gregory
Cc: Well, Stephen
Subject: 100 K IUUP Surveillance Report Final Version Enclosed
Importance: High
Sensitivity: Confidential

Gents:

Please do one last review on the enclosure. I think it is now ready to be briefed to Mr. Corey as it incorporates
all edits that we believe are appropriate in light of CHPRC's Factual Accuracy Analysis and ODD's suggestions
on format and content. Let me know what you think.

Regards,

Dale Jackson
DOE-RL EMD
(509) 376.8086



Jackson, Dale E

From: Jackson, Dale
Sent: Tuesday, November 01, 2011 2:29 PM
To: Corey, Ray J
Cc: Weil, Stephen R; Frey, Jeffrey A
Subject: 01-1 - 100K IUUP Surveillance Report Enclosed For Yor Review - QUO
Attachments: S-11l-EMD-PRC-001 10282011 without Exhibits.doc; RL Factual Accuracy Analysis Response

10212011l.docx

Ray:

Please find enclosed the version of the l OOK IUUP Surveillance Report (S-01 I-EMD-PRC-OO1) that we believe
is ready for concurrence. The enclosed version does not contain the 320 pages of exhibits that are part of the
full report, but does contain the index to those exhibits. To get the best, and truly full understanding of
CHPRC's performance in the areas of inquiry, a reading of the exhibits is essential. If you would like a set of
the exhibits for your review process, let me know and I will arrange to get them to you either in electronic
version or hard copy..

The enclosed version incorporates most of the comments offered by Roger Gordon after his review of the
Report. While Roger told us that his comments were suggestions only, he was extremely helpful and his
suggestions that we were able to incorporate resulted in substantial improvements to the Report content.
Generally we toned down or eliminated language in many areas that after our own reflection and consideration
of Roger's advice, we found needlessly inflammatory, irrelevant to proof of facts, or otherwise unnecessary to
presentation of the issues. Roger also helped with a redraft of the Report's overall Concern statement that
resulted in language that was more narrowly focused and generally less accusatory in tone. We also eliminated
several paragraphs that were arguably expression of unsupported opinion, and as such really served no useful
purpose. The enclosed factual accuracy analysis and RL response document records the substantial changes
that were made.

I understand that you will provide copies of the enclosures to others that want to review the Report before it is
placed in ESTARS for concurrence to begin. In this regard, I believe reviewing the factual accuracy analysis
and response document is very important to fully understanding CHPRC' s actions and attitudes. I encourage
this document accompany the Report when distributed to others for review. It is marked OUO only because
CHPRC made the claim that the information they submitted as their factual accuracy analysis is "business
sensitive."

Let me know if you have any questions, and as soon as we have your permission, we will enter the package into
ESTARS.

Respectfully,

Dale Jackson
DOE-RL EMD
(509) 376.8086



Revision 10282011

Department of Energy
Richland Operations Office

Surveillance Report

Divisions: Environmental Management Division (EMD)
Safety and Engineering Division (SED)
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Surveillance Scope:

The objective of this surveillance was to evaluate the performance of CH2M HILL Plateau
Remediation Company (herein after "CHPRC") Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project (herein
after "100K IUUP" or "Project") fire water and drinking water systems subproject compliance
with contractual requirements, State and Federal environmental requirements, Department of
Energy (DOE) requirements, other applicable codes and standards, and CHPRC policies and
procedures.

Surveillance Summary:

This surveillance reveals that CHPRC did not meeting all requirements applicable to the 100K
JUUP activities. Multiple examples of not meeting requirements involving several different
disciplines were noted.

The surveillance activities resulted in the identification of one Concern, fifteen Findings, and
four Observations.

* S-11-EMD-PRC-OO1-CO1: The Surveillance identified numerous examples of
contractual and regulatory requirements that were not complied with prior to start of
IOOK IUUP construction. CHPRC's corrective action efforts did not recognize or
otherwise address this pattern of activities and extent of condition.

* S-1 1-EMD-PRC-OO1-FO1: CHPRC did not apply to the Washington State Department
of Health for approvals required by the Washington Administrative Code prior to
commencing construction of the IlOOK IUUP Potable Water System.

" S-11-EMD-PRC-001-F02: CHPRC did not apply for a categorical exclusion
determination pursuant to requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act prior to
commencing construction of l OOK IUUP facilities.

* S-11-EMD-PRC-OO1-F03: Upon discovery of its failure to meet environmental
regulatory requirements, CHPRC did not recognize the extent of condition, to timely
perform an analysis of causes, and to implement corrective actions.

* S-11-EMD-PRC-OO1-F04: CHPRC identified environmental compliance requirements
(WDOH permitting and NEPA determinations), but it did not include actions necessary
to timely comply with the NEPA requirements in its Project Execution Plan and Field
Execution Schedule.

*S-11.-EMD-PRC-001-F05: CHPRC proceeded with fire protection system construction
activities knowing that the fire protection system for the Potable Water Treatment
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Facility, as designed, did not comply with applicable contract standards, and was
otherwise defective.

" S-11-EMD-PRC-001-F06: The CHPRC applied a Stop Work Order on the Potable
Water Treatment Facility Project that was not properly executed, including improper use
of the CRRS system for closure.

" S-11-EMD-PRC-001-F07: The CHPRC I100K IUUP did not follow DOE, CHPRC and
1 00-K procedures during the design review process.

* S-11-EMD-PRC-OO1-F08: The CHPRC IlOOK IUUP did not follow DOE and CHPRC
procedures during the permitting process.

* S-11-EMD-PRC-001-F09: The CHPRC 100K IUUP installed water distribution system
piping that did not meet contractual requirements previous to applying for and receiving
approved exemptions and equivalencies from RL.

" S-11-EMD-PRC-OO1-F1O: The CHPRC proceeded in the construction of the Potable
Water Treatment Facility structure prior to the review and approval of the design by a
qualified Fire Protection Engineer /Deputy Fire Marshal.

* S-11-EMD-PRC-OO1-Fl1: CHPRC proceeded with construction without identifying
and resolving an Unreviewed Safety Question.

* S-11-EMD-PRC-OO1-F12: CHPRC commenced construction of the lOOK IUUP
without a finalized and approved Project Execution Plan.

" S-i 1-EMD-PRC-OO1-F13: CHPRC issued excavation permits for 100OK IUUP
construction activities prior to obtaining an authorization from the Hanford Site NEPA
Compliance Officer, and prior to verifying completion of a new, or the existence of a
current and applicable cultural resources review.

" S-11-EMD-PRC-OO1-F14: The CHPRC does not have an active Memorandum of
Understanding with the Hanford Fire Marshal's Office which has resulted in confusion of
the authority, responsibilities, and duties of the Hanford Fire Marshal.

* S-11-EMD-PRC-001-F15: CHPRC did not ensure that the prime subcontractor for the
100OK Potable Water Treatment Facility construction site maintained a current Job Safety
Analysis (JSA) and provided adequate Lockout/Tagout (LOTO) notification and
briefings.

" S-1i-EMD-PRC-O1-OO1: CHPRC's central environental management organization
did not respond to and provide environmental compliance analysis and technical advice
timely requested by the l OOK Environmental Compliance Officer (ECO).
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" S-11-EMD-PRC-OO1-002: Although requested by a member of the project management
team, no evidence was found suggesting that an independent QA inquiry of the I100K
TUUP was done prior to moving into actual construction activities.

* S-11-EMD-PRC-0O1-003: CHPRC's Project Review Board process did not evaluate
the 100OK IUUP's environmental and fire safety regulatory compliance status prior to
recommending approval to proceed with construction activities.

* S-11-EMD-PRC-OO1-004: After discovering its failure to meet environmental
regulatory requirements, CHPRC filed an Occurrence Report pursuant to DOE
requirements, however, the Report was not timely filed, contained inaccurate
information, and did not accurately categorize the event.

Surveillance Results:

Concern: S-li -EMD-PRC-OO1-CO1

The Surveillance identified numerous examples of contractual and regulatory requirements that
were not complied with prior to start of 1 00K IUUP construction, CHPRC's corrective action
efforts did not recognize or otherwise address this pattern of activities and extent of condition.

Discussion:

The CUPRC 100OK IUUP did not meet several contractual requirements during the construction
of the 100OK Water Treatment Facility and the Fire and Potable Water Distribution System.
CHPRC procedures and policies did not fully integrate environmental and fire protection
program requirements into project design and construction. The CHPRC work management
procedures that were used to initiate, implement, and perform work did not adequately identify
and integrate environmental and fire protection contractual requirements. This reveals a
weakness in the implementation of the CHPRC Integrated Safety Management System (ISMS)
Program for the 100OK IUUP. The CHPRC engineering program, project management,
construction, project control, and work management, did not fully integrate contractual
requirements into their activities. Some contractual requirements identified in CHRPC
Procedures and Policies were not followed by the 100OK IUUP.

The objective of ISMS is to incorporate environment, safety, and health into management and
work practices at all levels, addressing all types of work and all types of hazards to ensure safety
for the workers, the public, and the environment. Line management is responsible and
accountable for safety, safety management, and the integration of safety into business and
operations at a site.
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It is noteworthy that a similar Concern was stated in the previous DOE-RL Assessment of the
CH2M Hill Plateau Remediation Company Fire Protection Program (A- I10-SED-PRC-23) of
May 27, 2010, which stated "CHPRC Procedures and Policies, D4 activities, and subcontractor
activities, have not fully integrated FPP requirements. The CHPRC Work Management
Procedures that initiate, implement, and perform work do not have adequate integration of Fire
Protection Procedures. This is a significant weakness in the CHPRG Integrated Environent,
Safety, and Health Management System (ISMS) Program." The Assessment was transmitted to
the Contractor by DOE-RL letter I10-SED-0 128 of August 19, 2010.

Findings 1 through 15 support this concern.

Rb Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [x] NO 1

Finding: S-i 1-EMD-PRC-OO1-FO1

CHPRC did not apply to the Washington State Department of Health (WDOH) for approvals
required by the Washington Administrative Code (WAG) prior to commencing construction of
the 100OK IUIJP Potable Water System.

Requirement(s):

1. RCW Chapter 70.11 9A, Public Water Systems - Penalties and Compliance

2. WAC Chapter 246-290, Group A Public Water Supplies

3. CRD 0 226.I1A, Implementation of Department of Energy Oversight Policy

4. CRD M 2 31.1 -.1 A, Chg 2 (Supp Rev 1), Environment, Safety, and Health Reporting Manual

5. CRD 0 413.3 B, Program and Project Management for the Acquisition of Capital Assets

6. CRD 0 414.1 C, Quality Assurance

7. CRD 0 450.I1A (Supp Rev 0), Environmental Protection Program

8. DOE Contract Number DE-AC06-08RLI14788, Section 11.19, Environmental Responsibility,
and Attachment J.2, Requirements Sources and Implementing Documents, Tables J.2.1
through J.2.8.

9. PRC-PRO-EP- 15333, Environmental Protection Processes

10. PRC-RD-EP- 15332, Environmental Protection Requirements
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11. PRC-PRO-EP-15335, Environmental Permitting and Documentation Preparation

12. PRC-POL-EP-5054, CH2MHILL Plateau Rem ediation Company Environmental Policy

Guidance:

DOH 33 1-123 (Rev. 12/09), Water System Design Manual

Discussion:

Group A public drinking water systems in the State of Washington are subject to regulation
pursuant to WAG Chapter 246-290.1 More specifically, relevant regulations state:

[A]. . ,. project report is a written document that describes why a
project is being proposed and includes engineering design
calculations showing how the project will meet its objectives...
Purveyors shall submit project reports to the department and obtain
written approval prior to installation or construction of any new
water system, water system extension, or improvement....

WAG 246-290-110(1), -110(2) (Emphasis added). The regulations also state:

Construction documents shall identify how specific projects will be
constructed while satisfying the requirements and conditions
established in the project report and/or the water system plan...
Purveyors shall submit construction documents to the department
and obtain written approval prior to construction of any new water
system, or water system extension or improvement.

WAG 246-290-120(1), -120(2) (Emphasis added).

On May 6, 2009 the "l OOK Infrastructure Project Charter Workshop," was held to define the
scope, objectives, and deliverables of the 100OK IUUP. The workshop was also intended to
define the schedule, cost estimate basis, roles and responsibilities, key interfaces, and
requirements necessary to successfully complete the Project. See Exhibits 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6.

The project scope adopted as a result of the Workshop Study for the 100OK JUUP included,
among other things, construction of a cross site raw water transfer line, a new Group A public
drinking water treatment plant and water delivery lines, installation of a new fire water pumping
system and new fire water delivery lines, and major modifications of fire water mains in the
vicinity of the 105K W Reactor.

IThe lOOK IUUP provided upgrades to infrastructure that was necessary to support a variety of ongoing response actions being
performed in the I 00K Area pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act
(CERCLA), 42 USC § 960 1, et seq. The Project may have been entitled to exemption from Federal, State or local laws requiring
obtaining permits or approvals if the Project had elected to proceed under CERCLA. See 42 USC § 121 (e).
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DOE has recognized, and has instructed its contractors since at least 1995, that WDOH Drinking2
Water Regulations are applicable to public drinking water systems operated on the Hanford Site.2
This includes regulations requiring approval of drinking water system designs and construction
specification prior to commencement of construction activities. CHPRC is expressly obligated
by its contract to comply with the requirements of WAG Chapter 246-290. See Contract Number
DE-ACO6-08RL14788, Section H. 19, and Attachment J.2, Tables J.2.1 through J.2.8.

In June 2009, GHPRG's 100OK Area EGO began an analysis to identify environmental regulatory
requirements that would apply to the 100K 1 U UP by completing an Environmental Activity
Screening (EAS) forn. 3 CHPRC environmental protection procedures requires that "'.. .

[blefore starting any . .. [nlew construction projects ... [e]xcavations or disturbances to soil ...
Ia cognizant EGO0 must perform" .. ,. an environmental review and documents it using an EAS
fom. .. ." See PRC-PRO-EP-15333, Sec. 5.3. Because a drinking water system was involved
in the project, the same procedures required the EGO to evaluate and " .. . determine permitting
needs and develop an application for an operating permit. ... in accordance with WAG 246-290.

. ." Id. Sec. 5.7. The EAS form completed by the IlOOK Area EGO identified that the project
involved construction of a public drinking water system subject to State regulations, and would
also require a determination pursuant to NEPA regulations. See Exhibit 7.

On August 24, 2009, the I100K Area EGO again considered the 100OK IUUP permitting needs.
On that date, the EGO sent an e-mail titled "IlOOK Follow Up" to the EP Manager in CHPRG's
central environmental organization. The e-mail quoted the requirements of the then existing
PRG-PRO-EP-15333, Sec. 5.7, and requested assistance in meeting the specified requirements.
See Exhibit 8. During an interview, the ECO stated that his e-mail was not responded to. The
assessment team requested, but was not provided any information contradicting the EGO's
statement.

2 On April 11, 1995 the Director of DOE-RL's Site Infrastructure Division sent a letter to the President of Westinghouse

Hanford Company stating:

The U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office (RL) is the owner of several
Group A and Group B water systems, and Westinghouse Hanford Company and ICF
Kaiser Hanford Company operate the water systems for RL. The purpose of this letter is
to clearly state that the water systems on the Hanford Site are subject to the State of
Washington Department of Health Drinking Water Regulations under Washington
Administrative Code and the water systems will operate in accordance with these
regulations. These regulations apply to the operation of the drinkting water systems as
well as to construction/modification on any system.

See Exhibit 1.

Since that time all Group A and B water systems on the Hanford Site have been required to be operated and constructed/modified
in compliance with the above noted Washington State Department of Health regulations. This has included the system that was
constructed and maintained at the I100K Area in the years immediately following the issuance of the above noted letter, and the
construction and operation of the upgraded system just recently completed.

3About the time the EAS form was completed, the former 100OK Area ECO (now the I100K Sludge Treatment Project (STP)
ECO) provided the 100OK IUUP Potable Water Project Engineer, and the I100K Area ECO, the working file of the existing I100K
water system. This file contained the letter referred to in footnote 1, and most, if not all, of the existing documentation and
historical information on the I 00K Area water system, including numerous correspondence exchanges with the WDOH over the
years concerning that system. See 100OK Area water system documents from April 1995-June 2002 (STP ECO's files).
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On October 6, 2009 CHPRC met with WDOH officials at that agency's office in Spokane,
Washington. The parties discussed the permitting requirements to install a new water treatment
plant at 100OK Area to replace the then existing water system, and finalizing the preferred method
to dispose of the filter backwash water that would be generated by the new water plant.
Attendees at this meeting were the I100K Area Water Purveyor, DOE-RL Site Infrastructure
Representative, ARES Corporation engineer, 100OK IUUP Potable Water Project Engineer, and
the I100K Area ECO. See Exhibit 9. The following day (October 7, 2009) the DOE-RL Site
Infrastructure Representative who attended the meeting wrote an email message to the DOE-RL
project representative opining that the meeting went "very well" and stating that: "Your
contractor staff were very well organized, well spoken and professional." See Exhibit 10.

During the fall of 2009 planning for the 100OK IUUP continued. On November 9, 2009, the l OOK
IUUP Construction Manager sent an email message Subject: Draft SOW for l OOK Water
Infrastructure Project, to numerous individuals stating that:

The PRC-PRO..AC-123 Functional & Project Concurrence
Checklist has identified you as a potential required reviewer/SME
of this SOW due to content of the work scope. Please review and
provide comments. The Submittal Register is being developed,
please identify potential submittal requirements. I am requesting
comments be returned to me 11/16/09. Also, please identify if you
will require approval signature on the final SOW.

See Exhibit I1I and Exhibit 12 "Attachment 5 Functional & Project Concurrence Checklist."

Although the Checklist contains a question regarding whether "the service" involves "Ecology,
Department of Health, or EPA requirements, investigations, or remediation," in response the
CHPRC EP Manager provided "Yes" in the Applicability section of the form and "No
Comment" in the Project Contact/Revi ewer section of the checklist. Subsequently, on December
21, 2009, the I100K IUUP Construction Manager sent an email message to the 10OK IUUP
Controls Clerk stating: "All 5MB approvals have been received and all comments have been
incorporated into the SOW-Scott Story." Se Exhibit 13.

On December 1 6, 2009, the I100K IUUP Potable Water Project Engineer wrote an e-mail
message to the 100OK Area ECO and copying the 100OK IUUP Project Manager, Project Director,
and Project Construction Manager, asking permission to discuss: " . . . a potential risk related to
the Department of Health permitting process .. . " and seeking assistance in the matter. The
message also stated: ". . . a project report will need to be submitted and approved by the
Department of'Health prior to construction of the water system (per WAC 246-290-110) .... ".
See Exhibit 14 (Emphasis added).

The e-mail goes on to explain:

The purpose of contacting you and potentially ... [the 100OK D&D

Project Environm-ental Director] is to determine if the
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environmental group has any issue with the I100K project moving
forward with this approach. If so, please contact the project
management tem. .. [lIOOK I1.UP Project Manager, Project
Director, and Project Construction Manager] to discuss the issue
further.

Id.

Several minutes later the EGO forwarded the message to the D&D Project Environmental
Director requesting her assistance in this matter, and copied the Project Construction Manager,
Construction Manager, Project Director, Project Engineer, and EP water subject matter expert
See Exhibit 15.

On January 11, 2010 the President and Chief Executive Officer of CHPRC sent a letter to Mr.
M.D. Wilson, WDOH Regional Engineer titled, "Request For Waiver Of Pilot Study For New
1 00k Potable Water Facility." Accompanying this letter was an attachment with documentation
supporting a waiver of pilot testing requirements of the PALL potable water treatment system
proposed to be installed at the 100OK Area. The conclusion of the attachment contains the
following statement:

A project report meeting the requirements of WA C 246-290-110,
and tailored to fit the Hanford Site context, will be submitted to
you as soon as the required information is obtained/developed and
in advance of construction of the new 100OK Potable Water
Facility. Preliminarily, we expect that this will occur in the
February 2010 timeframe. The project report will also include a
section addressing the scope, protocols, and sampling/monitoring
requirements associated with the Operational Testing phase
introduced above.

See Exhibit 16 (Emphasis added).

On January 28, 2010 CHPRC issued a letter to Watts Construction, Inc. for the "l OOK River
Water Isolation Project Import Water Line Notice to Proceed." This letter stated that all work
was to be performed under this task no later than June 30, 2010 and to notify the CHPRC
Contracts Office if that deadline could not be achieved. See Exhibit 17.

On February 17, 2010, Mr. Wilson of WDOH wrote a letter to the CHPRC IlOOK Area Potable
Water Engineer with responses to the CHPRC submission of January 11, 2010 in which he
stated:

As outlined in your request, a project report, meeting the
requirements of WA C 24 6-290-110, will be submitted in advance
of the construction documents and will include the scope,

4No written response to this email has been provided, although the surveillance team requested that the D&D Project
Environmental Director search her files and disclose any response that she may have retained.
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protocols, and sampling/monitoring requirements for the testing of
the full-scale facility. This project report shall include the rational
for selecting the Pall membrane.

See Exhibit 18 (Emphasis added).

On March 16, 2010, the IlOOK Area EGO signed a Hanford Site Excavation Permit authorizing
initiation of construction activities for the l OOK IUUP.5 The Excavation Permit authorized:
"Installation of approximately 900 linear meters of new 12 [inch] potable and fire water lines."
This permit was signed by, among others, the Design Authority/Technical Representative, EGO,
Water Utilities Representative and the Facility/System Owner. See Exhibit 19.

On April 7, 2010 a CHPRC Contracting Officer, sent a letter to George A. Grant, Inc. regarding
"Contract Number 36534-31 ARRA-Potable Water Treatment Facility Contract Award
Documents Transmittal." The purpose of the letter was to formally authorize George A. Grant,
Inc. to proceed with the work scope defined as "ARRA - Potable Water Treatment Facility."
The letter also stated that "Construction work shall be complete by July 23, 2010." See Exhibit
20.

Also on April 7, 2010 and again on April 21, a Project Review Board (PRB) for the l00K IUUP
was convened and evaluated the Project's readiness to proceed. Materials presented to the PRBs
contained no mention of applicable regulatory requirements. See Exhibits 55 and 57. Actual
construction activities on the potable and fire water lines portion of the project inside 100OK Area
began on April 13, 2010. See Exhibit 2 1. Construction on the Import raw Water Line (outside
of the fence) began on April 28, 2010. See Exhibit 22. Construction on the Potable Water
Treatment Facility by Grant Construction began on May 14, 2010. See Exhibit 23.

On May 18, 2010, CHPRC's EP & SP Vice President and members of his staff travelled to
Spokane, Washington to meet with WDOH and discuss water system construction in Hanford's
200 Area that had commenced without WDOH approvals. While in route, the EP & SP Vice
President was contacted by the 100OK IUPP Potable Water Project Engineer and was informed
that work had begun on the I100K Area's new potable water delivery and treatment system prior
to obtaining written approval from WDOH. He was also informed that the Project Report and
construction documents required by regulations had not yet been completed and sent to WDOH.
Upon learning this infoirmation, the CHPRC EP & SP Vice President advised 100OK IUUP
management to immediately issue a STOP WORK order and the Project was halted.

Upon arriving in Spokane later that morning, the EP & SP Vice President explained that CHPRC
had requested the meeting that day with WDOH "in the interest of developing a better working
relationship." According to the Spokane meeting summary, later prepared by the CHPRC EP
Environmental Compliance Manager, discussion then followed concerning the use of the PALL
Membrane Filter Technology, appropriate content of a project report, and "General Discussion."~

5While the ECO signed the Excavation Permit on March 16, 2011, it did not become effective until March 18, 2011
when all other required signatures had been secured.
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Based on meeting summary notes, WDOH reiterated that while the PALL system is considered
alternative filtration technology, WvDOH is comfortable with the technology based on its use
elsewhere in the State. WDOH then discussed the requirements for a project report and indicated
they were expecting the Project Report for their review and approval. CHPRC "noted" that
"4some construction" was initiated prior to formal approval. CHPRC then asked for clarification
about water purveyor responsibilities and how WDOH "would like to see roles and
responsibilities implemented at a large DOE site with multiple drinking water systems and
contractors,"

There was also some discussion about what constitutes the "commencement" of construction.
WDOH confirmed that while construction is not defined it is intended to mean to "build or install
any component that is part of the dri nking water system" and that WA C regulations do not allow
for construction prior to written approval from WDOH. See Exhibit 24 (Emphasis added). If a
"4person" starts construction before the Project Report is approved, "they" are assuming risks,
including the risk of needing to remove a component that is not approved in the project report.
Id. WDOH policy prohibiting construction prior to obtaining required approvals is clear in
official documents. See DOH 33 1-123 (Rev. 12/09), Water System Design Manual, Sections 2.1
and 3. 1. Statements of the WDOH Regional Engineer made during this meeting are also
documented in an October 19, 20106 CHPRC Root Cause Analysis Report which states:

CHPRC Environmental Protection Vice President ... and
Environmental Director ... met with WDOH on May 18, 2010.
Results of meeting were that even though in the past, WDOH
informally allowed construction of a water system to commence
prior to formal receipt of approvals for the Project Report, per
WAG 244-290-110(2), [sic] approval must be received prior to
installation or construction of a water system. Therefore,
noncompliance with WAG 246-290-110(2) had occurred.

See Exhibit 25 at p. 16.

During the return trip on May 18, 2010 to the Hanford Site, the CHPRC EP and SP Vice
President contacted the 100OK IUUP Project Manager and reported the results of the meeting with
WDOH. 100OK IUUP personnel then met and a decision was made to restart construction on the
water delivery and treatment system. Later that day, the l00K IUUP Project Manager wrote an
email message to the CHPRC D&D Vice President copying the 100OK IUUP Project Director,
D&D Project Environmental Director, and the I100K IUUP Water Project Engineer giving them a
brief history and status of the Project. The email states in part:

.. State Code WAG 246-290-110 requires that a project report to
be [sic] submitted prior to water system construction, expansion, or
improvement.... [W]e are not compliant with requirement WAG
246-290-110.

6 The Report date is listed as October 19, 2010, but the last approval signature is November 2, 2010, suggesting the latter date is
that of the Report's adoption.
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See Exhibit 26. The message also states:

Following CHPRC senior management's meeting earlier today
with DOH, we have been directed to continue with our
construction activities. Whereas it is apparent that DOH may not
be fully pleased with commencing construction prior to the receipt
and concurrence with the project report, it is not a critical misstep.
Therefore, at this time we will thoroughly review all of our project
requirements, work to submit our project report as early as
possible, and engage DOH further on our project status.

Id. (Emphasis added).

In the interviews conducted with the 100OK IUUP Project Manager, he stated his recollection that
a teleconference was conducted on or about May 19, 20 10 involving himself, the CHPRC
President and CEO, CHPRC D&D Vice President, and the 100OK IUUP Project Director
concerning the future direction of the Project. At the conclusion of the teleconference the
participants jointly decided to continue with construction activities on the potable water delivery
system even though required WDOH approvals had not been obtained. He also stated that this
decision was unilateral, as no approval of this decision was sought from any DOE representative.

On June 1, 2010, the CI-PRC submitted the "Project Report For 100OK Potable Water Facility" to
the WDOH for their review and approval. Se Exhibit 27. In the two weeks immediately
following the meeting on May 18, 2010 with WDOH, the CHPRC EP group conducted an
analysis of the applicable WAC potable water regulations with respect to fire system
applicability. These activities resulted in the CHPRC EP and SP Vice President sending an e-
mail message on June 2, 2010, to the CHPRC President and CEO, CHPRC D&D Vice President,
and the I100K I UUP Project Director concerning the fire system applicability issue. This
message states, in relevant part:

Based on the review below, we can confirm that the Fire System is
not under [W]DOH's authority. There are parts of this system that
have dual purpose (both potable water and Fire System), those
have to comply with the Safe Drinking Water regulations. This
does not change our path forward as discussed yesterday. We need
to get this Project Report (permit) into DOff's hands as soon as
possible and within a week should be talking to [W]DOH in
person. In the mean time we can go ahead with the Fire System
installation (including the building) but should slow down on the
drinking water system, until we have [WIDOH's approval.

See Exhibit 28 (Emphasis added).

In the interviews conducted with the l OOK IUUP Project Director and the Project Manager,
when asked what did the phrase "slow down on the drinking water system until we have
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[W]DOH's approval" mean to each of them they both stated they didn't know, and
acknowledged that construction continued.

On June 5, 2010, the CHPRC l OOK IUUP Project Manager requested that the CHPRC IlOOK
IUUP Potable Water Project Engineer contact the WDOH Regional Engineer to arrange a time to
meet with him to discuss the recently submitted Project Report. According to a June 7, 2010
email sent by the CHPRC l OOK IUUP Potable Water Project Engineer to the IlOOK IUUP Project
Director (copying the CHPRC D&D Vice President, CHPRC EP Director, CHPRC D&D
Environmental Director, and the 100OK IUUP Project Manager) the WDOH Regional Engineer
did not see a need for a meeting until after he and a colleague had had time to review the Project
Report. This e-mail also addresses the ARRA funding nature of the Project stating:

Due to the fact that the 100OK Infrastructure project is funded by the
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA), CHPRC is
moving forward with certain activities in order to meet the
aggressive schedule requirements. I stated the 100OK project is
moving forward with site preparatory work for the 750,000 gallon
dual use water tank, foundation work and underground piping for
the water treatment facility building, installation of the fire and
potable water system with approximately 25% of the fire main and
20% of the potable water distribution system already installed.
41r. Wilson explained that CHPRC construction activities are
being performed at risk Based upon the review of the project
report and construction documents, the Department of Health may
request changes to the system and those would be at project cost.
It is Department of Health's expectation that the changes would be
made by CHPRC to correct any outstanding issues and issuance of
the final permit.

See Exhibit 29 (Emphasis added). The Assessment Team asked the CHPRC IUUP Project
Potable Water Engineer if the WVDOH Project Engineer noted above had supplied any written
confirmation of the content and understandings contained in the above e-mail. He told the
Assessment Team he had not received any such confirmation from the WDOH Regional
Engineer.

On June 16, 2010, the WDOH Regional Engineer wrote back to the l OOK IIJUP Potable Water
Project Engineer acknowledging receipt of the report and assigning a project report tracking
number. See Exhibit 30. The following week the 100K IUUP Project Manager submitted to
WDOH construction documents (drawings and specifications) for the following components of
the water delivery and treatment system: 1) 100K Area Water Line; and Water Filtration
Drawings, 2) 100OK Area Water Treatment Facility Plan Drawings, 3) 100K Export Water Line
Drawings, 4) Construction Specification for I100K Fire Protection and Water Lines, 5)
Construction Specification for I100K Water Export Line, 6) Construction Specification for 100OK
Water Line and Filtration System, 7) Procurement Specification for Water Storage Tank, 8)
Procurement Specification for Microfiltration System. See Exhibit 3 1.
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On July 8, 2010, the WDOH sent its formal response to the submission of the Project Report
addressed to the IlOOK IUUP Potable Water Project Engineer. This letter provided comments to
the Project Report and addressed the timing of work on the Project vis-6-vis formal written
approval by WDOH. Paragraph 8 of this letter states:

The schedule indicates that some potable water components have
been or are being installed. Please note that anyone who begins
construction on a project without all required approvals may be
subject to a penalty of up to $5,000 per service [WAC246-290-
05 0(7)], and may be required to expose system components for our
inspection, at their expense. DOH may be unable to accept any
component that is installed or constructed prior to approval.

See Exhibit 32.

The Assessment Team conducted interviews with the l OOK IUUP Potable Water Project
Engineer and the CHPRC D&D Enviroinental Director. Both of these individuals stated that
there had been verbal communications between the WDOH Regional Engineer and the I100K
IUUP Potable Water Engineer on the issue of construction prior to WDOH approval. These
communications were said to have occurred on or about July 8, 2010 and that the WDOH
Regional Engineer had told the 100OK IUUP Potable Water Engineer that the warning language
contained in paragraph 8 of the July 8, 2010 letter from WDOH to CHPRC was "standard
language" that WDOH was required to put in the letter. However, the warning language
notwith standing, WDOH reported it was satisfied with how the Project was progressing and the
communications that were occurring between CHPRC staff and the WDOH. The CHPRC D&D
Environmental Manager told the Assessment Team members she believed she saw, or possessed,
an email from the WDOH Regional Engineer memorializing this understanding that WDOH
would not bring an enforcement action. She told the Assessment Team she believed she might
be able to produce and deliver that e-mail. However, to date, she has not provided such an email
to the Assessment Team. 7

On July 22, 2010 WDOH acknowledged receipt on July 1, 20 10 of the construction documents
that had been sent to WDOH by CHPRC on June 23, 2010. See Exhibit 33. Also on July 22,
2010 the 100OK IUUP Project Manager sent a letter to the WDOH Regional Engineer
acknowledging CHPRC's receipt of WDOH's comments on the Project Report "dated June 8,
2010 and discussed with WDOH in subsequent conversations on July 8, 2010." This letter then
responds to WDOH's comments as enumerated by WDOH. Under comment #8, noted in the
preceding paragraph of this report, the response is, "Comment noted." See Exhibit 34.

7A significant number of CHPRC employees stated that no violation of regulatory requirements had occurred as CHPRC had
WDOH verbal permission to start construction without normally required formnal approvals, and that no enforcement action
would occur. Any WDOH representation notwithstanding, persons holding or needing a permit have: "[A]n absolute duty to
comply with ... permit [requirements]. This duty remains regardless of oral or written representations by the permitting agency
allegedly excusing compliance with permit requirements." Sierra Club v. Young Life Campaign, Inc., 176 F.Supp2d 1070
(D.Colo. 2001), citations omitted.
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On August 3, 2010 WDOH sent a letter addressed to the 1lOOK IUUP Potable Water Project
Engineer with its comments concerning the "new membrane facility." See Exhibit 35. Then, on
August 5, 2010, WDOH sent a letter addressed to the IlOOK IUUP Potable Water Project
Engineer approving the Project Report received June 3, 2010. See Exhibit 36. Finally, on
September 15, 2010 WDOH sent a letter addressed to the I100K IUUP Potable Water Project
Engineer approving the construction documents received on July 1, 2010. See Exhibit 37.
Construction began on April 14, 2010. The WDOH approval to proceed to construction was not
obtained until 155 days after the start of construction.

On January 27, 2011 the CHPRC l OOK IU1UP Project Manager sent the Operational Performnance
Testing Report and associated attachments to WDOH for their review and approval. Se Exhibit
38. In response, on February 1, 2011, WDOH sent a letter addressed to the 100OK HLJUP Project
Manager acknowledging receipt of the Operational Performance Testing Report. See Exhibit 39.
On February 18, 2011 WDOH sent its approval of the Operational Performance Testing Report
and associated attachments which it had received on August 10, 2010 and January 27, 201 1 .8
See Exhibit 40. On March 10, 2011 WDOH again wrote to the lOOK IUUP Project Manager
acknowledging its receipt of the Operation and Maintenance Manual. See Exhibit 41. Five days
later the WDOH Regional Engineer wrote an email addressed to the IlOOK IUUP Potable Water
Project Engineer and the CHPRC l OOK Area Water Purveyor which states: "0 & M Manual
Review (sic) We completed our review of the O&M manual that was received in this office on
March 4, 2011. 1 have two comments, but nothing that will prevent the start-up of the new
membrane WTP." See, Exhibit 42.

RE Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [x] NO I

Finding: S-1 1-EMD-PRC-001-F02

CHPRC did not apply for a categorical exclusion determination (CX determination) pursuant to
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) prior to commencing
construction of l OOK JUUP facilities.

Requirement(s):

1. National Environental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C.A. § 4321, et seq.

2. 10 CFR 1021, National Environmental Policy Act Implementing Procedures

3. DOE Contract No. DE-ACO6-08RL14788, Sec. H.19 (a), and Attachment J.2, Table J.2.1.

8This letter incorrectly states that WDOH received some of these documents on January 27, 2010. This is inaccurate as the
subject documents had not been generated by that date. Therefore WDOH must be referring to the Operational Performance and
Testing Report submitted January 27, 2011 not January 27, 2010.
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4. PRC-PRO-EP-1 5333, Environmental Protection Processes

5. PRC-RD-EP- 15332, Environmental Protection Requirements

Discussion:

On June 18, 2009 thel 00OK Area Environental Compliance Officer (EGO), sent an e-mail
message with an attached Environmental-Activity Screening Form (EASF) to the CHPRC NEPA
subject matter expert stating that: "Because this is stimulus funded . .. we will need to obtain a
[sic] activity- specific CX for our NEPA coverage." See Exhibit 7.

The EGO also requested a meeting to discuss the contents of the EASE and asked when the
activity- specific CX could be expected. This email message was also copied to the 100OK IUUP
Project Director, I100K IUUP Construction Manager, D&D Project Environmental Director, and
the CHPRC EP Manager. The FASF identified that the activities to be undertaken involved the
constructing or modifying of a public water, raw water, or export water system. Id.

On April 23, 2010 the CHPRC D&D Project Environmental Director wrote an email message to
the I100K Area EGO asking whether the "ecological review" had been completed for the Project.
See Exhibit 43. Three days later (April 26, 2010) the EGO forwarded the Environental
Director's email to the CHPRC NEPA Subject Matter Expert (SME) who wrote back the same
day stating that now he needed to "close with ... [the DOE Hanford NEPA Compliance Officer]
on the CX" and also stated that he would "follow-up with you and ... [the CHPRC D&D Project
Environmental Director] this week." See Exhibits 44 and 45. Then on April 28, 2010, the
CHPRC SME wrote an e-mail message to the DOE Hanford NEPA Compliance Officer
requesting approval of the ". . . activity specific CX for I100K Area Utilities Reroute." The DOE
Hanford N EPA Compliance Officer did not respond, and the CHPRC SME did not make further
inquiry about the status of the NEPA determination until May 2 4t1h and 25t", 2010. See Exhibits
46 and 47. By that time construction, which started on April 14, 2010, had been ongoing for
nearly six weeks without receiving a NEPA CX determination. On May 26, 2010, the DOE-RL
NEPA Compliance Officer signed the CX for the Project. See Exhibit 48.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [xl NO [I

Finding: S-i11-EMD-PRC-001-F03

Upon discovery of its failure to meet environmental regulatory requirements, CHPRC did not
recognize the extent of condition, to timely perform an analysis of causes, and to implement
corrective actions.

Requirement(s):

1. CRD M 231.1-2 (Supp, Rev 8), Occurrence Reporting and Processing of Operations
Inform ation

Page 15 Surveillance Report Number S- I I1-EMD-PRC-OO1



Revision 10282011

2. CRD 0 414.1GC, Quality Assurance

3. PRC-PRO-QA-052, Issues Management

4. DOE Contract Number DE-ACO6-O8RL 14788, Attachment J.2, Requirements Sources and
Implementing Documents, Tables J.2.1 through J.2.8.

Discussion:

On July 20, 2010 a team was assembled and convened to determine the root cause(s) of the
failure to obtain WDOH written approval prior to commencing construction activities on the
l OOK potable water delivery and treatment system. A follow on session was performed on
August 3, 2010 to further evaluate the conditions and identify the root causes. The Root Cause
Analysis Report (RCA Report) was released on November 2, 2010, five months after the team
was first assembled. 9

The RCA Report contains several factual errors. First, the report states that on May 26, 2010 the
CHPRC NEPA SME determined that the NEPA CX had not been obtained and that the CX
approval was obtained on May 27, 2010. Realization of the lack of NEPA CX approval occurred
on May 24, 2010 and actual approval from DOE-RL obtained on May 26, 2010. The RCA
Report also states that work was suspended during the week of June 1, 2010 on portions of the
project "that clearly required WDOH approval." There is no evidence that any suspension of
activities occurred on the project except for a few hours on May 18, 2010. In fact, the CHPRC
ARRA weekly reports for the weeks of April 14, 2010 to July 21, 2010, clearly detail in both text
and photographs that work continued without interruption on the project during that period. See
Exhibit 2].

The RCA Report further states that the combination of two separate events (one at 200 East Area
and one at thelOOK Area) was determined to be a significant issue because of noncompliance
with several WAC and Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) requirements, and CHPRC
procedures. The RCA Report did not identify WAC 246-290-120, Construction Documents,
which is a critical WAC requirement applicable to the 100OK IUUP. Furthermore, the Report also
does not address the CHPRC requirements identified in PRC-PRO-PM-25000 which require
completion of a Project Execution Plan prior to start of construction. The RCA Report also does
not acknowledge applicability of DOE CRD 41 3.3A to the project.

The RCA team identified two root causes for the failure to obtain WDOH approval prior to the
start of construction. The Phoenix Analysis process and the "Five Whys" were employed to
identify the adverse conditions. With regard to Root Cause #1 the report states, in relevant
part. 1

9During July, August, and the first half of September 101 0 construction continued on the project without receiving the required

WDOH approval, and without completion of the RCA Report.

10 According to the RCA Report the above statement correlates to the Phoenix Analysis #A4B1IC01-Management policy
guidance/expectations not well-defined understood or enforced. See Exhibit 25, pp. 6-7 of 17, Section 6.3 RC-01.
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Management expectations were not clearly understood concerning
unacceptability of proceeding at risk concerning environmental,
regulatory approvals .. ., and, Furthermore, the Environmental
Activity Screening Form (EASF) checklist did not have the
drinking water requirements checked as applicable to the I100K
proj ect.

Neither of the conclusions contained in the quote above were correct. CHPRC's official
correspondence with the WDOH prior to commencing construction establishes that management
understood the applicable requirements. In its letter of January 11, 2010 CHPRC requested a
waiver by the WDOH of the pilot study for the Potable Water Treatment Facility and
acknowledged in the attachment to that letter that:

A project report meeting the requirements of WAG 246-290-110,
and tailored to fit the Hanford Site context, will be submitted to
you as soon as the required information is obtained/developed and
in advance of construction of the new 100OK Potable Water
Facility.

See Exhibit 1 6, p. 8 Attachment to Letter (Emphasis added).

In response to the above letter the WDOH Regional Engineer acknowledged this understanding
was correct by stating in his letter of February 17, 2010 addressed to the CHPRC's l00K IUUP
Potable Water Project Engineer:

As outlined in your request, a project report, meeting the
requirements of WAG 246-290-110, will be submitted in advance
of the construction documents and will include the scope,
protocols, and sampling/monitoring requirements for the
operational testing of the full-time facility..

See Exhibit 18 (Emphasis added).

Thus, as early as January 11, 2010, CHPRC conveyed its understanding that construction could
not commence on this Project until it received WDOH's formal written approval. The author of
that letter was the 100OK IUUP Potable Water Project Engineer, and the D&D Environmental
Manager approved release of the letter prior to its being sent to WDOH. WDOH acknowledged
and confirmed that requirement in its response letter dated February 17, 2010.11 Id.

Furthermore, the statement under Root Cause #1 concerning the EASE not addressing the
applicability of the drinking water requirements is incorrect. Under the section entitled
"Constructing or Modiflying Facilities, Equipment, or Processes" subsection 5.7 "Constructing or
Modifyring Public Water, Raw Water, or Export Water Systems" is clearly marked on the EASE

IIWDOH reconfirmned its position on this issuc in its letter addressed to the CH-PRC lOOK IUUP Potable Water Project
Engineer dated July 8, 2010.
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In checking that box the 100OK Area ECO, acknowledged that the WDOH drinking water
requirements were applicable. When the ECO sent the EASF to the CHPRC NEPA SME and
copied the CHPRC EP Manager, he clearly indicated the project involved the construction of a
potable water system. Furthermore, on August 24, 2009, the ECO sent an email message to the
CHPRC EP Manager requesting assistance in obtaining the necessary WDOH approval for this
new system. See Exhibit 8. The Assessment Team, in its interviews with the ECO, asked if he
had received any response to his August 24, 2009 email, and he stated he had not.

Root Cause #2 suggests that inexperience of some personnel, and lack of familiarity with
regulatory requirements lead to a belief that it was acceptable to commence construction without
all WDOH approvals. It also discloses that precedin at risk was necessary to meet project
schedule. Root Cause #2 of the RCA Report states:1

Individuals relied on past experience with W*DOH regulators and
previous drinking water installation projects outside of Hanford
and the DOE Complex. Due to this experience individuals
believed that:

" WDOH would informally allow the simultaneous
preparation and review of the Project Report while
construction activities such as excavations and placement
of material commenced

" An environmental "at-risk" position was acceptable to the
regulators and CHPRC

" The "at-risk" position was also considered necessary to
meet the fast-track project schedule. WDOH confirmed to
CHPRC that they know and may informally allow projects
to proceed at-risk even though the regulations do not allow
for this interpretation.

See Exhibit 25.

However, other information establishes that the project staff were fully informed that proceeding
at risk was not an acceptable practice form WDOH's perspective. In order to assess historic
WDOH enforcement postures, a former Hanford Site Water Purveyor was interviewed.
According to this individual a WDOH Regional Engineer made it clear on many occasions that it
was a violation of WDOH regulations to proceed with construction prior to obtaining WDOH
approval, that such practice was not endorsed or condoned by WDOH. The former Hanford Site
Water Purveyor stated that he had had discussions with the 100OK IUUP Potable Water Project
Engineer and the Project Manager prior to and during construction, and conveyed to the them
that proceeding **at risk" was not endorsed or condoned by WDOH and could result in an
enforcement action.

12 The above statement is noted in the RCA Report as correlating to the Phoenix Analysis #A3B13C06- Individuals
underestimated the problem using past events as a basis. See Exhibit 25.
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Finally, while CHPRC performed a root cause analysis, it did not do so in a timely fashion.
Considering the guidance contained in CRD M 231.1-2, timely or prompt completion of the
RCA Report would have been within forty-five days of discovery of the issues on May 18, 2010.
Furthermore, the title of the RCA Report, Root Cause Analysis Report EM-RL-CPRC-
GENLAREAS-2010-0013 suggests it was prepared in connection with Occurrence Report EM-
RL-CPRC-GENLAREAS-2010-0013, in which case it should have been published within forty-
five days of the event covered by the occurrence report. See CRD M 231.1-2 (Supp Rev 8).

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [xi NO i

Finding: S-1 1-EMD-PRC-001-F04

CHPRC identified environmental compliance requirements (WDOH permitting and NEPA
determinations), but it did not include actions necessary to timely comply with the NEPA
requirements in its Project Execution Plan (PEP) and Field Execution Schedule (FES).

Requirement(s):

1. CRD 0 413.3B, Program and Project Management for the Acquisition of Capital Assets

2. CRD 0 414.IC, Quality Assurance

3. PRC-PRO-PM-24889, Project Initiation and Execution

4. PRC-PRO-PM-25000, Project Execution Plans

5. PRC-PRO-CN- 14990, Construction Management

6. PRC-POL-EP-5 054, CH2MHILL Plateau Remediation Company Environmental Policy

Discussion:

While CHPRC accurately identified environmental regulatory requirements that would need to
be met during construction of the I100K IUUP, it did not address those requirements in project
execution plans in a manner consistent with applicable CHPRC procedures. While IlOOK IUUP
FES documents included schedules for obtaining approvals for the construction of the drinking
water system from the WDOH, the schedules were unrealistically short and hence unachievable.

The I100K Area ECO completed a CHPRC EAS Form in July, 2009, and at that time accurately
identified the need to obtain a NEPA clearance and that the I100K IUUP involved construction of
a drinking water system requiring approvals from WDOH. This early identification of
environmental regulatory requirements is both consistent with guidance and procedures, and is
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expected. See Exhibit 7. Unfortunately, neither the draft nor final 100OK PEPs contained a
strategy for meeting these requirements.

As noted under Finding 13 below, the 1001K JUUP didn't adopt a final PEP until July 29, 2010.
It operated under a draft PEP from approximately January 2010 until July 2010, during which
period there was little or no updating occurring, nor change control exercised. CHPRC
procedures preclude start of field work until a PEP has been approved. See PRC-PRO-CN-
14990, Construction Management, Sec. 3.3.3.1 2.

CHPRC procedures require that environmental and other regulatory requirements be identified
and PEPs prepared during the conceptual design phase (CD-I) of projects. Relevant procedures
direct that during conceptual design:

[T]he initial environmental documents applicable to the project
need to be prepared including National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) strategies, analysis, and permit applications.

..The project manager needs to work in close coordination with
the CHPRC environmental management organization to develop
these strategies and documents. Failure to adequately recognize
these requirements can result in lengthy and costly delays to the
proj ect.

See PRC-PRO-PM-24889, Project Initiation and Execution, Sec. 6.2.8. Functional design
criteria documents should also be developed at this state of the project. Id., Sec. 6.2.3 .'

Initial PEPs developed at conceptual design are required to include: ". .. a description of the
project's tailoring strategy for implementation of CDR 0 413.3 documentation for each phase of
project execution and the strategy for execution of the project phases and CD decisions by the
CHPRC PRB, if applicable. Id. at Sec. 6.2.9. To meet these requirements, a PEP must contain
an Environmental Regulatory Strategy. The Strategy must:

Provide a reference or identify documents that establish the
environmental regulatory strategy for the project. The section
should include the following: ... Description of the governing
environmental regulatory requirements for the project (e.g.,
RCRA, CERCLA) . .. A brief description of environmental
regulatory documents and permits required for the project ...

Status and plans for National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
compliance [sic]

See PRC-PRO-PM-25000, Project Execution Plan. Neither the draft nor final PEP adopted by
the I100K IUUP meet the requirements specified in the preceding paragraphs. Furthermore,

13The functional design criteria document for the lOOK IUUP was not adopted and effective until April 19, 2010 at which time
construction had already started. See PRC-EDC- 10- 45986.
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inaccuracies contained in the tables at the end of the 100OK IUUP PEP are misleading. The PEP
tables indicate no drinking water permits or approvals were needed, which was incorrect. The
January 2010 version tables also state that NEPA clearance had been obtained, when in fact the
clearance was not secured until May 26, 2010.

While FES design and construction documentation included a schedule for obtaining WDOH
approval of the drinking water system, they made no provisions for obtaining required NEPA
clearances.'14 It is unclear when provisions for obtaining WDOH approval were first included in
the FES documentation; however it is clear that such provisions were present as of January 7,
2010. The schedule for completing these activities to support a May start of construction, as they
appear in the January FES were unreasonably short and unachievable. Given the time allocated
to WDOH to perform documnentation reviews, address comments exchanged between the State
and the permnit applicant, and for the State to issue construction approvals, a process that can
require at least 60 days or more, the Projects proposed submission of its application on March 9,
2010 and its expectation of obtaining required approvals by April 5, 20 10 was unreasonable. It
should also be noted that the same January FES scheduling submission of an application for
approval to WDOH on March 9, 2010, also schedules start of construction of drinking water
system components on January 29, 2010, more than a full month before even making the
application for approval.

RL'Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [x] NO [

Finding: S-1 1-EMD-PRC-001-F05,

CHPRC proceeded with the installation of the IUUP fire sprinkler system knowing that the
design did not meet applicable codes and standards.

Requirement(s):

1 . CRD 420. 1 B (Supplemented Rev. 4), Facility Safety, Section B requires that fire protection
for DOE facilities will "meet or exceed applicable building codes for the region and National
Fire Protection Association (NFPA) codes and standards." Section D.2 requires contractors
to use DOE-STD- 1066-99, Fire Protection Design Criteria. Section D.3 requires that facility
design and construction comply with the DOE Fire Protection Handbook, Hanford Chapter.

2. HNF-361 74, DOE Fire Protection Handbook - Hanford Chapter - New projects and facility
design, construction and modifications involving fire alarm systems, fire suppression, or
water supplies shall be designed in accordance with this Handbook. Section 4.1.5, requires
that fire suppression system drawings be approved by the Hanford Fire Marshal's Office
prior to installation.

14 While provision were made to perform work necessary to obtain Cultural Resources Reviews which are a prerequisite to
obtain NEPA clearances, no provision was made for activities necessary to actually obtain the NEPA clearances.
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3. DOE-STD-1066-99, Fire Protection Design Criteria - New project and facility design,
construction and modifications shall comply with this Standard. All references to the word
"should" in this Standard will be interpreted as a "shall" as required by SCRD 420.l1B.

Discussion:

The fire sprinkler system design (drawings and calculations) for the Potable Water Treatment
Facility was not approved by a Deputy Fire Marshal (DEM) before the system was installed as
required by CRD 420.I1B. During construction of the 10OK IUUP, K-Basins was assigned a
resident DFM who held delegated review and approval authority from the Hanford Fire
Marshal's Office (HFMO). However, the CHPRC contracted with a private fire protection
engineer (FPE) for a review and approval of design drawings. This contract FPE had no
delegated approval authority from the HFMO. Drawings were reviewed by the contract engineer
and comments returned to ARES Engineering, the company that produced the design.
Installation began prior to any approval of the design by either the DEM or HFMO. Approval of
the fire protection system designs by the DFM prior to construction is a contract requirement.

During personal interviews, the Assessment Team was told that the 100OK IUUP Director was
verbally informed by the l OOK DFM in April 2010, that the design for the Fire Protection
System as developed by ARES Engineering was defective and would not comply with applicable
code requirements if constructed as designed. This statement is supported by entries in a Review
Comment Record (RCR) generated in October 2009 that documents sixty defects. See Exhibit
59. Although the 100K DFM informed lOOK IUUP management of the system design defects,
and that it was necessary to correct the defects and obtain HFMO approval before commencing
construction, construction commenced without that approval.

After participating in an inspection tour, the DFM immediately submitted the following item into
the CHPRC Corrective Action System:

On Tuesday, August 24th, 2010, the I100K Fire Protection
Engineer (Deputy Fire Marshal) was notified by facilities
operations personnel that the scope of work for the day for the
100OK new water treatment facility was to include installation of the
fire suppression system. The design for this system has significant
comments still outstanding from I100K Fire Protection
Engineering, and has not been reviewed and approved by the Fire
Marshal's Office. A walk down of the facility showed that
significant additional changes to the system design were being
made in the field; neither Fire Protection Engineering nor l00K
Project Engineering was cognizant of these changes. HNF-361 74,
DOE Fire Protection Handbook - Hanford Chapter, Section 4.1.5,
requires that fire suppression system drawings be approved by the
Hanford Fire Marshal's Office prior to installation. MSC-RD-
9118, Fire Protection Design/Operations Criteria, Section 2. 1.11,
states that documents for new designs affecting fire protection or
fire code compliance must be reviewed and approved by the
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Hanford Fire Marshal's Office. The [Engineering Projects and
Construction] EPC construction manager was notified that the
design for the system being installed was not approved for
installation, and that the design as previously submitted was
apparently being altered in the field to an unacceptable extent. The
EPC construction manager was advised that installation activities
should cease until after the revised design was resubmitted and
approved by both CHPRC Fire Protection Engineering and the Fire
Marshal's Office.

See Exhibit 60. Work continued at the 100OK IUUP without resolution of this Condition Report.

On 9/28/2010 100OK Senior Management issued a Field Stop Work order on the 100OK Fire
Suppression System Upgrade pending a comprehensive design document review and approval
(CR-201 0-3 049). At that time, CR 2010-2597, written by the DPM, was screened out and rolled
over to CR-2010-3049. An Apparent Cause Analysis was performed as a result of the Field Stop
Work. Four of the corrective actions identified in the Apparent Cause Analysis were related to
the clarification of the authority of the I-FMO and interface with CHPRC. The causal analysis
did not identify that the CHPRC is required by contract to have a Memorandum of
Understanding with the HFMO identifying its authority, responsibilities, and duties. See Finding
S-l I I-EMD-PRC-00 1-Fl15.

On October 13, 2010 a walk down of the I100-K Potable Water Treatment Facility was performed
by the RL FPE to review fire protection and life safety features and was recorded in Operational
Awareness Entry 33896. The following information was documented in the OA:

Interviews were conducted with Fire Protection Engineers
involved with the project and the Fire Marshal's Office. All
reviews performed by the FPEs were of partial submittals, DCNs,
and some drawings in draft. Some of the RCR review comments
provided by the FPEs have still not been incorporated over one
year later, yet RCR comments were dispositioned as "Comments
Accepted." Portions of the fire alarm system (initiating devices
and conduit) were also installed prior to any review of the system
design by project fire protection engineering or the Fire Marshal's
Office. A final (as-built) design package has not been issued by
the Project to date. Therefore, the Project has not received approval
for the design as installed. This is also in violation of HNF-36174,
DOE Fire Protection Handbook, which requires that as-built
drawings be approved by the HFMO prior to acceptance of the
system.

The fire sprinkler system, fire pump/piping, and portions of the fire alarm/notification system
have been installed on the job without prior approval of the HFMO or an authorized DEM. This
is in violation of the CHPRC Fire Protection Program. MSC-RD-91 18, Fire Protection
Design/Operations Criteria, section 2.1.1 states:
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Installation or modification designs for all fire protection systems,
water distribution systems, and life safety features as defined in
NFPA 10 1, Life Safety Code, shall be approved and penmitted by
the Hanford Fire Marshal's Office prior to installation or
modification in accordance with MSC-RD-8589, Hanford Fire
Marshal Permits.

Rb Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [xi NO I

Finding: S-1 1-EMD-PRC-001-F06

The CHPRC applied a Stop Work Order on the Potable- Water Treatment Facility Project that
was not properly executed, including improper use of the CRRS system for closure.

Requirement(s):

1. DOE-0342, Rev 2, Stop Work, Effective January 18, 2010

Discussion:

On September 28, 2010 CHPRC senior management issued a Stop Work on the 100OK Fire
Suppression System Upgrade activities pending a comprehensive design document review and
approval. On September 29, 2010 a CHPRC Condition Report, number CR-201 0-3049, was
issued and screened at an Adverse Significance Level to initiate and document the investigation
and corrective actions. This Condition Report, replaced a previous Condition Report, CR-201 10-
2597, which had been "screened out" at the request of the responsible manager as stated in that
report:

Significance Level Justification: Sent back from Assignment by
... Responsible Manager. Please screen out this CR to CR-20 10-
3049. Although submitted a month apart both CRs represent the
exact same condition and screened at the same level as adverse.

This condition was rescreened from an adverse condition to a
screen out at the request of the responsible manager per above
Justification. CR-20 10-3049 is screened adverse will document
the apparent cause analysis and corrective actions to address the
condition.

The first Condition Report, CR-2010-25 97, was initiated on August 24, 2010 by the CHPRC
L OOK Area EPE and included and identified four "Requirements Not Met." See Exhibit 60 for

details. However, the replacement Condition Report, CR-2010-3049, identified the
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"Requirements Not Met" as "N/A." No explanation was stated why the requirements identified
in the earlier Condition Report, CR-2010-2597, were not included in the replacement Condition
Report, CR-20 10-3049. See Exhibit 61. The replacement Condition Report admits that a design
document review should have been done prior to start of construction. See Exhibit 61,
"Significant Level Justification" section.

When examined on March 11, 2011, CR-2010-3 049 contained a list of "Associated Files"
including the D&D Project "Apparent Cause Analysis 100OK Fire Suppression Stop Work."
(File: I 00kFireS UppressionStopWorkACA.ndf). The fifth full paragraph of page 2 of 3 of that
document states: "Closure of the Corrective Actions outlined in CR-201 0-3049 is required to lift
the Stop Work and resume work on the Fire Suppression System Upgrade Project."

The list of "Recommended Corrective Action Items" is then enumerated. Item 2 states:

Obtain clarification on the authority of the Deputy Fire Marshal
role. MSA currently has draft document in DOE-RL for review
and Approval - Mike Koch, 1/31/2 010.

The Apparent Cause Analysis is signed and dated by a D&D Technical Support and the I100K
IUUP Project Manager on November 10, 2010.

On January 31, 2011 D&D Engineering, sent an email to CHPRC Corrective Action
Management requesting an extension of the due date for Item 2 noted above to April 27, 2011.
On February 2, 2011 a D&D Project Sr. Operations Specialist then wrote an email on behalf of
the I100K IUUP Project Manager to CHPRC Corrective Action Management approving the April
27, 2011 extension date for CR-2010-3049 correction action Item 2. See CA-2-Extension.pdf in
CR-20 10-3049 Associated Files.'15

It is noteworthy that no actual written Stop Work Order is listed amnong the "Associated Files" in
the CR-201 0-3 049 Condition Report. However, the Apparent Cause Analysis noted above
states:

After additional discussions the 100OK Areas Senior Management
extended the Stop Work to cover the Fire Suppression System
Upgrade project pending a comprehensive Design Document
review and approval. The extended Stop Work superseded the
earlier Stop Work and was documented in CR-2010-3 049.

See 100OK FireSuppressionStopWorkACA.pdf second full paragraph of page 2 of 3.

The Apparent Cause Analysis contains no section that allows an work to be restarted before the

completion of all the corrective action items. This is consistent with DOE-0343 Stop Work

5 The question of the Fire Marshal's role in approving designs prior to construction is an overarching question that should have
been resolved promptly. Construction activities on most of the components of this project resumed without resolving this
corrective action.
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which applies to all Hanford contractor and subcontractor employees and can be accessed on the
CHPRC Home Page on the Hanford Site Intranet and states, in relevant part:

Be sure any necessary corrective or compensatory actions are
taken before resuming an activity and are documented* in
accordance with Contractor procedures (logbook or other
established method of reporting/tracking/communicating, safety
issues and corrective action management). *NOTE: For
resumption of radiological work, consult the Radiological Control
Manual for additional approval requirement."

See DOE-0343 Stop Work Revision 2 Effective Date: January 18, 2010 page 3 of 6 third
paragraph.

Work was restarted on this Project in October 2010. This restart of work was conducted prior to
completion of the CR-2010-3049 D&D Project IlOOK Fire Suppression Stop Work Apparent
Cause Analysis which evidently is the only written documentation of the terms and conditions of
the Stop Work Order issued September 28, 2010.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [X1 NO [II

Finding: S-11-EMD-PRC-001-F07

The design review process applied to the 100OK IUUP systems did not comply with contractual
requirements and the Contractor's procedures.

Requirement(s):

1 . CRD 420. 1 B (Supplemented Rev. 4), Facility Safety, Section D.3 requires that facility
design and construction comply with the DOE Fire Protection Handbook, Hanford
Chapter.

2. HNF-3 6174, DOE Fire Protection Handbook - Hanford Chapter requires that drawings
for fire alarm systems, fire suppression systems, and water supplies must be approved by
the HFMO prior to installation.

3. lOOK MmSafe Administrative Procedure, FP-4-014, Fire Protection Program, Section 1.1
states that: "this procedure applies to 100OK Area facilities, including new project design
and construction, modification, alteration, and demolition of 100OK Area facilities. It also
applies to operations performed within the 100OK Area by the CHPRC D&D Project and
other organizations." Section 3.14 states: "all construction, including modification of
existing facilities, shall be in accordance with the requirements of MSC RD 9717, DOE-
STD-1 066, CRD 420.1IB, HNF-36174, and applicable NFPA Codes and Standards."
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4. CH2M Hill Requirements Applicability Matrix states: .. the following Requirements
Applicability Matrix Reports (RAM) are compiled in accordance with PRC-PRO-MS-
40117, Requirements Management Process, from the RAM2 database. These reports
display directive (e.g. Laws, Regulations, DOE Directives, etc) information based on
Attachment J.2 (Requirements Sources and Implementing Documents) of the CHPRC
Contract, DE-ACO6-08RL14788, and associated company level procedure data from
Does Online." The RAM lists MSC-RD-91 18, Fire Protection Design/Operations
Criteria as satisfying the categories of 29 CFR 1910, Occupational Safety and Health
Standards, and CRD 0 420. 1 B Supplemented, Rev 4, Facility Safety. The RAM lists
MSC-RD- 10606, Fire Protection Program Requirements as satisfying the categories of
29 CFR 1910, Occupational Safety and Health Standards, CRD M 231.1-1I A,
Environmental, Sqfety, and Health Reporting Manual, and CRD 0 420. l B
Supplemented, Rev 4, Facility Safety.

5. MSC-RD-91 18, Fire Protection Design/Operations Criteria, Section 2.1.1 states:
"Installation or modification designs for all fire protection systems, water distribution
systems, and life safety features as defined in NFPA 10 1, Life Safety Code, shall be
approved and permitted by the HMFO prior to installation or modification in accordance
with MSC-RD-8589, Hanford Fire Marshal Permits." [Emphasis added]

6. MSC-RD-9 118, Fire Protection Design/Operations Criteria, Section 2.4 states:".
[The Hanford Fire Marshal (HFM)], who shall be a member of the. ... [Hanford Fire
Department (HFD)], shall have the authority to develop, administer and enforce the Fire
Prevention Program for the ... [Mission Support Contractor (MSC)] as directed by
SCRD 0 420. 1IB, Rev. 4, Facility Safety, and by RL approval of the HFM's Charter,
which establishes the authority, responsibilities and duties of the HFM. The HFM's
authority shall extend to all work performed under or on behalf of MSC. RL will support
the HFM in enforcement of the codes and standards and execution of the HFM's duties as
described below .... Section 2.4.2 states: "To support the development, administration
and enforcement of the Fire Prevention Program the duties of the HFM shall include but
not be limited to: Review and approval of new fire protection system designs and
modifications/ upgrades to existing fire protection systems per MSC-PRO-8635, Review
and Approval of Technical Documents."

7. DOE 0 414.l1C, Quality Assurance, Attachment 2, Section 3.e(l) states the contractor
must, "Perform work consistent with technical standards, administrative controls, and
hazard controls adopted to meet regulatory or contract requirements using approved
instructions, procedures, etc." Section 3.g. paragraph (1) states: "Procure items and
services that meet established requirements and perform as specified."

Discussion:

The CHPRC did not follow the procedural requirements identified in DOE requirements, and in
MSC-RD-91 18 which requires that "Installation or modification designs for all fire protection
systems, water distribution systems, and life safety features as defined in NFPA 10 1, Life Safety
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Code, shall be approved by the HFMO prior to installation or modification in accordance with
MSC-RD-8589, Hanford Fire Marshal Permits." The fire sprinkler system, fire pump/piping,
and portions of the fire alarm/notification system were installed on the job without prior approval
of the HFMO or HFMO representative. DOE 0 414. 1 C, Quality Assurance, Attachment 2,
Section 3. e( 1) states the contractor must, "Perform work consistent with technical standards,
administrative controls, and hazard controls adopted to meet regulatory or contract requirements
using approved instructions, procedures, etc."

On August 24, 2010, the CHPRC IlOOK EPE was notified by facilities operations personnel that
the scope of work for the day for the 100OK new Potable Water Treatment Facility was to include
installation of the fire suppression system. The design for this system had significant comments
still outstanding from I100K Fire Protection Engineering, and had not been reviewed and
approved by the HEMO. A walk down of the facility showed that significant additional changes
to the system design were being made in the field; neither Fire Protection Engineering nor IlOOK
Proj ect Engineering was cognizant of these changes. As a result, Condition Report CR-201 0-
25 97 was generated on August 24, 2010, by the CHPRC IlOOK FPE.

CRD 420. 1 B, Supplemented Rev. 4, Section D.3 requires that facility design and construction
comply with the DOE Fire Protection Handbook, Hanford Chapter. HNF-36 174, DOE Fire
Protection Handbook - Hanford Chapter, requires that drawings for fire alarm systems, fire
suppression systems, and water supplies, must be approved by the HFMO prior to installation.
MSC-RD-91 18, Fire Protection Design/Operations Criteria, Section 2. 1.11, states that
documents for new designs affecting fire protection or fire code compliance must be reviewed
and approved by the HEMO.

The IlOOK IUUP Project Manager was notified on 8/24/2010, by the l OOK FPE/DFM (CR-2010-
2597), that the design for the system being installed was not approved for installation, and that
the design as previously submitted was apparently being altered in the field to an unacceptable
extent. At that time, the l OOK IUUP Project Manager was advised that installation activities
should cease until after the revised design was resubmitted and approved by both CHPRC Fire
Protection Engineering and the 1-FMO.

The CHPRC also procured fire protection equipment and had it installed prior to completion and
approval of the associated design. The RL Electrical SME and the RL Fire Protection SME
obtained a copy of Contract #36534-31 Statement of Work (SOW) for the K-BasinIARRA
Potable Water Treatment Facility project, dated 4/7/10, and observed within section 3.1.5
paragraph D that the construction Contractor (George A. Grant Inc.) was directed to install "the
Buyer (CHPRC) provided diesel power fire pump, jockey pump, fire pump controller, and the
fire alarm control panel." This equipment was procured on 7/14/10 (based upon the vendor's
certificate of compliance submittal). However this procurement was completed before the
associated design was completed and approved. The fire pump installation drawings were not
approved by the HFMO until 1 / 18/2011 (100OK Water Treatment Project Status Report January
25, 2011). If CHPRC ARRA Project management and staff had procured the mentioned
equipment after the design was completed and approved, they would not have needed to procure
and install the j ockey pump. HNF-3 6174, DOE Fire Protection Handbook - Hanford Chapter,
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requires that drawings for fire alarm systems, fire suppression systems, and water supplies, must
be approved by the HFMO prior to installation.

A tour of the new I100K Potable Water Treatment Facility was conducted on September 1, 20 10,
by representatives from a DOE GSSC support contractor (PAL Corp.) and CHPRC Fire
Protection Engineering (OA 32906). The Potable Water Treatment Facility was designed to
provide several fire arcas in the building rated at one and two hours, but no fire barrier designs
had been submitted by the Project for approval by the HFMO. Not all interior walls extended to
the roof level of the building and several rooms had suspended ceilings. At that time work was
progressing on installing a two hour fire rated suspended ceiling in the electrical room. The
submitted, but not yet approved, sprinkler drawings showed only sprinklers at roof level.
Without the approval of the CHPRC FPE, sprinkler installation had started. When this was
discovered, the work was halted and the CR was generated. The installation included sprinkler
drops into suspended ceiling areas, but these were not in accordance with design drawings.

The building sprinkler riser had been installed on an inside wall in the pump room and was fed
directly from the fire pump with no control valve, contrary to NFPA requirements. The CHPRC
FPE/DFM required that it be moved to an outside wall and that a wall control valve be installed
for isolating the system without turning off the pump or entering the building. The fire pump
skid had also been delivered to the pump room, but the design for the fire pump and piping had
not been approved by the DFM.

A significant amount of work was proceeding without review and approval of the DEM. Under
Requirements Not Met in the CR-2010-2597 it stated:

CRD 420. 1 B, Supplemented Rev. 4, Section D.3 requires that
facility design and construction comply with the DOE Fire
Protection Handbook, Hanford Chapter. HNF-361 74, DOE Fire
Protection Handbook - Hanford Chapter, Section 4.1.5, requires
that fire suppression system drawings be approved by the HFMO
prior to installation. MSC-RD-91 18, Fire Protection
Design/Operations Criteria, Section 2.1.11, states that documents
for new designs affecting fire protection or fire code compliance
must be reviewed and approved by the HFMO.

It is noted that prior to the discovery of these problems on the l OOK Potable Water Treatment
Facility, DOE-RL had released their Assessment of the CHPRC Fire Protection Program, S- 1-
SED-PRC-023, on 8/19/2010. This assessment included the following concern: "Concern A-
I O-SED-PRC-023-COlI - CHPRC Procedures and Policies, D4 activities, and subcontractor
activities, have not fully integrated FPP requirements. The CHPRC Work Management
Procedures that initiate, implement, and perform work do not have adequate integration of Fire
Protection Procedures. This is a significant weakness in the CHPRC Integrated Environment,
Safety, and Health Management System (ISMS) Program." It was clear that CHPRC still had
not integrated or implemented fire protection requirements.
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Questions were raised on September 22, 2010. The, fire pump and piping was in the process of
being installed, but the fire pump system controller was not, nor had any review data been
submitted for approval by the HFMO. The fire pump piping drawings had reportedly been sent
by CHPRC back to ARES for revision and had not been approved through the HFMO. Some
piping and the fire pump/driver skid had reportedly been installed with "verbal" approval. The
fire pump/diesel driver skid had been bolted and concrete filled. It could not be determined at
that time if that was done in accordance with the manufacturer's approved/listed requirements
and specifications.

At this same time, concerns were raised on the fire wall construction as to what UL listed design
was being used, overlap of joints, fastener spacing, a wall ventilation louver that did not have a
fire rated damper, etc. Electrical and piping installation and equipment setting were still ongoing
in the Potable Water Treatment Facility, with power supply to the building planned for later that
week. The Chemical Storage Room was still being worked on to complete fire walls, fire
damper replacement, and sample tubes penetrations protection. For the Electrical Room the fire
walls still need to be extended to the roof and an approved wall/roof membrane interface detail
still needed to be resolved.

The fire alarm system was still in the submittal/review stage. Some conduit and boxes were
installed at an earlier date but this work was stopped to get approvals. A fire alarm panel was
submitted that did not meet specifications (a FireLite-4 zone was specified), was undersized by
the design, and was not a Hanford Site standard panel that maintenance and testing forces are
trained on. A new submittal and approval was being processed to increase the size of this panel
and resolve this issue. Once again there was no installation permit for the fire alarm system and
one had to be created after work had already commenced (HFM Permit Number 2010-860 of
December 16, 2010).

Filling and hydro-testing of the new 750,000 gallon water tank was reported to be complete, and
final insulation of the tank roof was in progress. Pressure testing of the fire line loop around
105KW was reported to be complete. The fire water distribution piping off the South East corner
near CVDF (1 42K) was in place, but the project changed a section of 12 inch distributions
system to 8 inch. This is contrary to the requirements of DOE 0 420. 1B, Supplemented, rev. 4,
Section B.7.a, which states, "Distribution mains, either sanitary or raw water, that are being
extended to supply water for domestic and/or process water and will provide water for fire
suppression systems (sprinklers and/or hydrants), shall be at least 12 inches in diameter." The
project did not request relief from this contract requirement until after the piping was installed.

The continuing project goal at that time was to have all review, approval, installation, and
acceptance testing for the Project completed by the end of September. Considering the large
number of continuing unresolved issues, that did not happen.

On October 13, 2010 another walk down of the 1 00-K Potable Water Treatment Facility was
performed to review fire protection and life safety features. The walk down was attended by
several individuals including, the field work supervisor, the K-Basin FPE /DFM, CHPRC Fire
Protection Program Manager, contract EPE supporting K-Basin, FPE supporting the HFMO, RL
El ectri cal Subj ect Matter Expert (SME), and the RL FPE. The 1 00-K IUUP Proj ect Director
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joined the tour in progress. At that point, the fire sprinkler system had been installed. Some
components of the fire alarm/notification system (back plates for notification appliances and
conduit) had also been installed. The fire pump and piping were in place. For the most part the
fire pump piping was complete with the exception of a few segments of piping that was missing.
Internal fire barriers had also been partially constructed; existing construction of the fire rated
walls did not connect with the unrated roof assembly and barrier penetrations were not properly
sealed.

Interviews were conducted with FPEs involved with the Project and the Fire Marshal's Office.
All reviews performned by the FPEs were of partial submittals, DCNs, and some drawings in
draft, even though full submittals had been requested of the Project. Some of the RCR review
comments provided by the FPEs had still not been incorporated over one year later, yet RCR
comments were dispositioned by the Project as "Comments Accepted." Final review packages
for the fire alarm and fire sprinkler systems had not been reviewed by the FPEs, yet the systems
were installed in the building. A final design package, requesting 100% design review, had never
been issued by the Project to date. Therefore, the Project had not received approval for the final
design.

The FPEs involved with the I100K IUUP have concluded that the individual(s) designing the
Potable Water Treatment Facility fire protection systems working for outside firms, such as
ARES Corporation, were not technically qualified in the fire protection field. Although the
drawings submitted were stamped by a Washington State Licensed Engineer, the drawings
contained a variety of defective specifications that if built would result in code violations.

The fire sprinkler system, fire pump/piping, and portions of the fire alarm/notification system
had been installed on the job without prior approval of the HFMO or DFM. This is in violation
of the CHPRC Fire Protection Program. MSC-RD-91 18, Fire Protection Design/Operations
Criteria, section 2.1. .1 which states: "Installation or modification designs for all fire protection
systems, water distribution systems, and life safety features as defined in NFPA 10 1, Life Safety
Code, shall be approved and permitted by the HFMO prior to installation or modification in
accordance with MSC-RD-8589, Hanford Fire Marshal Permits." These systems had been
installed without the required approvals. When the 100OK IUUP Project Director was asked why
the systems were installed without approval from the HFMO, he stated that "those procedures
don't apply to me, those are MSC procedures." When explained that the MSC Fire Protection
Program and Procedures were adopted and endorsed by the CHPRC as their Fire Protection
Program as identified in the CHPRC Requirements Applicability Matrix he stated, "I don't care,
they still don't apply to me.

Work on installation of fire protection systems, including fire barriers was then shut down by
CHPRC upper management. The Project then hired Hughes and Associates, a fire protection
consulting firm, who sent several FPEs to sift through the documentation and look over what had
been installed to determine the path forward to obtain code compliance and to assist in
completing the design of the Project. A final design had not been completed so that a 100%
design review package could be submitted to the AHJ for review and approval.
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As of the end of December 2010 the following 100OK IUUP items were still open for either issues
resolution, design modification, review completion, and/or approvals: fire barriers, fire pump re-
design, fire pump room ventilation design, three water distribution system ICRs, water
distribution system design modifications, and the water supply cross-over.

Rb Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [xj NO I

Finding: S-11-EMD-PRC-001-F08

Construction Permits were not obtained from the Hanford Fire Marshall's Office by the IlOOK
IUUP prior to commencing construction.

Requirement(s):

1 . CRD 0 420.1 B (Supplemented Rev 4), Facility Safety, Section D (8) states: "Conditions,
operations, or materials hazardous to life or property pursuant to the Uniform Fire Code,
Section 1. 12, shall be permitted through the Hanford Fire Marshal Permit System."

2. l OOK MmnSafe Administrative Procedure, FP-4-014, Fire Protection Program, Section 3.18
states that, "Several actions/activities require the development and approval of a HFM Permit
prior to initiation of the action/activity. These actions/activities include:

* facility construction/demolition
* placement of relocatable structures
* transport and use of explosives
* use, handling, or storage of hazardous materials in excess of defined limits
* operation or storage of fossil-fueled vehicles inside any building not designed for such

use, except as authorized by the facility FHA
* new or modified facility occupancy
* outdoor burning
* placement and use of electric heaters in excess of 1500 watts
* placement and use of fuel-fired heaters
* placement and use of portable generators
* blockage of roads
* facility egress modification
* utility outages
* fire protection system (including fire hydrant) installation or deactivation

3. CH2M Hill Requirements Applicability Matrix states: " . .. the following RAM Reports are
compiled in accordance with PRC-PRO-MS-401 17, Requirements Management Process,
from the RAM2 database. These reports display directive (e.g. Laws, Regulations, DOE
Directives, .. .) information based on Attachment J.2 (Requirements Sources and
Implementing Documents) of the CHPRC Contract, DE-ACO6-O8RLI 4788, and associated
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company level procedure data from Does Online." The applicability matrix lists MSC-RD-
8589, Hanford Fire Marshal Permits under both 10 CER 830 Nuclear Safety, and CRD 0
420.I1B Supplemented, Rev 4, Facility Safety.

4. MSC-RD-97 17, Fire Prevention for Construction/Occupancy/Demolition Activities, Section
2.1.2 states: "The construction manager shall ensure that the applicable forms, as required by
MSC-RD-8589, Hanford Fire Marshal Permits, (initiated through a Hanford Fire Marshal
Permit Request Form) and by this RD, (initiated through a Hanford Fire Department
Contractor Pre-Incident Plan Request Form, (A-6003 -3 87) are submitted to the HFM prior to
engaging in activities or processes governed by the forms (Ref: MSC-PRO-24889, Project
Initiation and Execution, Appendix A Section 8.2)."

Discussion:

The CHPRC l OOK IUUP Organization did not follow contractual requirements identified in
CRD 0 420. 1B, (Supplement Rev. 4), and CHPRC procedures identified in MSC-RD-9717, Fire
Prevention for Construction/Occupancy/Demolition Activities and MSC-RD-9 118, Fire
Protection Design/Operations Criteria.

Construction permnits allowing the construction of the Potable Water Treatment Facility (HFM
Permit No. 2010-852) and the lOOK Fire Water and Potable Water Distribution System (I-FM
Permit No. 20 10-853) were not obtained until December 16, 2010 (long after construction was
complete). Additionally, the fire sprinkler system construction permit (2010-86 1) and fire alarm
system construction permit (2010-860) were obtained on December 16, 2010, after the systems
had been installed.

MSC-RD-91 118, Fire Protection Design/Operations Criteria, Section 2.1.1 states: "Installation or
modification designs for all fire protection systems, water distribution systems, and life safety
features as defined in NFPA 10 1, LiJ Safety Code, shall be approved and permitted by the
Hanford Fire Marshal's Office prior to installation or modification in accordance with MSC-RD-
8 5 8 9, Hanford Fire Marshal Permits."

MSC-RD-97 17, Fire Prevention for Construction/Occupancy/Demolition Activities, section
2.1.2 which states that, "The construction manager shall ensure that the applicable forms, as
required by MSC-RD-85 89, Hanford Fire Marshal Permits, (initiated through a Hanford Fire
Marshal Permit Request Form) and by this RD are submitted to the HFM prior to engaging in
activities or processes governed by the forms."

Additionally, section 2.1.3 that states that, "The construction manager, as part of the hazards
communication effort, shall complete a HFD Construction/Demolition Fire Safety Inspection
Checklist prior to the commencement of construction or demolition activities with the assistance
from the Fire Protection Engineer (FPE) and perform follow-up inspections at a frequency
determined by the FPE.

The contractor/project did not obtain a Construction Permit, issued by the HEMO, prior to
engaging in activities and processes governed by the permit. Additionally, a H-FD
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Construction/Demolition Fire Safety Inspection Checklist was not completed, to ensure that the
requirements of M S-CRD-97 17 were being implemented.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [x] NO [

Finding: S-11-EMD-PRC-001-F09

The CHPRC I100K JUUP installed a water distribution system that did not meet contractual
requirements, and did not apply for and receive required exemptions and equivalencies from RL
prior to commencing construction.

Requirement(s):

I . CRD 0 420. 1 B (Supplemented Rev. 4), Facility Safety, Section B.7.b.3 states: "Underground
distribution systems for fire protection water supplies shall be of the looped grid type
arranged with two-way flow and sectional valving to provide alternate flow paths from the
source to any point in the distribution system for nuclear facilities and buildings or groups of
buildings with an MPFL exceeding $15 million. The looped grid shall be provided with a
second independent source of water supply for Category 2 Nuclear Facilities or where the
MPFL exceeds $50 million. Application of this requirement to existing facilities will be
made on a case-by-case basis after consultation with the RL AHJ."

2. CRD 0 420. l B (Supplemented Rev. 4), Facility Safety, Section B.7 a states: "Distribution
mains, either sanitary or raw water, that are being extended to supply water for domestic
and/or process water and will provide water for fire suppression systems (sprinklers and/or
hydrants), shall be at least 12 inches in diameter. Sectional valves shall be installed in the
following manner for new installations and water distribution main -upgrades."

3. DOE 0 414.1 C, Quality Assurance, Attachment 2 (Contractor Requirements Document),
Section 3 .e (1) states: the contractor must, "Perform work consistent with technical
standards, administrative controls, and hazard controls adopted to meet regulatory or contract
requirements using approved instructions, procedures, etc."

Discussion:

The CHPRC l OOK I UUP installed water utility piping prior to applying for and receiving
approved exemptions and equivalencies from RL. After installation of the water distribution
system, the CHPRC requested an exemption request for the lack of a looped water distribution
systcm for the 1 05-KE building, and an equivalency request for the substitution of an 8 inch
water main in lieu of the required 12 inch water main.
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A looped fire water distribution main was required to be installed around the 105KE reactor
building in accordance with PRC Section 3, Attachment J.2, Contractor Requirements Document
Order 420.1 B, Facility Safety, Supplemented Revision 4, Section B, Item 7.b.3 which states:

Underground distribution systems for fire protection water supplies
shall be of the looped grid type arranged with two-way flow and
sectional valving to provide alternate flow paths from the source to
any point in the distribution system for nuclear facilities and
buildings or groups of buildings with an MPFL exceeding $15
million. The looped grid shall be provided with a second
independent source of water supply for Category 2 Nuclear
Facilities or where MPFL exceeds $50 million. Application of this
requirement to existing facilities will be made on a case-by-case
basis after consultation with the RL AHL.

The newly installed 1 00-K water distribution system did not provide a looped supply main
around the 1 00-K area, nor did it provide a loop around the 105KE reactor building. The 12 inch
diameter supply terminates (dead ends) south of the 105KE reactor building. The new 105KE
supply provides water to two ncw fire hydrants south of the 105KE reactor building, and one
new fire hydrant east of the 105KE reactor building. An equivalency exemption was requested
by the contractor (letter CHPRC- 10045 5) due to the difficulty of co-coordinating with the
extenisive soil excavation and remediation commitments in the areas around the 105KE reactor
building, and areas further west toward the 105KW building.

Additionally, the original water loop design requirements called for twelve inch fire water mains
in the I100K Area new water distribution system. CHPRC made a unilateral decision during
installation of the water main piping to change the twelve inch loop around the 105KW to eight
inch pipe. However, the equivalency request for relief from contractual requirements was not
submitted to RL until after the piping had been installed. See letter CHPRC- 1101317.

A 12 inch diameter distribution main is required to be installed in accordance with PRC Section
J, Attachment J.2, Contractor Requirements Document Order 420.11B, Facility Safety,
Supplemented, Rev. 4 (SCRD). Section B.7.a of the SCRD states that:

Distribution mains, either sanitary or raw water, that are being
extended to supply water for domestic and/or process water and
will provide water for fire suppression systems (sprinklers and/or
hydrants), shall be at least 12 inches in diameter.

The 8 inch fire water distribution lines that were substituted around 105KW supply water to a
fire suppression system, fire hydrants, feed the 105KW de-mineralized water system, and
provide water to two controlled water fill stations located at the southwest and southeast comners
of the I 00K Area. The project installed 8 inch diameter mains to avoid the cost of installation
and materials that would otherwise have been expended for a 12 inch diameter main.
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Final connections to the new fire water distribution system were performed at CVDF on
2/5/2011 and 105KW on 2/19/2011 completing the water distribution system installation. The
non-looped water distribution exemption request was submitted to RL on February 28, 2011
(letter CHPRC-1 100455). The 8 inch to 12 inch equivalency request was submitted on March
10, 2011 (letter CHPRC-1 101317). In both cases, the exemption and equivalency requests were
sent in by the contractor after the installation of non-compliant components.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [xJ NO [ I

Finding: S-i 1-EMD-PRC-OO1-F1O

The CHPRC began construction of the Potable Water Treatment Facility building prior to the
review and approval of the design by a qualified Fire Protection Engineer /Deputy Fire Marshal.

Requirement(s):

I. CRD 0 420. 1B, Chapter 11, Facility Safety, Section 3.a.3 states: "Fire protection for DOE
facilities, sites, activities, design, and construction must meet or exceed applicable building
codes for the region and NEPA Codes and Standards."

2. CRD 0 420.1 B (Supplemented Rev. 4), Facility Safety, Section D.5 states: "Fire rated
assemblies shall be installed, as required by DOE-STD-1066-99, the fire hazard analysis,
NFPA or building code to reduce loss potentials."

3. MSC-RD-91 18, Fire Protection Design/Operations Criteria, Section 2. 1.11 states:
"Documcnts for ncw designs and modifications to existing facilities affecting fire protection
or fire code compliance must be reviewed and approved by the Hanford Fire Marshal's
(H FM) Office in accordance with MSC-PRO-863 5, Review and Approval of Technical
Documents, or equivalent requirements implemented by other contractors."

Discussion:

The first design submittal received by the 100OK IUUP addressing the Potable Water Treatment
Facility related to the building structure was submittal 36534-031 Sub 13125-03, sent from
WHPacific, Anchorage, AK, on April 21, 2010. The correspondence stated that, "the Architect
stamp will be added after initial review and comments has been incorporated." The submittal
was reviewed by the I100K IUUP Project Engineer and the Buyers Technical Representative on
May 4, 2010. No fire protection review was performed of this submittal.

The second design submittal, 3 6534-031 Sub 13 125-02, was received on September 2, 2010;
over four months after Project construction had begun. See Exhibit 62. The Project Engineer
for-warded the submittal on to the PFP Fire Systems Engineer for review along with the K-Basin
DFM. The PFP Fire Systems Engineer responded with his observations of the buildings physical
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condition based on a walk down of the site, and clearly documented that building construction
was well under way prior to seeking DFM approval. At this point in time, neither the PFP Fire
Systems Engineer nor K-Basin DFM granted any approvals, but did make comment on several
design deficiencies. While the CHPRC Contract requires obtaining HEM or DFM approval of
designs prior to commencing construction, written DFM approval of the design was not actually
granted until December 2010 at which point construction was nearly complete.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES lxi NO I I

Finding: S-i l-EMD-PRC-OO 1-Fl 1

CHPRC proceeded with construction without identifying and resolving an Unreviewed Safety
Question (USQ). The potential for the new water system to provide excessive water flow,
overflowing the KW basin and releasing radioactive materials, has not been evaluated for USQs.

Requirement(s):

10 CFR 830 requires identification and analysis of USQs prior to construction of new, or
modification of new nuclear facilities. More specifically the regulations require:

The contractor responsible for a hazard category 1, 2, or 3 DOE
nuclear facility must establish, implement, and take actions
consistent with a USQ process that meets the requirements of this
section [and].. [t]he contractor responsible for a hazard category
1, 2, or 3 DOE nuclear facility must implement the DOE approved
USQ procedure in situations where there is a: (1) Temporary or
permanent change in the facility as descnibed in the existing
documented safety analysis;(2) Temporary or permanent change in
the procedures as described in the existing documented safety
analysis;(3) Test or experiment not described in the existing
documented safety analysis; or (4) Potential inadequacy of the
documented safety analysis because the analysis potentially may
not be bounding or may be otherwise inadequate.

Furthermore,

If a contractor responsible for a hazard category 1, 2, or 3 DOE
nuclear facility discovers or is made aware of a potential
inadequacy of the documented safety analysis, it must:
(1) Take action, as appropriate, to place or maintain the facility in a
safe condition until an evaluation of the safety of the situation is
completed;(2) Notify' DOE of the situation;(3) Perform a USQ
determination and notify DOE promptly of the results ....
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See 10 CFR 830.203.

Discussion:

The nuclear safety aspects of the replacement water supply and fire suppression water
distribution system were reviewed. There is considerable confusion in this area. While CHPRC
staff and management are adamant that all revisions were properly reviewed, their responses
were sometimes contradictory. Most nuclear safety issues have been resolved, but a few issues
remain. This team cannot definitively determine whether all changes received the required
Unreviewed Safety Question (USQ) review.

The primary nuclear safety issue is: Can the new system provide excessive water, such that any
leaked water could enter K West Basin and cause an overflow? The K Basin FSAR Section
3.4.2.9 "Overflow of Radioactive Water from 1 05-KW Basin" addresses an accident
characterized as an operational spill event with a frequency of unlikely. A pipe break in a 105-
KW Basin building or an operating mistake can cause an overflow of the fuel storage basin
water, with possible release of radioactivity to the environment. The maximum size water inlet
line in the basin area (8 in.) is assumed to fail. The replacement water supply adds hew water
supply lines which may create the potential for higher water flow if a line brcaks.

These issues should have been addressed through the USQ process. RL staff reviewed the USQ
logs and found no evidence that these issues were addressed. Further, the CHPRC nuclear safety
staff stated that no USQ screenings or evaluations address these issues. Since being informed of
the issue, CHPRC has not provided evidence of entering the potential inadequacy of the
documented safety analysis process as required by 10 CFR 83 0.203 (g).

The Assessment Team raised a second USQ question in that it remains unclear whether there
was an adequate USQ evaluation covering the design change reducing the system from providing
"4a twelve inch fire main throughout the I100K Area, with a looped and gridded system on the
west side of the 100OK Area, supplying Buildings 142-K and I 05-KW" to tying into the existing
eight inch loop around Building 142-K (CVDF), and use of a new 8 inch loop around 105-K
West.

RL staff reviewed the USQ logs and found no evidence that the revision was addressed. In the
course of this surveillance, CHPRC nuclear safety staff and management were asked "which
USQ screening or evaluation is CHPRC relying on to support the change from 12 inch fire
supply lines to 8 inch lines?" CHPRC staff responded that they were relying upon USQ-0025-
2011. USQ-0025-201 1 states that it reviewed DCN-KUP-073, which "modifies the fire line
routing on the east side of CVDF and adds a fire hydrant south of 1 05-KW. The proposed
revision does not conflict with the water system upgrade in Section 2.9.1.7 of the FSAR."

However, the proposed revision does conflict with requirements of the PSAR, which states:

The planned system will provide a new water supply for the l OOK

Area .... The planned fire suppression water distribution system
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will provide a 12 inch fire main throughout the 100K Area,
with a looped and gridded system on the west side of the 100OK
Area, supplying Buildings 142-K and 105-KW. Existing piping
exterior to Building 1 05-KW will be replaced with a new loop,
providing six new fire hydrants and the water supply to the
Building 1 05-KW administrative area automatic sprinkler system.
A single 12 inch fire main will serve facilities in the central
corridor (1 724-K, MO-500, and hydrants in the central corridor)
and on the east side of the IlOOK Area (MO-293, and hydrants on
the east side, including hydrants in the vicinity of Building 105-
KE). Normal system pressure will be maintained by new service
water pumps, which will be sized and controlled to maintain
system pressure at a level comparable to that provided by the
existing system (approximately 120 psi)."

Facility Safety Analysis Report, Sec. 2.9.1.7 (Emphasis added).

USQ-0025-201 I addresses the fire line routing, but does not address the revision from 12 inch
fire mains and loops to 12 inch mains and 8 inch loops. Therefore, there does not appear to be a
USQ evaluation which covers the reduction from providing "a 12 inch fire main throughout the
IOOK Area, with a looped and gridded system on the west side of the IlOOK Area, supplying
Buildings 142-K and 105-KW" to tying into the existing 8 inch loop around Building 142-K
(CVD F).

DOE 0 414. 1C, Quality Assurance, Attachment 2, Section 3.e(1) states the contractor must,
"Perform work consistent with technical standards, administrative controls, and hazard controls
adopted to meet regulatory or contract requirements using approved instructions, procedures,
etc."

CHPRC did calculate that the revision would still provide adequate water supply to CVDF (DD-
47929, Revision 0, and dated 12/27/2010). The calculation was USQ screened 10/20/2010.
Thus the USQ Screen 0245-2010, which specifies calculation DD-47929, Revision 0, was
performed 2 months before the date of the document it screened against. This conflict in dates
remains unresolved. Therefore, this team can-not determine what was reviewed in the USQ
screening. See Exhibit 58.

Both DD-47929 and USQ screen 1245-2010 were performed before the revision was tied in to
the existing 8 inch water loop, therefore the USQ process was followed, but the adequacy of this
process is in question because USQ Screen 0245 -20 10 relied upon a calculation which had not
been done.'16 Resolution of these issues merits further inquiry, and that inquiry is recommended.

6 Work packages examined during the course of this Surveillance establish that CHPRC originally intended to connect the new
fire water systemn components to the old fire suppression system on September 28, 2010. At that point in time no USQ had been
performed. The planned connections were not made when CHPRC executive management issued, at the request of a Project Fire
Protection Engineer, a Stop Work order to facilitate addressing other problems affecting the reliability of the fire water delivery
system. All indications are that absent this unrelated Stop Work order, the new components would have been connected to the
old system without first performing a required USQ analysis.
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RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [x] NO [

Finding: S-11-EMD-PRC-001-F12

CHPRC commenced construction of the I100K TUUP without a finalized and approved Project
Execution Plan.

Requiremnents:

1. CRD 0 413.3B, Program and Project Management for the Acquisition of Capital Assets

2. CRD 0 414.l1C, Quality Assurance

3. PRC-PRO-PM-24889, Project Initiation and Execution, Section 5.8 and 6.1

4. PRC-PRO-PM-25000, Project Execution Plans

5. PRC-PRO-CN- 14990 Construction Management Section 3.3.3.1 and 3.3.3.2

6. PRC-MP-CN-28049 Construction Procedure Manual Section 3.12

7. PRC-GD-WKM- 121 16 Work Planning Guide Figure 1

Discussion:

The 100OK IUUP began construction activities without a required PEP. The Project continued on
with construction for over three months before a final PEP was released. By that time substantial
construction on both the water treatment system and the fire water system had occurred, and
design for the fire water system was known to contain defects. The lack of a PEP was
documented in an independent assessment conducted by the CHPRC Performance Oversight
organization.

On April 14, 2010 the CHPRC Manager of Performance Oversight sent the Final Report,
Independent Assessment Of Engineering, Projects And Construction, CHPRC-PO-1A410-02 to
the CHPRC Vice President of Engineering, Projects, and Construction (EPC). This performance
based independent assessment was conducted to evaluate EPC's implementation of programs,
procedures, and policies as they relate to conduct of work. The assessment focused on the
adequacy, compliance, and in-field execution of work activities and processes. The assessment
made a number of findings including:

IOOK Utilities Upgrade Project PEP was in continuous revision
without issuance of a controlled document. This practice was out
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of compliance with PRC-PRO-PM-25000, Project Execution
Plans, Rev f, Chg 0.

See Exhibit 51.

The assessment also included a finding regarding another CHPRC project operating with an
outdated PEP and stated, "The PEP was to be updated as changes occurred and at a minimum
prior to the start of each phase of project execution as required by PRO-PM-24899, Project,
Section 5,8 and PRC-PRO-PM-25000, Section 3.2." This finding was also applicable to the
I100K IUUP as it continually changed without the benefit of a final PEP, or any updates as the
project evolved. Id.

As a result of the assessment a CHPRC Condition Report Form was generated. This report
assigned a significance level of "Track Until Fixed" to this item. The explanation for this level is
stated as:

This condition is screened as a Track Until Fixed (TUF).

The stated condition documents a non compliance with the
requirements of PRC-PRO-PM-24889. The CR does not
document where the subject condition has resulted in an adverse
effect upon the project. However, actions will need to be taken to
correct the documented deficiencies. The screening level as a TUF
is assigned to this CR which will require that a cause be identified
and documented. This CR will also document the actions taken to
address the subject condition.

See Exhibit 52 (Emphasis added).

The condition report written on April 13, 2010 and Action #3 addresses the IUUP PEP. On June
30, 2010 the action item assignee wrote an email message addressed to the CHPRC Corrective
Action Management. This email requested an extension for completion of the PEP and states:

Please extend the above action due date to 7/22/20 10 due to
competing priorities and resource unavailability. The proper
resources have now been applied and the action will be completed
by the new due date.

See Exhibit 53.

The PEP was finally released on July 29, 2010. The document is signed by the Responsible
Manager and the Information Owner/Author Requestor. Under Section 3.4, "Funding Profile"
the total project cost is $23,380,700. According to Section 5.8 of PRC-PRO-PM-24889 Project
Initiation and Execution the CHPRC President's Office of the EPC Vice President is the
approval authority for PEP's for projects with a total project cost of $20M to $1 lOOM. The PEP
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does not address whether the CHPRC President or the EPC Vice President formally approved of
the final PEP and no evidence of such approval has been found.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [xl NO I

Finding: S-11-EMD-PRC-001-F13

CHPRC issued excavation permits for 100OK IUUP construction activities prior to obtaining an
authorization from the Hanford Site NEPA Compliance Officer, and prior to verifying
completion of a new, or the existence of a current and applicable cultural resources review.

Requirements:

I1. National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), 16 USC § 470-1, et seq.

2. Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA), 25 USC § 3001, et
seq.

3. 10 CFR 1022, Compliance with Floodplain and Wetland Environmental Review
Requirements

4. 36 CFR 60, National Register of Historic Places

5. 43 CFR 10, Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Regulations

6. PRC-PRO-EP- 15333, Environmental Protection Processes

7. PRC-RD-EP- 15332, Environmental Protection Requirements

8. CRD M 45 0.4- 1, Integrated Safety Management System Manual

9. DOE-0344, Hanford Site Excavating, Trenching and Shoring

Discussion:

On March 16, 2010, the l OOK Area EGO signed a Hanford Site Excavation Permit authorizing
initiation of construction activities for the 100OK IUUP. The Excavation Permit authorized:
"Installation of approximately 900 linear meters of new 12 [inch] potable and fire water lines."
This permit was signed by, among others, the Design Authority/Technical Representative, ECO,
Water Utilities Representative and the Facility/System Owner. See Exhibit 19. The construction
activities covered by this Excavation Permit commenced on April 13, 2010. See Exhibit 2 1.

CHPRC's procedures correctly identify the contractor's Cultural Resources review compliance
obligations by stating that a Cultural Resources Compliance review is required:
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*... when a proposed activity could affect a cultural or historical
property or structure, disturb a Native American artifact, or occur
within one-quarter mile of the Columbia River. A ..
review/report shall be completed before soil disturbance.

PRC-RD-EP-1 5332, Sec. 2.55.3. (Emphasis added). The 10OK IUUP Functional
Design Criteria document also recognizes this requirement by stating:

All aspects of the outdoor design shall compliment the special
requirements to protect cultural resources, wildlife activities and
habitat, and environment and any special requirements as
identified in the Ecological/Cultural Resource Review. This will be
implemented through compliance with PRC-PRO-SH-090
[replaced by DOE-0344], Excavating, Trenching, and Shoring,
which requires these reviews as part of the excavating permit
process.

I100K Water, Electrical, and KWBasin HVAC Upgrades Functional Design Criteria, KBC-
41961, Sec. 4.2.12. 17 ECOs are prohibited from signing excavation permits until all
environmental approvals, include cultural resources reviews have been obtained. See DOE-
0344, Sec. 5.3 and Appendix E, Block I1I instructions.

A Cultural Rcsources Review addressing the I100K raw water line was performned by DOE's
Richland Operations Office Cultural Resources Program Manager, and a determination was
made releasing the IlOOK JUUP to proceed on April 22, 2010. See Exhibit 54. The April 22,
2010 authorization expressly covered the cross site raw water line (i.e., work being performed
outside the fenced boundary of the 100OK Area) and (inside the fence) construction of "Water
filtration ... units .. . to provide sanitary water supply for .. . trailers, portable restroomns and
shower trailers." Construction activities involving disturbance of soil inside the I100K fence
actually began on April 13 2010. The Hanford Site data Cultural Resources Data Base
maintained by Mission Support Alliance has been searched, and no approval (No Potential to
Cause Effect determination or any other appropriate determination) for work inside the fence on
the potable and fire water system has been located.

After reviewing a preliminary draft of this Report, CHPRC informed DOE-RL that the
Contractor had relied upon a "blanket cultural resources review" titled "Cultural Resources
Review of Ground Disturbing Activities Associated with the Decontamination, Decommi ssi oni .ng
and Demolition of Spent Nuclear Fuel Facilities at I100K, Hanford Site, Richland, Washington
(HCRC# 2003-100-021)," issued by PNNL on May 17, 2004 as the basis for issuing its
excavation permit on March 18, 2010. The cultural resources review cited by CHPRC covered
thirty-f'our existing building in the I100K Area scheduled for removal under various CERCLA

17 While both the cited document and CHPRC's environmental procedure PRC-PRO-EP- 15333 refer to PRC-PRO-SH-090, it
cannot he found it) the current lists of CH]PRC Procedures. it may have been superseded by DOE-0344, Rev 2, Nov 2010,
hiowevcr confirmning this assumption was beyond the scope of this Surveillance. None the less, this error may be an additional
indicator of the inadequacy of CHPRC's quality control systems.
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remedial actions. It does not discuss any construction of new buildings. CHPRC also provided
e-mail documents that establish that the l OOK Area ECO verified with PNNL on March 30, 2010
(twelve days after signing the excavation permit) that the blanket review document as still valid
for its intended purposes.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [x] NO [

Finding: S-i11-EMD-PRC-001-F14

The CI-PRC did not meet contractual requirements requiring the maintenance of an active
Memorandum of Understanding between CHPRC and the Hanford Fire Marshal's Office.

Requirement(s):

I. CRD 0 420. 1 B (Supplemented Rev. 4), Facility Safety, Section E (3) b - Other contractors
(PRC, RCC, OccMed) must institutionalize and recognize the HFM's authority as contained
in the Authority, Responsibilities, Duties, and Enforcement section of the DOE approved
Hanford Fire Marshal Charter. Prime contractors performing under a different contract from
under which the Fire Marshal's Office performs shall formi an agreement or memorandum of
understanding with the H-anford Fire Marshal to implement this authority.

2. 10 CFR 122, Quality Assurance Criteria, Section A. 1. - The Quality Assurance Program
must address the following management, performance, and assessment criteria: "Establish
an organizational structure, functional responsibilities, levels of authority, and interfaces for
those managing, performning, and assessing the work."

3. DOE 0 414,1 C, Quality Assurance, Attachment 2, (Contractor Requirements Document),
Section 3 .a. 1 mandates that Management/Programs must "Establish an organizational
structure, functional responsibilities, levels of authority, and interfaces for those managing,
performing, and assessing the work."

Discussion:

CRD 0 420.I1B, Facility Safety, Supplemented, rev 4, Section E.3.b, DOE 0 414. 1C, Quality
Assurance, Attachment 2, Section 3. .a. 1, and 10 CFR 122, Quality Assurance Criteria, Section
a. I requires that an active MOU exist between the CHPRC and the HFMO. No active MOU
exists.

The RL Supplemental Contractor Requirements Document (SCRD) 0 420.1 B delineates the
general functions of the HFMO. The SCRD also references the Fire Marshal roles and
responsibilities as contained in the Authority, Responsibilities, and Duties of the Hanford Fire
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Marshal (a.k.a. Fire Marshal Charter), and requires RL contractors to recognize and
institutionalize the HFM's authority. Through the Fire Marshal Charter, issued by the RL and
ORP, the HEM has the responsibility to ensure a reasonable level of fire prevention and
protection for contractors and employees on the Hanford Site. This charter states that Hanford
contractors and DOE will support the HFM in the enforcement of codes and standards and
execution of the HFM duties on the site. The HFM also serves as the first level of Authority
Having Jurisdiction (AHJ) on behalf of the DOE.

A MOU titled Memorandum Of Understanding, Rev. 0, Between The Hanford Fire Marshal's
Office And Other Contractors With Fire Protection Engineers Designated As Deputy Fire
Marshals (CHPRC-08 008 1) was issued on July 17, 2009, but as a result of inaction expired one
year later. The MOU itemized the functions of the Hanford Fire Protection Program and
distributed these functions between the HFM and the FPEs designated as a DFM and assigned to
contractors. The blue sheet cover page of the MOU stated that it should be updated and re-issued
in one year. The MOU between the CHPRC and the HFM expired and was never reinstated.

The 100OK IUUP did not recognize the authority of the HFM or CHPRC FPEs designated as a
DFM, nor did they understand the different roles and responsibilities of both parties. CHPRC
generated several Condition Reports (2010-3049, 2010-3373, 2010-3375, and 2010-3376) which
identified the lack of understanding of the roles and responsibilities of the HFM and DFMs, as
one of the causes that resulted in construction of defective design and project delays at the 100OK
IUUP. On April 6, 2011, a IlOOK Infrastructure Water Project Post-Job Lessons Review Value
Management Session was conducted. One of the path forward actions of the session was to
"4review/clarify and define fire protection roles and responsibilities." 100K IUUP management
did not realize that an expired MOU with the HEM existed, nor did they realize the contract
requirements to keep the MOU current and implemented in their company. Had the MOU been
in place and implemented, many of the issues identified in this surveillance would not have taken
place.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [x] NO I

Finding: S-11-EMD-PRC-001-F15

CHPRC did not ensure that the prime subcontractor for the 100OK Potable Water Treatment
Facility construction site maintained a current Job Safety Analysis (JSA) and provided adequate
Lockout/Tagout (LOTO) notification and briefings.

Discussion:

CHPRC had not ensured that the prime subcontractor safety representative for the 1 00-K Potable
Water Treatment Facility construction site had completed the training requirements of the
Hanford Site LOTO program prior to start of work. Contract #36534-3 1, ARRA-Potable Water
Treatment Facility, Part I Statement of Work, Section 5. 1, paragraph 1. states in part, "Prior to
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start of work, the Contractor shall submit documentation of successful completion of the training
requirements of any applicable activities covered in DOE-RL-92-36 Rev. 1, and certification that
all training is current." The RL Electrical SME asked the Grant Safety Representative in.
September 2010 if he was ever trained to DOE-0336, and he said that he was not. The SME
asked the Grant Construction Manager explain how the Safety Representative could provide
adequate safety oversight of other Grant construction workers and ensure compliance to DOE-
0336 if he was not knowledgeable of the associated requirements. The Manager was unable to
provide an explanation.

CHPRC did not ensure that the prime subcontractor LOTO point of contact for the 1 00-K
Potable Water Treatment Facility construction site knew when and where authorized worker tags
were applied using the eight criteria per DOE 0336. DOE 0336 Hanford Site Lockout/Tagout,
Section 5.13, states in part, "Designate a qualified member(s) of the Controlling Organization
(CO) to be the lockoutitagout point of contact for the outside contractor for facilities that have a
physical interface with an existing facility. Determine which of the following methods of
lockout/tagout is to be used: Use of Authorized Worker (AW) locks and tags alone when all of
the eight criteria listed below are met." The RL Electrical SME asked the Grant Safety
Representative and Construction Manager if the Potable Water Treatment Facility primary
disconnect was LOTO, and the 5MB was informed by both sources that the primary disconnect
was not LOTO, but rather individual branch circuits were LOTO. During the walkthrough in
September 2010 the 5MB observed that the primary disconnect was LOTO by two authorized
worker tags. It appeared that the Grant Construction Manager (who had primary responsible for
LOTO at this site) did not have good configuration control.

Contract #36534-3 1, ARRA-Potable Water Treatment Facility, Part 1 Statement of Work,
Section 4.9, paragraph B. states in part, "The Contractor will develop and maintain a work site
Job Safety Analysis in accordance with PRC-PRO-SH-40078." In September 2010, the JSA for
this construction site did not identify (LOTO) as a potential hazard. The Treatment Plant had
power for over three weeks, and the JSA still had the "no" block re: LOTO as a hazard. When
this was brought to the attention of the Grant Safety Representative, he stated that updates to the
JSA were in the construction trailer and had not yet been added to the JSA package. It was the
SME's understanding that Grant has only one JSA for this construction site, and so the
construction workers who had signed this JSA had performed work during the previous three
weeks without an adequate JSA advising them of the LOTO hazards

Rb Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [x] NO I

Observation: S-i 1-EMD-PRC-00 1-001

CHPRC's central environmental management organization did not respond to and provide
environmental compliance analysis and technical advice timely requested by the l OOK
Environmental Compliance Officer (ECO).
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Discussion:

On June 18, 2009 the 100OK Area EGO sent an email message to the CHPRC NEPA SME asking
for help in obtaining a NEPA activity based CX determination. This message was copied to the
IUUP Project Manager as well as the GHPRC EP Manager and other relevant individuals. This
message also attached an EAS Form which identified construction or modifying a public water,
raw water, or export water system as part of the work activities to be completed. See Exhibit 7.
No response to this email was returned to the I100K Area EGO from either the CHPRC NEPA
SMB or the GHPRC EP Manager.

On August 24, 2009, the I100K Area EGO sent a second email message to the CHPRC EP
Mvanager which states:

I have never been involved with installing a potable water
treatment system. ... so I am heading into new territory. I checked
out 15333. section 5.7 (see below). I also need your help as well.
Thanks. If you could get me answers by COB, Wednesday,
August 26, 2009...

See Exhibit 8 (Emphasis added).

The EGO told the Assessment Team that, like his first email on this subject, he did not receive a
response to his second email either. Had the GHPRC EP Manager responded in a timely manner
to the above emails, the likelihood that all the required environmental requirements would have
been improved.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [x] NO [1

Observation: S-11-EMD-PRC-OO1-002

Although requested by a member of the project management team, no evidence was found
suggesting that an independent QA inquiry of the I100K IUUP was done prior to moving into
actual construction activities.

Discussion:

During the Assessment Team's interview with the individual occupying the role of IUUP Project
Manager from November 2009 to April 2010, he stated that he verbally requested that an
independent quality assurance inquiry be done of the project prior to start of construction. A
review of the CHPRC Integrated Evaluation Plan (JEP) Assessment Report data base reveals that
no such inquiry was ever conducted by any GHPRC QA organization. Had an inquiry been
conducted, in all likelihood, it would have revealed the lack of compliance with the applicable
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environental requirements. This, in turn, would have resulted in a correction of these
deficiencies prior to start of construction. Unfortunately, no such inquiry occurred.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [X] NO [

Observation: S-i 1-EMD-PRC-OO1-003

CHPRC's Project Review Board process did not evaluate the 100K IUUP' s environmental and
fire safety regulatory compliance status prior to recommending approval to proceed with
construction activities.

Discussion:

On April 7, 2010 a PRB for the I100K 1UUP was conducted for work that included "Inside the
Fence" activities. The materials presented to the PRB on April 7 contained no mention of
applicable environmental or other regulatory requirements. See Exhibit 55. Later that day, the
1 00K IUUP Construction Manager sent an email message to the I100K IUUP Project Director
stating that the PRB had approved construction. See Exhibit 56. On April 21, 2010 a second
PRB was convened to review I100K IUUP work scope not reviewed by the first PRB on April 7.
The additional work scope included an import water line and I100K fire water arid potable water
supply line. As with the materials presented to the first PRB, the materials presented on April 21
contained no mention of applicable environmental or other regulatory requirements. See Exhibit
57. The PRB again approved commencement of construction.

Had a regulatory requirements check list, or some other form of review or evaluation of
enviroinmnental and fire safety regulatory requirements been included in the PRB review process,
compliance failures might have been avoided.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [x] NO [

Observation: S-I l-EMD-PRC-OO1-004

After discovering its failure to meet environmental regulatory requirements, CHPRC filed an
Occurrence Report pursuant to DOE requirements, however, the Report was not timely filed,
contained inaccurate information, and may not have accurately categorize the event.

Requirement(s):

1. DOE 0 M 231.1-2, Occurrence Reporting and Processing of Operations Information
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2. CRD 0 226. 1lA (Supp Rev A), Implementation of'Department of'Energy Oversight Policy

3. CRD M 231.1-2 (Supp Rev 8), Occurrence Reporting and Processing of Operations
Information

4. DOE Contract Number DE-AC06-08RL 14788, Section H. 19, Environmental Responsibility,
and Attachment J. 2, Requirements Sources and Implementing Documents, Tables J.2.1
through J.2.8.

5. PRC-PRO-EM-060, Reporting Occurrences and Processing Operations Information

Discussion:

CRD M 231.1-2, Occurrence Reporting and Processing of Operations Information (Occurrence
Reporting Manual), and PRC-PRO-EM-060, Reporting Occurrences and Processing Operations
Information specify CHPRC's occurrence reporting requirements and obligations. The
requirements of CRD M 231.1-2 are a contractual obligation created by CHPRC's Contract with
DOE. Sec DOE Contract Number DE-AC06-08RL14788 generally, and its Table J.2.8 more
specifically.

On June 8, 2010, CHPRC filed with DOE Occurrence Report Number EM-RL-CHPRC-
GENLAREAS-2010-0013 (Occurrence Report). The Occurrence Report disclosed CHPRC's
discovery that it had began construction of l OOK IUUP facilities without obtaining a NEPA
determination from the Hanford NEPA Compliance Officer, and construction approvals required
from the WDOH. See Exhibit 49. The Occurrence Report lists the date of discovery of the
incidents reported as June 4, 2010, characterizes the incidents as a Management Concern, and
assigns a significance level of SC4.

The significance level assigned in the Occurrence Report may not be consistent with the
requirements of the Occurrence Reporting Manual. The Manual defines five levels of
significance to be used in occurrence reporting. More specifically, it defines category 2, 3 and 4
as follows:

Significance Category 2. Occurrences in this category are those
that are not Operational Emergencies and that have a moderate
impact on safe facility operations, worker or public safety and
health, regulatory compliance, or public/business interests.

Significance Category 3. Occurrences in this category are those
that are not Operational Emergencies and that have a minor impact
on safe facility operations, worker or public safety and health,
regulatory compliance, or public/business interests.

Significance Category 4. Occurrences in this category are those
that are not Operational Emergencies and that have some impact
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on safe facility operations, worker or public safety and health,
public/business interests.

CRD M 231.1-2, Sec. 1.2 d., e. and f. (Emphasis added). Because the incident reported involved
at least a minor impact to "regulatory compliance," it may have been appropriate to assign a
significance level of at least Category 3.

For either a Significance Category 3, or 4 event, the DOE Manual requires that a written
occurrence report be filed with DOE within two working days of discovery of the incident. CRD
M 231.1-2, Sec. 1.4.2 c. and d. The Occurrence Report lists the date of discovery in the instant
matter as June 4, 2010. The DOE Manual defines the date and time of discovery as:

The discovery date and time is when the facility staff discovered or
became aware of the event or condition. The facility staff is those
personnel assigned to the facility and cognizant of the area in
which the event or condition is identified.

DOE M231 .1-2, Sec. 13.d. CHPRC actually discovered the conditions disclosed by the
Occurrence Rcport on or about May 18, 20 10, thirteen business days before CHPRC filed its
Occurrence Report. The Occurrence Report section titled "Description of Occurrence" states:

... On May 1 8, 2010 it was determnined that construction had
begun prior to approval of the project report by WDOH .... In
this case, the approval of the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) Categorical Exclusion (CX) submittal was determined to
have not yet been obtained...

See Exhibit 49, p. 2, Section 15. CHPRC's knowledge as of May 18, 2010 of its failure to obtain
WDOH approvals prior to commencing construction is also documented in its e-mail traffic. See
Exhibit 28.

A Significance Category 3 Occurrence Report must assign a cause and identify appropriate
corrective action. See CRD 231.1-2, Sec. 1.5 b. and DOE M 231.1-2, Sec. 11. Because it was
assigned a Category 4 rating, the Occurrence Report contains no information regarding a
determination of cause, nor any corrective action required or taken. See Exhibit 49, Items 22 and
25.

The "Description of Occurrence," Sec. 15 contained in the Occurrence Report neither fully, nor
accurately discloses all relevant information regarding the incidents. While the language of Sec.
15 accurately discloses that CHPRC learned on May 18, 2010 of its failure to obtain NEPA and
WDOH approvals prior to commencing construction on the l OOK IUUP facilities, it fails to
clarify, as differing from the 200 Area project discussed in this same Sec. 15, that applications
for the required approvals had also not even been made prior to commencement of construction
activities. Sec. 15 also states: "'. .. CX [NEPA] approval was immediately obtained, and the
Project Report submitted to WDOH for approval." In fact, the Project's NEPA CX
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determination was not issued until May 26, 20 10, and the Project Report was not submitted to
WDOH until June 1, 2010. See Exhibits 48 and 50 respectively.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [xl NO [

Contractor Self-Assessment: The CHPRC did not perform a formal self-assessment of the
issues at the IlOOK IUUP that eventually resulted in the CHPRC Senior Management issuing a
Stop Work. The Assessment team concluded that the Contractor's self-assessment activities at
the 100OK IUUP were generally ineffective.

Contractor Self-Assessment Adequate: YES [I NO [xi

Contractor Management To Be Briefed:

CHPRC President
CHPRC Vice-President, Environmental Protection and Strategic Planning
CHPRC Vice-President, Safety
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Jackson, Dale E

From: Jackson, Dale
Sent: Tuesday, November 08, 2011 9:21 AM
To: Nelson, Amy C
Subject: Memo For Finalization
Attachments: Shoop Memo re S-1 1-EMD-PRC-001 .doc

Amy:

This is the memo I mentioned to you a short time ago. The ESTARS concurrence chain should be
JacksonlWeillCorey (or Frey). I will drop an attachment off to you in hard copy.

Thanks,

DEJ



Weil, Stephen R

From: Teynor, Thomas K
Sent: Wednesday, February 29, 2012 12:43 PM
To: Jackson, Dale E
Cc: Corey, Ray J; Dowell, Jonathan A; Weil, Stephen R; Bryson, Dana C
Subject: RE: Rejection of CHPRC's 100K Surveillance Corrective Action Plan

Thank you Dale for the heads up. I will read through the attachment provided and email my comments to you should I
have any. Thank you for the opportunity to review.

R/Tom

From: Jackson, Dale E
Sent: Wednesday, February 29, 2012 11:31 AM
To: Teynor, Thomas K
Cc: Corey, Ray J; Weil, Stephen R
Subject: Rejection of CHPRC's 100K Surveillance Corrective Action Plan

Tom:

The 100K IUULP Surveillance Team has reviewed a Corrective Action Plan (CAP) submitted by CHPRC in response to the
100K IUULP Surveillance (S-121-EMD-PRC-00l). As explained in the enclosed letter that will enter ESTARS concurrence
today, (b)(5) We made substantial comments
(for RL use only)[b)() andl I am available to brief you on those details as well as the enclosure in general if you so
desire. Give me a phone call, or you may respond to this e-mail if you like.

Regards,
Dale Jackson
RL-EMVD
376-8086
948-5540



Riehie, Dorothy C

From: Jackson, Dale E
Sent: Wednesday, May 02, 2012 9:56 AM
To: Riehie, Dorothy C
Subject: FW: Supplemental Information on CHPRC Incremental Fee Award for 100K IUJUP

From: Shoop, Doug S
Sent: Saturday, November 19, 2011 10:44 AM
To: Jackson, Dale E
Cc: Corey, Ray J; Frey, Jeffrey A; Weil, Stephen R
Subject: RE: Supplemental Information on CHPRC Incremental Fee Award for l00K IUUP

Thanks Dale. I appreciate you providing the information and will provide it to Matt McCormick who is the
designated Fee Determining Official such that he and the Contracting Officer can take this into consideration in
the final fee determination. We appreciate the thorough review by you and the rest of the surveillance team.
Thanks
Doug

Sent with Good (www.good.com)

----Original Message --
From: Jackson, Dale E
Sent: Friday, November 18, 2011 01:56 PM Pacific Standard Time
To: S hoop. Doug S
Cc: Corey, Ray J; Frey, Jeffrey A; Weil, Stephen R
Subject: Supplemental Information on CHPRC Incremental Fee Award for 100K IUUP

Deputy Manager Shoop:

At the close of our meeting last month with CHPRC's Chief Operating Officer, you requested
that I provide additional information supporting the recommendation that all Incremental Fee
available to the I100K Area Infrastructure and Utilities Upgrade Project (Project) be withheld.
The information contained in this message is provided in response to that request.

The Project, PSB RL-004 lb, was the subject of a surveillance jointly performed by the
Environmental Management Division and the Safety Engineering Division of the Richland
Operations Office during fiscal year 2011. The Project consisted of three sub-projects each of
which was assigned a Performance Objective (P0). The sub-projects were installation of new
fire and potable water systems (P0 5a), relocation of an electrical substation (P0 5b), and
upgrading the HVAC system for the KW Basin (P0 5c). The Contract provides for award of
Incremental Fee for the successful completion of each sub-project, and an additional

I



Incremental Fee in the event all three sub-projects are timely completed (PO 5d). See Contract
No. DE ACO6-08RL14788, Section J, Attachment J.4, p. 75-76.

Based upon the results of the surveillance, the surveillance team made several recommendations
to RL management, including, but not limited to withholding all Incremental Fee available to
the Project. While the surveillance and resulting report focused mainly on the activities that
occurred under Performance Objective 5a, as explained below, at least four Findings and two
Observations that were made are applicable across all of the sub-projects and are thought
therefore to justify the recommendation to withhold all Incremental Fee.

S-i1 -EMD-PRC-001 -F04: CHPRC identified environmental compliance requirements (NEPA
determinations), but it did not include actions necessary to timely comply with the NEPA
requirements in its Project Execution Plan and Field Execution Schedule.

Surveillance Team Comments: The PEP and FES applied to all three sub-projects. Even ij the
PEP had been approved (which it was not), it did not sufficiently address environmental
regulatorY compliance issues in a manner that would satisft Contract CRD requirements.

S-11-EMD-PRC-OO1-F12: CHPRC commenced construction of the 100K IUUP without a
finalized and approved Project Execution Plan.

Surveillance Team Comments: The required PEP applied to the activities conducted under all
three sub-projects and is consequently a departure from CRD requirements applicable to each
sub-project.

S-11-EMD-PRC-OO1-F14: The CHPRC does not have an active Memorandum of
Understanding with the Hanford Fire Marshal's Office which has resulted in confusion of the
authority, responsibilities, and duties of the Hanford Fire Marshal.

Surveillance Team Comments: While arguably less important to the electrical substation
relocation and HVAC upgrade sub-projects, the absence of 'the MOU generally adversely
affrcts safrty and is a contractual requirement applicable to all sub-project activities.

S-11-EMD-PRC-OO1-F15: CHPRC did not ensure that the prime subcontractor for the lOOK
Potable Water Treatment Facility construction site maintained a current Job Safety Analysis
(JSA) and provided adequate Lockout/Tagout (LOTO) notification and briefings.

Surveillance Team Comments: CHPRC's internal audit of 'the HVAC upgrade and electrical
substation relocation sub-projects (perjbrmed after completion of'RL's surveillance) confirmed
LOTO insufficiency across all three sub-projects. See copy of CHPR C's self assessment
attached hereto.
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S-11-EMD-PRC-OO1-002: Although requested by a member of the Project management team,
no evidence was found suggesting that an independent QA inquiry of the IlOOK IUUP was done
prior to moving into actual construction activities.

Surveillance Team Comments: The request Jbr an independent QA review was global to all
three sub-projects and was denied for all three. Had the independent QA review been
per] brined, it is reasonable to expect that some if'not all of the deficiencies identified during the
RL surveillance would have been self discovered b ' CH-PRC and prevented. Furthermore, had
Jederal "Reliability Standards ]br Bulk Electrical Systems" compliance obligations been
refognized, reported significant delaY' of the electrical substation relocation sub-project might
have been prevented.

S-11-EMD-PRC-O91-003: CHPRC' s Project Review Board (PRB) process did not evaluate
the I100K LUUP' s environmental and fire safety regulatory compliance status prior to
recommending approval to proceed with construction activities.

Surveillance Team Comments: The PRB 's review made little or no inquiry with respect to
environmental, safrty, and other regulatory compliance responsibilities. The PRB 's review
applied to the entire Project (i.e., all three sub-projects).

RL has received a November 8, 2011 letter from CHPRC requesting payment of Incremental
Fee for completion of POs 5b, 5c and 5d. The letter recites CHPRC' s intent to not request
payment for meeting PO 5a as mitigation for errors it admits it made on planning and executing
the 100OK IUUP. Since full completion of POs 5a, 5b and 5c are the criteria for payment of
Incremental Fee under 5d, CHPRC apparently believes it completed PO 5a in a satisfactory
manner (although according to its letter, perhaps not optimally), and is thus entitling it to claim
fee for 5d. RL should reject this proposition.

The letter goes on to claim as fact, inter alia, that the completed work met goals that facilitated
accelerating clean-up of the 100OK Area, and that the government was not harmed by any
CHPRC performance lapse. These claims seem at best, disingenuous. While a properly
planned and executed project was capable of doing so, none of the 100K IUUP POs were
completed by the original deadline of September 30, 2010. Only the one year extension of that
deadline has enabled CHPRC to claim any Incremental Fee. The planning and execution errors
that CHPRC admits in its November 8 letter resulted in several months of schedule delays, and
several million dollars in extra project costs. CHPRC's failure to obtain required environmental
permits created substantial contingent liability for the government. Under these circumstance, it
is difficult understand how CHPRC can claim its performance resulted in no harm to the
government.

While CHPRC arguably met the performance revised deadlines for POs 5a through 5d, it did
not do so without the significant and material departures from contractual and other
requirements discussed above, and in report S-il -EMD-PRC-001. Under these circumstances,
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it is not believed that Incremental Fee is merited for any of the Performance Objectives

discussed herein, and certainly not for 5a and 5d.

Respectfully submitted,

Dale E. Jackson
DOE-RL EMD
(509) 376.8086

Attachment: CHPRC Self Assessment, SHS&Q-20 11 -WSA- 10713



CH2M HILL

Plateau Remediation Company

P0 Box 1600

C*42V HILL Richiland, WA

SPlateau Remediation Company 99352

February 2, 2012 CHPRC- 1200377

Ms. Jenise C. Connerly, Contracting Officer
U.S. Department of Energy
Richland Operations Office
Post Office Box 550
Richland, Washington 99352

Dear Ms. Connerly:

CONTRACT NUMBER DE-AC06-08RL 14788 - TRANSMITTAL OF REVIEW OF
THE l OOK INFRASTRUCTURE UTILITIES UPGRADE PROJECT SURVEILLANCE
S-1 I-EMD-PRC-001

Reference: Letter, D. S. Shoop and J. C. Connerly, "Contract No. DE-ACO6-
08RL 14788 - Transmittal of Review of the l OOK Infrastructure Utilities
Upgrade Project Surveillance S-IlI -EMD-PRC-O0 1," 1 2-EMD-00 15,
1105 95 7 A, dated December 9, 2011.

This letter transmits the Corrective Action Plan (CAP), per the referenced letter, for RL
Surveillance Report S-1 I-EMD-PRC-00I1, Review of the IlOOK Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade
Project.

This CAP has been reviewed with RL, and their comments have been incorporated.

The following documentation is provided:

" Attachment 1: CAP - Part 1, Actions Taken by CHPRC Prior to Transmittal of the RL
Surveillance

* Attachment 2: Root Cause Evaluation Report, including:
o CAP - Part 2, Cause/Action Reconciliation Matrix (Additional Actions Identified

During the Root Cause Evaluation)
o Barrier Analysis
o Why Analysis
o Barrier Analysis Summary (flow chart)



Ms. Jenise C. Connerly CHPRC- 1200377
Page 2
February 2, 2012

Technical questions should be directed to J. A. Meeker at 372-1509, and contractual questions
should be directed to M. V. Bang at 372-0528.

Sincerely,

John G. Lehew III
President and
Chief Executive Officer

jam/Ilk

Attachments 2

RL - R. J. Corey
R. L. Long Jr.
M. S. McCormick
D. S. Shoop
S. A. Sieracki
D. H. Splett



Electronically Approved by:

UserName: Lehew III,- John (h0041 746)
Title: President and Chief Executive Officer
Date: Thursday, 02 February 2012, 04:16 PM Pacific Time
Meaning: Sign as John G. Lehew, III

CHPRC-1200377 Leter
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CHPRC- 1200377
CONTRACT NUMBER DE-AC06-08RL14788

January 30, 2012

CORRECTIVE ACTION PLAN (CAP) - PART 1 - ACTIONS TAKEN BY CHPRC
PRIOR TO TRANSMITTAL OF THE RL SURVEILLANCE

J.A. Meeker

Consisting of 42 pages,
including this cover page

A-6004-535 (REV 1)
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ROOT CAUSE EVALUATION REPORT

Non-Compliance with Contractual and Regelatory.Requirementli Prior to Iitiating
Construction on the 104K ufitructmr lUtiites Upgrade Project (IIU~p)

(CRRS Condition Report CR-2011-3840)

January 30, 2012

Post-ESMB Rey 0, Change 1

Root Cause Team Leader Date:

Cmos A Mk

Responsible Manager: 
Date: 4% $t

Kurtis L. Kehler or Joseph M. Swart

ESRB: 
Ditto: ____f
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1.0 PROBLEM STATEMENT

CHPRC IUUP commenced construction, prior to obtaining regulatory agency required permits and
necessary approvals. The Project accepted risk of regulatory agency enforcement actions without written
authorization from the DOE. A DOE-RL Surveillance Report determined the Project actions to be non-
compliant with contractual, State, and Federal requirements, and concluded the CHPRC's corrective
action efforts did not recognize or otherwise address a pattern of non-compliance, revealing a weakness in
the implementation of Integrated Safety Management and Project Management requirements for this
Project.

Specific examples are documented in DOE-RI Surveillance S-IlI -EMD-PRC-0O 1, Review of the IlOOK
Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project, which was received by the CH2M Hill Plateau Remediation
Company (CHPRC) on 12/12/11. The Surveillance activities resulted in identification of one Concern
(stated in the paragraph above), fifteen Findings (that support the Concern), and four Observations.

The surveillance noted that while substantial 'redesign and some rework of the fire protection system
were required during Project execution, CHPRC delivered fully functional fire and drinking water
systems at completion.

2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On 12/12/2011 CH2M HULL Plateau Remediation Company (CHPRC) received a transmittal from the
DOE-RI., of Surveillance Report S-1 1-EMD-PRC-00l, Review of the lOOK Infrastructure Utilities
Project Surveillance. This surveillance evaluated the integration of environmental and safety
requirements into the performance of the Project. One concern, fifteen findings, and four observations are
documented in the surveillance report. This surveillance also noted that a similar concern was issued in a
previous RI assessment (Surveillance Report A-1O-SED-PRC-23) of 5/27/1 0, which stated in part:
"CHPRC Procedures and Policies, D4 activities, and subcontractor activities, have not fully integrated
2 FPP requirements".

lUUP Funding

In CY-2009, the CH2M Hill Plateau Remediation Company (CHPRC) received American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funding to support infrastructure projects intended to assist in the acceleration
of closure activities at the 100K Area site. The purpose was to expedite Deactivation and
Decommissioning (D&D) of existing IlOOK Area facilities in order to remove contamination that has
caused or may cause further harm to the environment, and to reduce the overall footprint of the site.
Completing the scope of the 100OK [nfrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project (IUJP) would allow 100OK
facility operations to continue uninterrupted, while minimizing the impacts to D&D operations. A
detailed description of the 1UTUP is included in Section 3.0, Event Description/Narrative.

1 Fire Protection System redesign included the diesel fire pump, fire walls, fire detection system, and fire
suppression system. Estimated cost was $180,000.

2 FPP: Fire Protection Program

-3-
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IUlJP Project Status

The IUlIP was executed as a 3 fast track project ro rcro:Icesei ik hc arn
kdditional planning/evaluation and construction was completed in CY-201 0. 4Fast-tracking a project

can accelerate the schedule but requires that additional risks be taken. If the risks materialize, then either
the end date will slip or expensive rework will be needed. During execution of the IUUP projec,,
substantial redesig and some rework of the fire protection system were required Prio recrj
Fep~e fom tine; however, CHPRC delivered fully functional fire and drinking water systems at
project completion. All required approvals had been obtained prior to placing the constructed systems into
operation. Additionally, completion of the IUUP made a significant contribution to later progress in
D&D of facilities at I100K, resulting in a greater number of facilities being demolished than originally
planned. During construction, ongoing lOOK facility operations were essentially uninterrupted.

DOF-R.L Concern: Contractual and Regulatory Requirements Were Not Complied With

Notwithstanding the facts listed in the preceding paragraph, the DOE-RL Surveillance Summary states:
"This surveillance reveals that CHPRC did not meet all requirements applicable to IlOOK IUUP activities.
Multiple examples of not meeting requirements involving several different disciplines were noted." The
DOE-RL Concern states: "The Surveillance identified numerous examples of contractual and regulatory
requirements that were not complied with prior to start of IlOOK IUUP construction. CHPRC's corrective
action efforts did not recognize or otherwise address this pattern of activities and extent of condition."
The discussion for this Concern included the following: "This is a significant weakness in the CHPRC
Integrated Environment, Safety, and Health Management System (ISMS) Program."

The Root Cause Evaluation Approach

A multi-disciplined Root Cause Evaluation (RCE) team was chartered, in compliance with PRC-PRO-
QA-052, Issues Management, to evaluate the issues communicated in the DOE-RL surveillance and to
prepare a formal response. The team first compiled a detailed timeline. Then, in an effort to identify
gaps, each issue presented in the DOE-RL Surveillance was evaluated against actions previously taken by
CI-PRC to address the issue. The results were documented in Attachment I to this report, Next, failed
barriers were examined using a barrier analysis. A "why analysis" was then used to research answers to
specific questions to determine why a particular event or condition had occurred. A diagram was
prepared to display the grouped barriers with their related effects and causes. Finally, a corrective action
plan was developed (comprised of both Attachment I and Attachment 2 to this report). The CHPRC
Issues Management process required review by the D&D Project Corrective Action Review Board

' Fast Track Construction: A method of project delivery in which the sequencing of construction activities
enables some portions of the project to begin before the design is completed on other portions of the
project.
4Project Management, a Systems Approach to Planning, Scheduling, and Controlling; by Harold Kerzner,
PHD.

-4-
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(CARB conducted on 13 January, 2012). In addition this evaluation and corrective action plan was
selected to be presented to the Executive Safety Review Board (ESRB conducted on January 25, 2012).
The CHPRC effort to develop and submit this report on schedule was delayed one week due to inclement
weather that resulted in a facility closure day on the day the ESRB meeting was scheduled to be held. It
was necessary to reschedule the meeting on a date when both CI-PRC and DOE-Rb participants could be
present.

Results of this Root Cause Evaluation

This Root Cause Evaluation concluded that CHPRC inadequately managed the IlOOK IUUP in relation to
the issues identified in the DOE-Rb Surveillance, and based on realized risk and complexity.
Management oversight was less than adequate to proactively identify' and respond to emerging
performance issues during LUUP planning and construction. Project performance to DOE-Rb and
CHPRC expectations for implementation of ISMS/EMS was unsatisfactory. The errors made during
construction were not limited to environmental regulatory non-compliance, but involved lack of
compliance to existing procedures and requirements including Nuclear Safety, Safety, Fire Protection,
and Environmental.

Specific failed barriers are identified in the attached barrier analysis. These included a broad range of
issues spanning from human performance through programmatic and management issues. The range of
issues listed in the Surveillance span a period of time from the Spring of CY-2009 to the FallI of CY-2010.
In some cases, gaps were identified between the issues identified in the DOE-RL Surveillance and the
actions previously completed by CHIPRC to address those issues when they were initially identified.

The following root and contributing causes were determined:

ROOT CAUSES:

NOTE: Only key actions designed to address root causes are listed in this section. A comprehensive list
of actions is included in Attachment 1, Corrective Action Plan (CAP) - PART I1 - Actions Taken by
CHPRC Prior to Transmittal of the RL Surveillance, and Attachment 2, Corrective Action Plan (CAP) -

PART 2 - Cause/Action Reconciliation Matrix (Additional Actions Identified during the Root Cause
Evaluation).

Root Cause-i: Management did not perceive project risk as related to regulatory enforcement or
contractual non-compliance. The management team did not recognize the potential regulatory
and/or contractual implications and thought that the risk of prceigwith construction before
receipt of required approvals was limited to possible project 5rework.1 ro Precursor: Lack o
nowledge/fault mental model, unawareness of critical parameter.

Why this is desianated a "root cause": The decision to proceed "at-risk " would not have been
made Yfmanagement had correctly recognized the regulatory and contractual requirements, and
if regulatory and contractual implications had been clearly communicated and understood

5 "Rework" is defined in this context as removing and reinstalling a previously installed component(s) that
did not meet approved design criteria. It was necessary to remove and reinstall this component(s) to
bring the respective system into compliance with the approved design.
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Root Cause Discussion: Based on criteria that existed at the time, the IUUP was considered a
low risk, low complexity, industrial construction project. Discussions had been conducted with
the regulator, Washington Department of Health (WDOH). Similar equipment/design had
recently been approved, and there was a high degree of confidence that the design would be
approved. A false mind-set existed that some regulatory approvals were required prior to starting
operations only, and not prior to start of construction. n~ror Precursor: Lack of knowledge/faulty

ental model, unawareness of critical parameter. Contributing to the management problem was
a lack of continuity of leadership. In the early phases of the Project when risks (and opportunity)
weehget three separate Project Managers were assigned. _o Precursor: Changes/dcp~ ar
Fro-put-ine] In this environment, strategic management decisions were made, on more than a
single occasion, to proceed "at-risk". These decisions were based upon the perception that the risk
was limited to rework of design/equipment and not a risk of unfavorable regulatory or contractual
consequence. nror Precursor: Inaccurate risk perception. Though DOE-RL had been in
attendance for multiple discussions about this project, including meetings with regulators; the
decision to proceed "at-risk" was made without written authorization from DOE-RL. To achieve
the aggressive project schedule, management was willing to accept the risk of rework. The effect
was that Project management did not adequately identify or control the challenges associated with
this fast track construction project.

At the start of construction of the water system, the environmental approvals were outstanding,
and some systems were still in the design phase. In the case of the WDOH, the regulator had
been engaged in previous discussions. Under these circumstances, CHPRC decided,
inappropriately, to proceed "at-risk" of rework.

Key Corrective Actions for RC- 1:

I1. CH-PRC training course 600080, Impacts of Proceeding "At-Risk" in Potential
Noncompliance with Regulatory Requirements, has been developed and training has been
completed. No CHPRIC-MrJect shall proceed "at-risk" of an environmental non-complianc.

2. Provide training to functional organization SMEs on identification and documentation of
requirements (e.g., regulatory, fire protection, contractual) related to construction, and
practices established to ensure these requirements are included in the Project Execution Plan
(PEP) and on the Field Execution Schedule (FES). The training should include aspects of
change management related to changing requirements, staff, and roles responsibilities
accountabilities and authorities.

3. Institutionalize a method to track and close requests for services from field environmental
support staff to the central environmental group.

4. Conduct a CI-PRC Management Assessment evaluating: PEP content, SME input, and
approvals, Project Review Board (PRB) adequacy, participation and documentation, transfer
of requirements to the FES, and QA input to the Project planning, design and construction
phases. Focus on FPE, EGO, NS and subcontractor involvement, and include low risk, low
complexity, and fast track projects where applicable.

-6-
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5. CHIPRC Project Management procedures will be revised and implemented. One change will
be to expand and clearly define the criteria utilized to formulate the project risk
determination, beyond estimated project cost, to include challenges such as fast-tracking a
project (which- increases project risk), and risks related to ensuring regulatory and/or
contractual requirements are consistently met (see Attachment 2 for details). Additionally,
the Project Execution Plan and Project Review Board processes will be improved to ensure
requirements are clearly communicated and understood.

Root Cause-2: Established CITPRC ISMS/EMS processes were not adqatl imlmne during
projct laningand scheduling, or adhered to during project execution. 7rrPrecursors: Panni~nJ

Pas less than adequate.

Why this is designated a "root cause ": 'Planning a project is the single most important activity
that will influence the project, because successful project execution is no: possible without a good
project execution plan. This cause is idenified as a "root cause " because adequate planning
would have resulted in a clear understanding ofproject risk and an unacceptable sequence of
project activities (construction before regulatory or contractual approval) would have been
revealed and avoided Regulatory requirements would have been tracked to completion (or
shown approval of an exemption) on the Field Execution Schedule. Following project
management procedures and processes would have resulted in inclusion of required regulatory
requirements and permits in the Project Execution Plan.

Root Cause Discussion: The low risk, low complexity decision drove the level of detail of the
planning process. As a result, the rigor involved in the identification and tracking of regulatory
permits and requirements was less than adequate. PRC-PRO-PM-24889, Project Initiation and
Execution, and PRC-PRO-PM-2 5000, Project Execution Plans, were not effectively used or fully
implemented at project inception. Relative to PRC-PRO-PM-25000, the content of the Project
Execution Plan (PEP) did not meet the requirements of the procedure. The PEP did not "provide
a reference or identify documents that establish the environmental regulatory strategy for the
project" to include the following: "Description of the governing environmental regulatory
requirements for the project (e.g., RCRA, CERCLA); a brief description of environmental
regulatory documents and permits required for the project; status and plans for NEPA
compliance." Instead, the PEP provided only a statement that the project would follow company
procedures. rror Precursor: Written communication less than adequate] Additionally, the Project
Manager did not ensure that applicable environmental regulatory requirements arnd documents
were defined, scheduled, and complied with during project execution. The Project Review Board
(PRB) process did not adequately evaluate environmental and fire safety reuaoycornpliance
status prior to recommending approval to proceed with construction activities. E r~ ecusorj
jnawareness of critical parameters. The PEP was not approved before start of construction. The

Field Execution Schedule lacked specific line items for regulatory permits/approvals required to
be obtained prior to start of construction. Planning for this activity did not result in identifying
and tracking all required regulatory permits and approvals prior to the start of construction and
some contractual requirements were not met. Contributing to these issues is a concern that
staffing and oversight appear to have been less than adequate for this work scope.

6 PRC-PRO-PM-24889, Project Initiation and Execution, Section 5.8
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Key Corrective Actions for RC-2:

1 . The Project Review Board (PRB) process will be strengthened. Revisions include definiing
and expanding the criteria used to determine project risk (e.g., fast track will result in
determination of greater risk), SME review of the Project Execution Plan (PEP) and SME
attendance at the PRB.

2. PRC-PRO-PM-25000, Project Execution Plans, will be revised to require routine/interim
PRB reviews for high-risk projects. These reviews will ensure that CHPRC procedures are
being used appropriately, risk is properly managed, and performance is reported; these
project reviews also provide an alternate path for 7lIntegrated Project Team (IPT) members to
express concerns with project compliance.

3. Conduct a CHPRC Management Assessment evaluating: PEP content, SME input, and
approvals, PRB adequacy, participation and documentation, transfer of requirements to the
FES, and QA input to the Project planning, design and construction phases. Focus on FPE,
ECO, NS and subcontractor involvement, and include low risk, low complexity, and fast
track projects where applicable.

4. Develop and provide training to each PBS level project management team on the
requirements and expectations for identification and management of a sub-project.

5. Revise PRC-PRO-EP- 15333, Environmental Protection Processes, to require use of tools
generated by each functional organization (e.g., the Environmental Activity Screening [EAS]
form [Site Form A-60004-962]) for activities subject to PM requirements per PRC-PRO-PM-
24889.

CONTRIBUTING CAUSES (CC):

NOTE: Actions identified to address the Contributing Causes are listed in Attachment 2.

CC-i: Organizational roles, responsibilities, accountabilities, and authorities (R2A2) and interfaces
were not well defined, understood, or enforcedjErrr Precursor: Unclear roles or responsibilities.

Contributing Cause Discussion: Interfaces were not adequately defined or managed. These
interfaces included the D&D Project Manager, Pacific Northwest National Laboratory (PNNL),
MSA Hanford Fire Marshal's Office, D&D Project Engineering, Subcontractors, Environmental
Compliance Officer, WDOH, DOE-RL, the D&D Project Environmental Manager, and the
CHPRC Central Environmental Organization. CHPRC policies and procedures did not accurately
integrate fire protection program requirements into project design and construction.

Since these events occurred, a set of CHPRC fire protection procedures has been developed to
ensure roles, responsibilities, and requirements are clear. An Integrated Product Team (IPT) was

7 DOE STANDARD DOE-STD-1 189, Integration of Safety into the Design Process. A key concept that is

included in the Standard is the importance of the Integrated Project Team (IPT).
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not initiated in a timely fashion, with all resources, and was not used to adequately balance
schedule pressure against compliance risks.

CC-2: Appropriate Subject Matter Experts (SME) were not involved with the Project Review
Board or required to sign the Project Execution Plan.

Contributing Cause Discussion: Only the Project Manager presented the project status and
general regulatory status during this PRB meeting. It is possible that if the Environmental
Compliance Officer (EGO) had had signature authority on the PEP that the regulatory
requirements would have been listed and clarified prior to approval of the PEP. It is also likely
that if the EGO had been present at the PRB, that the regulatory risk associated with initiating
construction before WDOH approval of the Project Report had been obtained, would have been
discussed and the implications better understood. This is listed as a contributing cause because a
mind-set existed, in the project at this ponthat the informal understandings with the WDOH
were sufficient for the project to proceed. Frr-ieusr nepeainof requirements/Faulty
Iental model.

CC-3: The CRPRC contractor assurance system failed to identifyr the emerging issues with the
project in a timely manner. This was exacerbated by the fact that the project was not receptive to
internal/external oversight.

Contributing Cause Discussion: CH-PRC's contractor assurance system (including the self-
assessment process, the ESRB process, management oversight, performance trending, and
corrective action management) did not detect the project management weaknesses. The need to
assess project management activities was not recognized initially when projects funded with
ARRA funding were authorized and staffing levels in the independent assessment group were not
sufficient to support this effort. CHIPRC' s schedule of assessments did not include assessment of
project management. Though the ESRB process was used to evaluate individual events identified
during IUUP construction, the process did not result in detecting the Project Management and
ISMS/EMS weaknesses that were being realized in the Project. The Issues Management (IM)
Process failed to detect the emerging trend.

Additionally, during project planning and execution, when internal (e.g., SME) or external advice
and/or oversight was provided, the Project was not adequately receptive of, or provided an
untimely response to this advice/oversight. In part, to address this issue, CHPRC has centralized
key functional organizations (e.g., Environmental, SH&Q) and corrective actions have been
identified to strengthen the project review process and to increase project oversight.

NOTE: Since these events occurred, the CHPRC Contractor Assurance system has gone through
significant restructuring based on customer feedback. CHPRC has instituted the Senior
Supervisory Watch/Enhanced Management Oversight process. The self-assessment process has
also been revised through the Integrated Corrective Action Plan (ICAP). The Issues Management
process has also been greatly improved and training has been conducted.
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3.0 EVENT DESCRIPTION/NARRATIVE

3.1 Background of the IUUP

In FY-2009, CHPRC received ARRA funding to support infrastructure projects that would assist in the
acceleration of closure activities at the 100OK Area site. The 100OK Area was expediting Deactivation and
Decommissioning (D&D) of existing facilities in order to remove contamination that may cause further
harm to the environment and to reduce the overall footprint of the Site. Completing the scope of the
100OK IUUP would allow 100K Area Facility operations to continue while minimizing the impacts to
D&D operations. The project would install 27,000 feet of potable and non-potable (fire suppression
supply) water line, a 750,000 gallon capacity raw water tank, high volume fire water pumps, and a new
microfiltration potable Water Treatment Plant (WTP) to support the existing I100K facilities. An import
line would also be installed to convey raw water from the 1 OOB/C export line located in the 600 Area
(east of 100 B/C), through approximately 13,000 ft. of 12 in. pipe to the 100OK site. In addition, a new
electrical substation (A9) with modifications to the 13.8 kV power distribution system and isolation of the
A7 substation was to be accomplished. Further, a new heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC)
system was to be installed at the KW Basin to provide an enhanced work environment. The total life
cycle cost of the project was estimated to be $23,380,700 (does not include costs associated with
operation and maintenance).

3.2 Fast Track Construction

The normal process of construction scheduling involves the performance of a series of discrete functions,
one after the other, in a predetermined, sequential order. The customary logical order of these functions is
programming, design, governmental approvals, bidding and negotiation, contract award, construction, and
finally, completion. Each activity is virtually completed before the next may be commenced. This is
shown in Figure I below.

Figure 1: Normal Construction Schedule

torogrmeeseicphssoapreciscmrsebypfrming soerme c onstru uctions

concurrently. Vrror Precursor: Increase in risk, which warrants additional planning/evaluai

8 Fast Track Construction: A method of project delivery in which the sequencing of construction activities

enables some portions of the project to begin before the design is completed on other portions of the
project.
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Oceuetm rsue Organizing a project to produce early completion by the technique of concurrent
or overlapping time scheduling is the essence of fast track construction. As these project phases overlap,
additional risk (e.g., of rework and increased cost) is assumed. See Figure 2 below.

Figure 2: 91Fast Track Construction Schedule

3.3ior EEentiTme-Lin
An evet timeline rlated o the UUP wa develped an willbetrc uploddt2 -80.Tog

An crittieie watefed asrto the PR th eelpdad wsl he onuple 21, 201The. project

management issues were not identified. In CY-2009 and CY-201 10, CHPRC's self assessment process did
not detect the project management weaknesses. The need to assess project management activities was not
recognized initially when projects funded with ARRA funding were authorized and staffing levels in the
independent assessment group were not sufficient to support this effort. CHIPRC's schedule of
assessments did not include assessment of project management.~ Erro r PIrecursor: Lack of oversight.

9 eerne Fast Track Construction, Arthur O'Leary, FAJA, MRIAI.
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It is credible that a more robust and empowered internal self-assessment program may have resulted in
identification of the issues experienced during construction of the LUUP at an earlier time.

CHPRC improved its self-assessment process as part of the actions completed through the Integrated
Corrective Action Plan (ICAP). One of the four main focus areas of this plan was Self-Assessment and
Performance Trending. Implementation of the ICAP began in February 2011.

Following completion of construction of the UJTUP, CHPRC completed a Work Site Assessment report
(SHS&Q-201 I -WSA-107 13) documented a thorough extent of condition review for the 100K
Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project. The assessment team included CHPRC management as well as
CH2M Hill Inc. leadership representing the regulatory, design/engineering, and operations/programmatic
disciplines. Two specific subprojects were reviewed, the 13.8 kV A-9 Substation and the HVAC system
for the 105KE Building. The purpose of the assessment was to evaluate these two subprojects against the
concern, findings, and observations documented in a draft DOE-RL Surveillance (S-II -SED-PRC-006).
The assessment team did not identify' any impacts that affect the operability of the two subprojects.
Some highlights of the report, pertinent to this cause evaluation are included below:

* The Project Execution Plan failed to describe the regulatory aspects, and interfaces, roles and
responsibilities, the risk only described industrial risk, not project regulatory risk. The fast track

approach (e.g., condensed time where project phases were to be performed concurrently) was not
described.

* Both regulatory and change management issues were not addressed in the PRB process. This was

early in the PRB process and as the process evolved additional expectations and rigor were added
based on lessons learned. This project was considered low risk.

" Unresolved Safety Question (USQ) reviews were performed as changes were submitted (i.e.,
DCNs and FMPs were not deferred for evaluation prior to startup as was done for the water
system and permitted by Appendix B of PRC-PRO-NS-062 [USQ Process]). Applicable USQs
back to 9/1/20 10 were reviewed and no similar issues were identified.

* Specifications, design & procurement activities were done well. LO/TO, configuration control,
final acceptance, interface control, and pre-planning were not done well.

" Design process was followed; however there were resource limitations on both ARES and MSA.
Changing MSA staff appeared to influence changing MSA expectations.

" Mutual understanding of roles and responsibilities and associated accountabilities; and authorities,
scope of project, and ongoing interface management issues pervaded the project.

* On the 13.8 kV sub-station there were issues with LO/TO due to multiple organizations'
administrator programs involved.

o Less than adequate change management during the transition from construction to
energized equipment resulted in LO/TO issues

* No instances of a non current JSA were identified on either subproject
* The project had performed QA reviews of procurement activities and elected to focus oversight

on the HVAC and 13.8kV subprojects.
* The same PRB was performed for all three subprojects.
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5.0 PROBLEM EVALUATION

CI-PRC conducted a Root Cause Evaluation of the issues identified in the DOE-RL Surveillance between
12/12/11 and 1/ 18/12. The team was led by Jim Meeker and team members included Gary Grant, Steve
Swenning, Stephen T. Smith, John Kristofzski (CH2M Hill CCI), Rick Engelmann, and Doug Reinhart.

The cause evaluation tools used during this evaluation included the following: First, an event time-line
was prepared in an effort to clarify the order in which events had occurred. Next, a table (Attachment 1)
was used to map each Surveillance issue to corrective actions previously taken by CHPRC. This allowed
the team to determine if additional actions were recommended to close gaps. A barrier analysis was then
generated to identify failed barriers and the reasons for failure. Finally, a Why Analysis was used to
answer specific questions derived from the Surveillance report and the cause evaluation tools. Additional
analysis tools used included a Barrier Analysis Summary diagram, and a Why Analysis Summary
diagram.

5.1 Root and Contributing Causes

The Root and Contributing Causes are stated in the Executive Summary.

5.2 Responses by Surveillance Finding/Observation

NOTE: Corrective actions previously completed to address each of the findings below are included on the
CHPRC Response Matrix. New corrective actions are listed on Attachment I -- Cause/Action
Reconciliation Matrix.

Finding S-i 1-EMD-PRC-O01-FOI: CHPRC did not apply to the Washington State Department of
Health for approvals required by the Washington Administrative Code prior to commencing construction
of the I100K IUUP Potable Water System. See "Why Analysis Question #1".

Causes:

I. Required environmental permits and authorizations were not sufficiently identified during the
project planning phase, including the dates approvals were needed in comparison to the date
construction activities would commence.E-rror Precursor: Planning was less than ade ae

2. Focus on wrong issues distracted project personnel from a primary responsibility to ensure
strict compliance with applicable regulations. rrfor Precursor: Fault mental model. These
issues included:
a. CHPRC understood that the regulator (WDOH) was "comfortable" with the planned

PALL technology based on its use elsewhere in the State of Washington.
b. It was understood that, based upon the WDOH review of the Project Report, the WDOH

may request changes to the system at project cost. The WDOH would expect that the
changes would be made by CHPRC to correct any outstanding issues.

c. Project Manager assumed that it would be acceptable to proceed with construction
because the water treatment system would not be connected to the distribution system
until WDOH approval had been obtained.

3. Schedule pressure rro Prcursor: Schedule/time pressure. resulting from:
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a. Multiple delays in the effort with PNNL to identify a path for the import water line that
avoided impact to sensitive cultural sites, [rror Precursor: Changes/Departurefo

b. The expectation to achieve milestones, specifically D4 of KE water systems,
c. Pressure associated with short-term ARRA funding.

4. PRC-CHRT-PM-40249, Project Review Board Charter, did not include sufficient direction to
verify that environmental and other requirements have been met prior to start of construction.
Prror Precursor: Procedure less than adequate.1

5. Management guidance/expectations were not well defined, understood, or enforced. CHPRC
had not adequately communicated the expectation that it is not acceptable to proceed with
construction "at-risk" of regulatory non-compliance. rror Precursor: Unclear goals, roles,I
and res nsbliis PRC-PRO-EP-1 5333 had not explicitly defined drinking water approval

process; however, the requirement not to proceed with construction before obtaining
regulatory approval was incorporated by reference.

6. The need to train was not identified. CHIPRC had not identified the need to train personnel to
the expectation that it is not acceptable to proceed with construction "at-risk" of regulatory,
contractual, or other non-compliance. The lOOK ECO had not been adequately trained on
regulations pertaining to construction of drinking water systems.

Finding S-i l-EMD-PRC-O0i-F02: CHiPRC did not apply for a categorical exclusion determination
(CX determination) pursuant to requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act prior to
commencing construction of the I100K IUUP facilities. (See Why Analysis Question #3a, Question #15,
Question #21).

Causes:

I . The 100OK ECO accurately identified and broadly communicated the need for a CX on
6/18/09. However, this did not result in obtaining a CX before construction started in April
2010 partly because the 100OK ECO did not understand the CX was needed before
construction could begin on any portion of the project. V orrcus:Lckkofknlede.

2. Communication from the I100K ECO to the CHPRC NEPA SME lacked details on schedule
need. For Precursor: Imprecise communication habits.

3. CHPRC did not have an institutionalized system (e.g., Request for Services) to track this
request. Error Precursor: Imrecise communication habits

4. This activity, obtaining a CX, was not tracked on the Field Execution Schedule (FES) and.
appropriate actions were not included in the PEP. rrfor Precursor: Imrecise communicatiod
Fabs.
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Finding S-11-EMD-PRC-001-F03; Upon discovery of its failure to meet environmental regulatory
requirements, CHPRC did not recognize the extent of condition, to timely perform an analysis of causes,
and to implement corrective actions. (See Why Analysis Question #6).

Discussion:

This finding refers to CR-2010-16S7, Potential Adverse Trend- Environmental Regulatory
Requirements for Construction Projects not met, and the accompanying Root Cause Analysis
Report. The barrier analysis indicates that the cause evaluation process was a failed barrier
because, as stated in the DOE-RL Surveillance, Causal analysis of CR-2010-1657 did not meet
guidelines specified in PRC-PRO-QA-052, Issues Management.

Two separate events occurred, one on 4/29/10 (potable water project at unsecured core initiated
w/o WDOH approval) and the second on 5/18/10 (construction of 100K WTP initiated before
environmental approval was obtained). Each of these was documented in the CRRS system and
screened as "adverse" (CR-20 10-1340 and CR-20 10-1608 respectively). On 6/7/10 CR-201 10-
1657 was published to document a potential adverse trend. This CR was screened as
t, significant"~ and includes the Root Cause Analysis Report referred to in the DOE-RI
Surveillance.

The Apparent Cause Evaluation completed for CR-20 10-1340 on 6/18/tO documents the EOC:
"The nearly simultaneous occurrences indicate such condition could be occurring in other
projects. In both cases, it appears the environmental and water signers of the excavation permits
were unaware of the WDOH regulatory requirement, as well as CHPRC contractual requirement
that the WDOH approval of the Project Report occur before start of construction. Evaluation of
CHPRC-PRO-EP-1 5333 also indicates that the requirement is not explicit."

Causal analysis of CR-20 10-1340 was completed promptly, within the guidelines specified in
PRC-PRQ-QA-052, Issues Management, and corrective actions were implemented in a timely
manner. Causal analysis of CR-2010-1608 and CR-2010-1657 did not meet guidelines specified
in PRC-PRO-QA-052, Issues Management. It was noted that several corrective actions had been
completed responsibly, prior to completion of the causal analysis.

Causes:

1. Change of employment. The trained cause evaluator who was initially assigned to conduct
the Root Cause Evaluation accepted a position with another Hanford prime contractor. This
resulted in a delay in the cause evaluationfE-rror Precursor _Change/departure from routine.

2. Key personnel were involved in or diverted to what was perceived to be higher priority work.
The replacement Root Cause team leader was assigned to act as Project Manager for the 209E
demolition. rror Precursor: Simultaneous, multiple tasks. This allowed less time to be spent
on the Root Cause Evaluation. On 7/15/10 a request was made to extend the due date for the
CR and the due date was changed to 8/31/10. The reason for this extension was
unavailability of key personnel who were required to attend the RCE meeting. As a result of
the change in team leaders and the unavailability of key personnel, the ESRB review was
postponed from 9/ 1/10 and the CR was extended to 9/16/10.
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3. Additional time was allotted for the ESRB to review the issue, and to incorporate ESRB
comments. The Root Cause Evaluation was selected to be reviewed by the ESRB. On
8/3 1/10 a second request was made to extend the due date. The ESRB meeting was held on
10/ 13/10 and the minutes indicated that the ESRB approved the RCA, with comment.
Comments were incorporated on 10/29/10 and the RCA was approved on 11/2/10. ESRB
review is part of the CHPRC Issues Management process.

Finding S-i11-EMD-PRC-001-F04: CHPRC identified environmental compliance requirements (WDOII
permitting and NEPA determinations, but it did not include actions necessary to timely comply with
NEPA requirements in its Project Execution Plan and Field Execution Schedule.

Causes:

I . Written content less than adequate in the Field Execution Schedule (FES). A line item was
correctly included on the FES tying WDOH approval to post-construction operations. This
line item was accurate as WDOH approval was required to operate the system. However, a
second entr should have been included ting WDOH a royal to the start of construction.

2. The Project Execution Plan (PEP) did not include a brief and accurate description of
environmental regulatory documents and permits required for the project? Procedure not
used. The author did not review the specific requirements from the PEP procedure but instead
used the table of contents to ensure all elements were considered. The procedure was not
followed, as written. A generic statement that the project would follow company procedure
was included in the PEP rather than a specific list/explanation of the applicable
permits/requirements that would be required. In this vein, written communication was less
than adequate.E-rror Precursor: Imprecise written communication habits.

3. Neither the Project Manager nor the environmental subject matter expert ensured that
applicable environmental requirements, permits and approvals were placed appropriately on
the FES.

Finding S-1i-EMD-PRC-O0i-FOS: CHPRC proceeded with the installation of the IUUP fire sprinkler
system knowing that the design did not meet applicable codes and standards.

Discussion:

On 10/23/09, a CHPRC Review and Comment Record (RCR) had been generated that identified
sixty-one comments. These comments included 19 related to microfiltration, 20 addressing the
fire sprinkler system, 10 referring to site plan layout design, 10 related to construction
specifications, and 2 related to procurement specifications on the water storage tank. The
comments were made from the vantage point of facility knowledge and represent the design
preferred by the facility to meet applicable codes and standards.

During the January - February 2010 timeframe, a 90% design submittal had been provided to the
Deputy Fire Marshal (DEM) with the expectation that the submittal would be provided to the
Hanford Fire Marshal's Office (HFMO). EroDreusr: Unclear roles and responsibilities.

- 16-
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Repeated attempts to obtain a response were unsuccessful. Also, during the design phase a
personnel change occurred. A CHPRC Fire Protection Engineer (P)DFM was replaced by a
FPE Manager. Frror Precursor: Change/departure from routine.1

The following Design Change Notices (DCN) were approved prior to construction and indicate
that the general system design was believed to meet applicable codes and standards. Approvals
by other than DFM/Hanford Fire Marshal's Office (BFMO) are attributed to unclear roles,
responsibilities, accountabilities, and authorities. Frror Precursor: Unclear roles an
kesponsibilities.1 Related issues have been since resolved through the issuance of a suite of
CHPRC Fire Protection procedures.

o DCN-KUP-002, Initial issue of the fire pump procurement specification, had been
approved by a DFM on 12/2/09.

o DCN-KUP-007, Initial issue of the procurement specification for the I100K water storage
tank, had been approved by a DFM on 12/9/09.

o DCN-KUP-0 10, Initial issue of the construction drawings for the 100K water export line,
had been approved by a DEM on 12/9/10.

o DCN-KUP-0 11, In itial issue of Rev 1 construction drawings for the I100K Water
Treatment System, had been approved by the FPE Manager on 3/3 1/10.

o DCN-KU P-0 12, In itial i ssue of the construction specification for the 100OK water line and
filtration system, had been approved by the EPE Manager on 3/22/10.

o DCN-KU P-0 13, Initial issue of the construction specification for the IlOOK fire protection
and water lines, had been approved by the FPE Manager on3/22/l 0. (NOTE: This was
later approved by the DFM on 2/7/11).

o DCN-KUP-01 14, Editorial revision to initial issue of the procurement specification for the
I100K Fire Pump System, had been approved by a DFM on 1/26/ 10.

o DCN-KUP-022, Initial issue of construction drawings for the lO0K Fire and Water Lines,
as Rev 1, had been approved by the FPE Manager on 3/3 1 /10.

Causes:

I . Roles, responsibilities, accountabilities, and authorities were unclear. Prror Precursor:
Inclear roles and responsibi lities. At the time of these events CHPRC had not fully

incorporated Fire Protection (FP) requirements into procedures and processes. The project
accepted approval from the DFM and/or FPE manager as approval to proceed.

2. Personnel turnover.

-17-
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Finding S-i l-EM-PRC-OO1-F07: The design review process applied to I100K IUUP systems did not
comply with contractual requirements and the Contractor's procedures.

Discussion: This Finding is addressed on the Why Analysis. See questions 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12.
Also, the CHPRC response to Findings F05 (above), F06 (above), and FPl0 (below) contain
additional information.

Finding S-1l-EMD-PRC-O0i-F08: Construction permits were not obtained from the Hanford Fire
Marshal's Office by the LOOK IUJUP prior to commencing construction.

Discussion: The response to this finding is included in the response to Finding S-I 1-EM-
PRC-001-FIO below.

Finding S-11I-EMID-PRC-O0i-F09: The 100OK IUUP installed a water distribution system that did not
meet contractual requirements, and did not apply for and receive required exemptions and equivalencies
from RL prior to commencing construction. (See section 5.3 of this report and Why Analysis Question
#10. (See Why Analysis Question # 10).

Discussion:

The DOE-RL Surveillance states, in part, that the "I100K IUUP installed water utility piping prior
to applying for and receiving approved exemptions and equivalencies from RI.' A looped fire
water distribution main was required to be installed around the 105KE reactor building but the
newly installed system did not provide a looped supply main around the 1O0K Area, nor did it
provide a loop around the 105KE reactor building. Additionally, the original water loop design
requirements called for 12-inch water mains but the design was changed during construction and
an 8-inch pipe was installed instead. Final connections to the new fire water distribution system
were performed at the Cold Vacuum Drying Facility (CVDF) on 2/5/11 and at 1 05KW on
2/19/11. This completed the water system installation. The non-looped water distribution
exemption request was submitted to RL on 2/28/Il and the 12-inch to 8-inch equivalency request
was submitted on 3/10/11. In both cases, the exemption and equivalency requests were submitted
by CHPRC after installation of the non-compliant components. The Fire Protection Program
(including a DFM) had approved the Design Change Notices (DON), but had not submitted a
formal application for required exemptions and equivalencies.

Causes:

I. Fire Protection Progam (FPP) roles, responsibilities, accountabilities and authorities (R.2A2)
were unclear. rror Precursor Unclear roles and responsibilities. The DFM assigned to the
IOOK RiJUP understood the requirement to apply for and receive exemptions and
equivalencies from RI, but the application was not submitted in a timely manner. When
interviewed, Project Management had assumed (but had not made a formal request or
assignment) that the DFM would be responsible to submit the application. Lrror Precursor:1
Vmprecise verbal communication habits. The DFM did not understand the Project
Management expectation that the DFM would submit the application. During this period
CHPRC was using MSA Fire Protection Program procedures. It should be noted that
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CHPRC later elected to develop a suite of CHPRC Fire Protection Program procedures, in
part to ensure that FP R2A2 were clearly defined.

2. Management follow-up or monitoring of this requirement was less than adequate. A specific
line item for submittal and approval of the exemptions or equivalencies was not carried on the
Field Execution Schedule,

3. Focus of the DFM was on ensuring the system design was correct.

4. The HEMO had been educated in an informal manner through conversation and email
regarding the proposed changes. Thus a mindset of casual understanding was present. Er
Precursor: Inaccurate risk perception/imprecise communication hts.

5. Turnover of key positions including Project Mangers and CHPRC FPE/DFM to an FPE
Manager may have also impacted this issue.

Finding S-i i-EMD-PRC-0O1-FiO: CHPRC began construction of the Potable Water Treatment Facility
building prior to the review and approval of the design by a qualified Fire Protection Engineer/Deputy
Fire Marshal.

Discussion:

CHPRC expected that field changes would likely be necessary as with any design build activity.
For this reason the DCN/ECN processes were used. Refer to the response to Finding S-11-UMD-
PRC-OO1-FOS. That response provides a table of approvals that were obtained prior to start of
construction. The project accepted approval from the DEM and/or FPE Manager as approval to
proceed. The response to F05 also includes an explanation of the comments included in a Review
and Comment Record.

Unexpected delays were encountered during the DFMIHFMO design review process. During the
January - February 2010 timeframe, a 90% design submittal had been provided to the DFM with
the expectation that the submittal would be provided to the HFMO. Repeated attempts to obtain a
response were unsuccessful. Roles, responsibilities, accountabilities, and authorities were unclear.
The DFM was primarily focused on working with the subcontractor on ensuring the system
design met expectations. Competing project assignments (Richland STP, ARRA projects
including trailer and staircase siting) resulted in limited access to DEM.

During the design phase, a personnel change occurred. A CHIPRC FPE/DFM was replaced by a
FPE Manager. Resource limitations were also encountered at MSA HFMO (and ARES).

Causes:

1. Rls eosblteaccountabilities and authorities were unclear.rorPeus:Llca
koe nrsoniiiis CHPRC had not fully incorporated FP requirements into
procedures and processes. The Project Execution Plan (PEP) included insufficient
information on roles and responsibilities related to fire protection.
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2. Turnover of key personnel (FPE/DFM to FPE Manager, and Project Manager).

3. Resource limitations were encountered at ARES and MSA.

Finding S-i l-EMID-PRC-OO i-Fl 1: CHPRC proceeded with construction without identifying and
resolving an Unreviewed Safety Question. The potential for the new water system to provide excessive
water flow, overflowing the KW basin and releasing radioactive materials, has not been evaluated for
USQs.

Discussion:

CI-PRC developed the 100OK Area Infrastructure Upgrade Hazards Analysis (KBC-43 475, Rev.
1) and a KW Basin FSAR revision (HNF-SD-WM-SAR-062, Rev. 15) to support this facility
modification. These documents address the potential for water releases that result in an overflow
from the K-Basin. The FSAR revision was reviewed and approved by DOE-RL with a SER (10-
SED-0080).

CT-PRC used a provision of PRC-PRO-NS-062 (the RL approved USQ process) that states:
"Design Change Notices (DCN) and Facility Modification Packages (FMP) that will be either 1)
USQ reviewed prior to implementation at the facility, or 2) incorporated into a facility
modification or new facility design that will be authorized by RL in a SER so long as the DCN or
IMP do not modify an existing hazard category 1, 2, or 3 nuclear facility prior to RU issuance of
the SER. Changes to the facility or partial installations made prior to the receipt of the SER are
subject to the USQ process."

A review of the supporting Hazards Analysis, KBC-43 475, Rev. 1, 100OK Area Infrastructure
Upgrade Hazards Analysis (HA), was performed. There were no new accident scenarios
identified by the HA Team so the Team believed that the ESAR accident scenarios remained
bounding and there was no need to carry forward any additional analysis.

The original hazards analysis considered multiple types of water breaks and concluded that these
breaks would not provide a water flow into the basin exceeding that already postulated. All
subsequent analysis confirms the conclusions of the hazards analysis were sound.

Following completion of construction of the TJUJP, CHPRC identified a Potential Inadequacy on
the Documented Safety Analysis (PISA) on July 27, 2011. Condition Report CR-201 1-23 62 was
submitted on this date, the CR was screened as "significant" and a root cause evaluation was
completed on 11/30/11. The following root causes were determined:

Root Cause Couplet:

The incorporation of the hazards analysis into the safety basis was not performed in
accordance with PRC-PRO-NS-700, Safety Basis Development. During
incorporation of the HA into the FSAR, it was incorrectly determined that the
infrastructure upgrade (proposed safety basis activity) did not impact the FSAR.
Instead, only a reference to the HA was added. The required peer review and
functional review of the proposed change to the FSAR were less than adequate as

- 23 -



CHPRC-1 200377
ATTACHMENT 2
Page 24 of 62

CR-201 1-3840 Root Cause Evaluation, Post-ESRB Rev 0

they did not result in incorporation of the increase in frequency of the basin overflow
event.

A requirement of PRC-PRO-NS-700 was not understood or enforced. The HA team
leader did not understand that a team review of the HA did not meet the PRC-PRO-
NS-700 requirement for an independent "peer review". This requirement of PRC-
PRO-NS-700 was not enforced. The fact that the discrepancy between the HA and
the FSAR was identified later during an independent, critical review is evidence that
it is possible, even likely, that a critical, independent review of the Infrastructure HA,
conducted by a qualified individual who was not involved in the Infrastructure HA
process, would have resulted in recognition of the increase in frequency of the basin
overflow event.

Finding S-11-EMD-PRC-0O1-F12: CHPRC commenced construction of the 100K IUUP without a
finalized and approved Project Execution Plan.

Discussion:

In July 2009 a Project Execution Plan (PEP) was prepared. A document number (EPC-40524,
Revision 0) was added to the PEP but the PEP was not formally approved and issued, and that
fact was not communicated. rror Precursor: Imprecise verbal communication habits Revision of
the PEP to incorporate design changes and additional information was ongoing until July 2011. In
March 2010 a new Project Manager (PM) was assigned to the lUUP project. The PEP presented
at the PRB meeting on 4/7/10 was numbered, as previously stated. Between the 4/7/ 10 PRB and
the 4/21/10 PRB a third PM was assigned to the IUUP project. At the time of the PRBs there was
no indication that the PEP had not been formally approved and issued, however, the PRB process
did not result in verifying that the PEP had been approved and issued. An assumption was made
that since the PEP was numbered, it was approved and finalized.-Error Precursor: Assumption.

Causes:

I. Less than adequate communication. The fact that the PEP had not been foia aproved
and issued was not communicated to the PM or to the PRB Chairperson.rorPreursor]
Imprecise verbal communication habits.

2. The PRB process failed to verify the status of the PEP Error Precursor: Imprecise verbA
om munication habits.1

3. Turnover of key personnel (Project Manager) was also a contributing factor.1 Error Precursor]
Changes/dc arture fromruie

Finding S-i 1-EMD-PRC-OO1-F13: CHPRC issued excavation permits for l OOK IUUJP construction
activities prior to obtaining an authorization from the Hanford Site NEPA Compliance Officer, and prior
to verifying completion of a new, or the existence of a current and applicable cultural resources review.

Discussion:
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A CHPRC Environmental Compliance Officer (EGO) signed an excavation permit for the 100OK
potable and fire water lines on March 16, 2010. The permit was signed prior to obtaining WDOH
approval, prior to obtaining authorization from the Hanford Site NEPA Compliance Officer, and
prior to verifying completion of a new, or the existence of a current and applicable Cultural
Resources Review (CRR). The EGO did not understand that a NEPA authorization from the
DOE NEPA Compliance Officer was needed for this permit, even though the excavation permit
was limited to a small segment of the project within the I100K fence-line. Peusr a

f knowledge/faulty mental model.1 The EGO was applying an RL "pre-approved" site wide CX
for replacement in-kind activities to the segment of the project that was to be covered by the
excavation permit. The use of the site-wide CX in this instance was an incorrect interpretation of
NEPA requirements. Hanford Site NEPA training material addresses the prohibition on
segmentation of NEPA reviews. DOE NEPA practices require that an entire project be addressed
in a single NEPA review, and do not allow reviews to be conducted in segments. The appropriate,
single NEPA review for the 100 K IUIJP was the CX later signed by the NEPA Compliance
Officer on May 26, 2010.

Cause:

1 . The Root Cause Evaluation for CR-2010-1657 indicated that the apparent cause for this error
was that the EGO had not received training regarding drinking water requirements. pnol
Precursor: Failure to train or to recognize the need for training

2. Written communication content less than adequate. The scope descriptions for the individual
site wide CXs that were available at the time on the Hanford intranet did not include the
l imitations on their use (such as no segmentation of NEPA reiw)1ErrPeu
Rmprecise written coimunication.

3. Focus on wrong issue. Infrequently performed activity.1 Error Precursor: Unfamiliarit witH
ask.

Finding S-i 1-EMD-PRC-0O1-F14: CHPRC did not meet contractual requirements requiring the
maintenance of a Memorandum of Understanding (MO 1.) between CHPRC and the Hanford Fire
Marshal's Office. (See Why Analysis Question # 16).

Discussion:

The "Memorandum of Understanding", Rev. 0, between Hanford Fire Marshal's office and other
contractors with fire protection engineers designated as deputy fire marshals (CHPRC-080008 1)
was fully executed September 24,2008. CLIPRC formally maintained the MOU as an active
(not cancelled) document within the CHPRC system until December 5, 2011. The MOU was
cancelled on December 5, 2011 via Mission Support Alliance (MSA) letter MSA-l 105736 from
Dan Sours to Mr. Hansen. Administrative Interface Agreement (HNF-S 1041 Rev. 0) for Fire
Protection Flow-Down of Roles, Responsibilities, Authorities, and Enforcement signing was
completed December 5, 2011.
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The cause evaluation team asked why CHPRC personnel behaved as if an active MOU between
CHPRC and the Hanford Fire Marshal's Office was not in effect. It is surmised that the CRPRC
staff believed the MOU could be cancelled as the roles and responsibilities were in place in
revised procedures within both the MSA and the CHPRC systems. The MSA 'blue' sheeted the
subject Memorandum of Understanding as part of their contract transition.

On October 27, 2009, DOE provided a signed contract modification 065 for CHPRC use. The
contract modification 065 changed CRD 0 420. 1 B (Supp Rev 1) to CRD 0 420. 1 B (Supp Rev
4). There was an email dated, September 9, 2009, to the CHPRC VP ESH stating that "Now that
the MSA is on-board and with... .the 'endorsed' fire protection procedures in-place.... .the
interface agreement is no longer necessary..." However, the CRD issued in 2009 continued to
require an agreement or Memorandum of Understanding. A new interface agreement between
CHPRC and MSA was issued in December 2011.

The CHPRC management team was not aware that MSA had allowed their version to expire at
the end of the 'blue' sheet time duration.Error Precursor: Imprecise verbal/written

o m mun ic at~on-habit s.

Finding S-1 1-EMD-PRC-OO1-F15: CHPRC did not ensure that the prime subcontractor for the IlOOK
Potable Water Treatment Facility construction site maintained a current Job Safety Analysis and provided
adequate Lockout/Tagout notification and briefings. (See Why Analysis Question # 17).

Discussion:

The subcontractor developed a Job Safety Analysis (JSA) to identify hazards and
controls. Hazards identified subsequent to initial development of the initial JSA (e.g., when plant
utilities are connected and new hazards are present) necessitated revision of the JSA. A revision
to the initial JSA was not fully executed by the contractor to incorporate the expectations relative
to lockout/tagout.

Causes:

1 . Procedure content was less than adequate. 1rror Precursor: Procedure content less than
kdeuate. At the time of the event, PRC-PRO-SH-40078, Contractor Safety Processes, did

not contain work process instructions prescribing the means and methods to implement Job
Safety Analysis (JSA) requirements and expectations. A corrective action included in CR-
2011-2293 addresses this cause. PRC-PRO-SH-40078 will be revised or a new procedure
will be developed to describe the work processes and administrative controls necessary to
ensure adequate implementation of the JSA process.

2. Oversiht of subcontractor was less than adequate. Error Precursor; Oversighit less than
aeq Assessments were not performed or scoped to reveal conditions. CHfPRC Project
Management did not identify' contractor deficiencies.

Observation S-1 I-ENM-PRC-O01-OO1: CIIPRC's central environmental management organization did
not respond to and provide environmental compliance analysis and technical advice timely requested by
the l OOK Environmental Compliance Officer.
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Cause:

1. CHJ'RC did not have an institutionalized system (e.g., Request for Services tracking system)
to track this request. Error Precursor: Imprecise written communication habits

2. Human error. Unintentional mental lapse.

Observation S-1 I-EMD-PRC-OO1-002: Although requested by a member of the project management
team, no evidence was found suggesting that an independent QA inquiry of the IlOOK IUUP was done
prior to moving into actual construction activities. (See Why Analysis Question # 19).

Discussion:

The projects were identified as General Service Quality Level- 3. There existed no requirement
for this assessment. The PM was re-interviewed and stated that a request was made for QA
support. A request for funding for additional QA support, using an Inter-Company Work
Exchange Agreement (IC WEA), was denied. Existing D&D Project QA resources would be used.
The PM had not intended to convey that a request was made for an independent
assessmentlinquiry.

Quality Assurance performed activities typical of a QL-3 project. Examples of coverage included
the following. The Statements of Work (SOW) were reviewed, commented on and approved by
Quality Assurance. Submittals from the vendors, as identified by Engineering for QA review,
were reviewed commented on and approved by Quality Assurance personnel. For major
equipment identified by engineering as important for operations, Quality Assurance and
Engineering developed inspection plans to be used by Acquisition Verification Services (AVS)
personnel at the vendor's facilities. These plans included witnessing of testing and record
reviews. Additionally the equipment was receipt inspected on arrival at Hanford. Quality
Assurance aided in the development of CHPRC generated test plans and approved the same. QA
witnessed testing of components and systems on a random basis. The results of the inspections
and observations were documented either in a surveillance or in the test documentation. These
records as well as AVS receiving reports and trip reports are included in project files.

Cause:

1. Funding authorization was not transferred to the Project Manager.

Observation S-1 1-EMD-PRC-OO1-003: CRPRC's Project Review Board process did not evaluate the
l OOK IUUP's environmental and fire safety regulatory compliance status prior to recommending approval
to proceed with construction activities. (See Why Analysis Questions #1 and #4).

Discussion:

The PRB process did not include verification that environmental and other (e.g., fire protection)
requirements had been met. For Precursor: Imprecise written/verbal communication habits.1
Only the Project Manager presented the project to the PRB. The PM was questioned about
regulatory requirements and indicated briefly that all was in order for start of construction. FR
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Precursor: Lack of knowledge/fault mentalmd. Answers to specific questions asked during
the PRB germane to this analysis were Q. Is the site water purveyor involved in the project? A:
Yes. Q: What is reporting requirement to State and status of report? A: Draft report ready to be
issued and have been working with State so have high confidence it will be acceptable. The PRB
Chairman accepted this as fact and proceeded to other topics. The PEP was available and
numbered (EPC-40524 (Revision 0, July 2009). There was no indication at the time that it had
not been formally approved and issued. This fact may have been lost during the transition of
Project Managers just prior to the start of construction.

Causes:

1 . PRC-CHRT-PM-40249, Project Review Board Charter, did not include sufficient direction to
verify' that environmental and other requirements have been met. Though PRC-CHRT-PM-
40249 includes direction that the PRB will include a "discussion on documents that the PEP
requires to be completed prior to moving to the next phase of the project", there is no specific
reference to environmental regulatory permits. Error Precursor: Procedure less than adequate.1

2. Narrow focus or focus on "wrong" issues. The project was viewed as a straight forward
construction project not particularly complex or risky so the review was structured around a
review of scope, cost, and schedule. The review approach determined by the PRB
Chairperson (VP of EPC) was to have the PM present project scope and current status;
present project baseline; review drawings, road closure permit, excavation permit, GPR
scans, submittal registry; and to review key risks and concerns. During this time frame there
were some issues at 200E unsecured core that prompted the PRB Chairperson to question the
project management (PM) team (outside the PRB meetings) about permitting and he stated
the response was that the team had that well under control. As the project was straight
forward, and he pointed out the issue to the PM team, he felt no need to pursue further.

3. An environmental SME was not required to approve the PEP.

4. Appropriate SMES (e.g., environmental) were not involved in the PRB process and did not
attend the meeting.

Observation S-11-EMD-PRC-OO1-004: After discovering its failure to meet environmental regulatory
requirements, CHPRC filed an Occurrence Report pursuant to DOE requirements, however, the Report
was not timely filed, contained inaccurate information, and may not have accurately categorized the
event. (See Why Analysis Question #20).

Discussion:

This Observation refers to Occurrence Report EM-RL- -CPRC-GENLAREAS-2010-0013. The
related CRRS Condition Report is CR-20 10-1657, Potential Adverse Trend -Environmental
Regulatory Requirements for Construction Projects not met. To address this issue CHPRC
conducted a Root Cause Evaluation and identified eight corrective actions. During this review,
the team sought answers to three questions. Why was the ORPS report filed on Tuesday 6/8/10?
Why was the ORPS report categorized as an SC-4? Why does the ORPS report contain inaccurate
informnation?
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Why was the ORPS report filed on Tuesday 6/8/10? CHPRC management reviewed a series of
issues (environmental regulatory requirements for two construction projects not met), on Friday
6/4/10. On that date management determined that the series of issues was of sufficient concern to
warrant submittal of a Management Concern. Several, separate issues had been identified over a
period of time and within more than one CH-PRC Project. These issues included:

" May 3 20 10: EPC Unsecured Core Area Potable Water System was being constructed
prior to approval of the project plan by WDOH. Approval is required prior to start of
construction.

" May 18 2010: D&D I100K Area Water Treatment System was under construction prior to
submittal of the project plan to WDOH.

* May 26 2010: The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review for the 100OK
IUUP had not been completed as required before the start of construction.

* May 27 2010: A backup diesel generator was contained in the project design but there
were no plans for a required permitting review.

The negative trend was identified (following discussions with the involved projects, CHPRC
Management, and CHPRC support organizations) upon recognition that the separate issues
included a similar theme. The DOE manual requirement that a written occurrence report be filed
within two working days was met.

Why was the Occurrence Reporting and Processing System (ORPS) report categorized as
an SC-4? The determination of whether this report warranted an SC-3 or SC-4 report was made
at the time of categorization, by the CH-PRC management team. CH-PRC maintains that the SC-4
significance category was appropriate and consistent with the SC-4 definition.

Why does the 0BPS report contain inaccurate information? The DOE-RL Surveillance states
that the "Description of Occurrence" in the Occurrence Report neither fully, nor accurately
discloses all relevant information regarding the incidents. The report was generated with the
information available at that time. As the analysis progressed, and new information was gathered,
CHPRC did not review what was initially submitted and update the report to provide
clarification/correction. An opportunity was missed to update this ORPS report once the cause
evaluation had been completed. A corrective action will be taken to update the ORPS report to
ensure that it accurately discloses all relevant information regarding the incidents.

Cause:

1. Written communication is less than adequate because an opruiywas missed to update
this ORPS report following completion of the causal analysis. recroror ei

tt en communication habits.
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5.3 Issues Related to Lack of Integration of Fire Protection Program (FPP) Requirements
Prior to May 20 10, MSA FPP Procedures were applicable to CHPRC.

During the period of May 3 -14, 2010, RL Safety and Engineering Division performed an assessment of
the CHPRC FPP. The assessment, A-10-SED-PRC-23, concluded: "CHPRC has a FPP that substantially
incorporates applicable requirements; The FPP appropriately delineates the fire protection requirements to
ensure that the DOE fire protection objectives are met; And that there is a staff of experienced technically
competent and fully qualified personnel who are assigned to assist CHPRC management personnel in
program implementation." However, the assessment also identified one concern, five findings (four of
which were used to substantiate the concern), for observations, and three good practices.

On May 14, 2010, CI-PRC Fire Protection submitted CR-20 10-1693 to address the following concern:
"CHPRC has not fully integrated fire protection program requirements into CHPRC Procedures and
Policies, D4 activities, and subcontractor activities." This Condition Report (CR) received a screening
level of "significant" and CHPRC began a Root Cause Evaluation (RCE) and Extent of Condition (EOC)
review.

The root cause evaluation report identified the following as the root cause and contributing causal factors:

1 . The CHPRC Fire Protection Program relies on qualified Fire Protection Engineers to ensure
compliance with applicable codes and standards. As such, not all applicable code requirements
have been fully incorporated into CIIPRC procedures. This level of expert-based reliance, as
opposed to a standards-based reliance, exceeds the level to which the Authority Having
Jurisdiction feels is appropriate.

2. CHPRC has not completely and accurately incorporated applicable NEPA fire protection
requirements in level 1, 2, and 3 procedures. In some cases, work planning and project
procedures have not adequately incorporated fire protection requirements.

3. CH4PRC does not have a documented process specify'ing necessary actions (e.g., checklist) to be
taken and used to transition a facility from an unoccupied status to a status to support D4
activities.

4. In some cases, applicable procedures fail to specify' when Fire Protection Permits, FPE
involvement, and FPE approval is required and fail to establish roles, responsibilities, authorities,
and accountabilities to ensure that all required actions are performed.

5. Interaction between subcontractors and CHPRC was not sufficient to convey expectations of, or
monitor performance. Workers have been performing repetitive tasks for several years and
compliance with published procedures and permits has become somewhat relaxed. Compound
this trend with limited exposure by the CHPRC Fire Protection Engineer (FPE) resulted in use of
outdated procedures. The understaffing of the FPE position exacerbated this condition.
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CHPRC determined that the nature of CHPRC 's work on the Hanford Site, when compared arnd
contrasted to the MSA or Washington River Protection Solutions (WRPS) mission, warranted
development of CHPRC-specific FPP procedures in lieu of requesting changes to existing MSA FPP
procedures. CHPRC feels this action was necessary for CHPRC to effectively control the sometimes
unique fire protection requirements for the D4 mission. Those procedures have been developed and
implemented and an effectiveness review has been added to the Cause/Action Reconciliation Matrix.

6.0 EXTENT OF CONDITION/GENERIC IMTLICATION

As previously stated, an EOC review was conducted for the remaining subprojects (13.8 kV switchyard
and HVAC for 105KW), and results were documented in a Work Site Assessment.

Lessons learned from the IUUP construction are applicable to construction activities conducted within
other CHPRC projects and by other prime contractors on the Hanford site.

7.0 EFFECTIVENESS REVIEW CRITERIA

The effectiveness review criteria and expected outcomes are provided in the cause/action reconciliation
matrix. An effectiveness review, using these criteria, has been added to the Cause/Action Reconciliation
Matrix and will be performed approximately six months after the completion of corrective actions.

8.0 LESSONS LEARNED

1 . No CHPRC project shall proceed "at-risk" of noncompliance with regulatory or contractual
requirements.

2. Planning must be rigorous for projects with specific challenges, such as fast track construction
where project phases are performed concurrently. In these instances, roles, responsibilities,
accountabilities, and authorities must be clarified during the planning phase. Arrange for
additional staffing and oversight when these challenges are present.

3. Project schedules shall include specific tasks for planning, and identify in the schedule, sufficient
time for environmental planning, compliance, and regulatory agency approvals.

4. Questions on and interpretations of environmental requirements must be directed to CHPRC
Environmental lead staff.

5. Forums such as the EPC Project Review Board (PRB) should include Subject Matter Experts
(SME) to ensure that information critical to the success of thle project are addressed.

6. Periodic training for Subject Matter Experts (SME) is necessary to maintain an adequate
knowledge base, particularly for infrequently performed tasks.

7. Where email communications that are critical to the success of a project require follow-up, simple
methods should be established, commnunicated, and maintained to track actions to completion.

8. Methods selected to resolve a Stop Work condition must be communicated to all stakeholders. If
a cause evaluation is required, the evaluator must be informed.

9. Transition of key personnel (e.g., Project Manager) from a project during project inception and
execution can create risk. These risks must be carefully managed to avoid negative
consequences.

-31-



CHPRC-1 200377
ATTACHMENT 2
Page 32 of 62

CR-201 1-3840 Root Cause Evaluation, Post-ESRB Rev 0

9.0 ATTACHMENTS

Attachment I - Corrective Action Plan (CAP) - PART I - Actions Taken by CHPRC Prior to
Transmittal of the RL Surveillance - (Arranged by DOE-RL Surveillance Issue)

Attachment 2 - Corrective Action Plan (CAP) - PART 2 - Cause/Action Reconciliation Matrix
(Additional Actions Identified During the Root Cause Evaluation)

Attachment 3 - Barrier Analysis

Attachment 4 - Why Analysis
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CH2M HILL

Plateau Remediation Company

P0 Box 1600

C:H2MV HILL Richland, WA
44W Plateau Remediation Company 99352

March 8, 2012 CHPRC-1200377.1

Ms. Jenise C. Connerly, Contracting Officer
U.S. Department of Energy
Richland Operations Office
Post Office Box 550
Richland, Washington 99352

Dear Ms. Connerly:

CONTRACT NUMBER DE-AC06-08RL 14788 - RESCINDING OF THE IlOOK
INFRASTRUCTURE UTILITIES UPGRADE PROJECT SURVEILLANCE S-1 I-EMD-PRC-0l

Reference: Letter, J. G. Lehew 111, CHPRC, to J. C. Connerly, RL, "Contract Number DE-
AC06-08RL 14788 - Transmittal of Review of the l OOK Infrastructure Utilities
Upgrade Proj ect Surveillance S-1 I-EMD-PRC-0O1I," CHPRC- 12003 77, dated
February 2, 2012.

On February 2, 2012, CHPRC transmitted the Corrective Action Plan (CAP) for Surveillance Report
S-IlI -EMD-PRC-O0 1, Review of the IlOOK Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project. Based upon
recent discussions with RL representative, this letter formally rescinds that CAP.

Through additional discussions with RL, CHPRC will resubmit a mutually agreed upon CAP in
response to this RL surveillance.

Technical questions should be directed to T. L. Vaughn at 376-5408, and contractual questions
should be directed to M. V. Bang at 372-0528.

Sincerely,

John G. Lehew III
President and
Chief Executive Officer

tlv/kcp

RL - R. J. Corey D. S. Shoop
R. L. Long Jr. S. A. Sieracki
M. S. McCormick D. H. Splett



Electronically Approved by:

UserName: Ciucci, John (h54275 83)
Title: Chief Operating Officer
Date: Thursday, 08 March 2012, 02:30 PM Pacific Time
Meaning: Authorized to Sign for John G. Lehew, III

HPRC-1200377.1 Letter



CORRESPONDENCE DISTRIBUTION COVERSHEET

Author Addressee Correspondence No.
J. C. Connerly/RL R. M. Millikin/CHPRC 1105957.1A

CHPRC Recd: 01/27/2012
REF: 1 105957A112-EMD-0015

Action: Provide a corrective action plan as requested in RL letter 12-EMD-00 15. Due February
2, 2012.

NOTE: If there is an action/response due to RL the response letter must be ready for CHPRC
President's signature two (2) days before the due date to RL.

Subject: CONTRACT NO. DE-AC06-08RL14788 - EXTENSION FOR THE 100K

UTILITY UPGRADE SURVEILLANCE RESPONSE

DISTRIBUTION

Approval Date Name Location w/att

CHPRC
President's Office
M. V. Bang
S. J. Bensussen
V. M. Bogenberger
S. W. Bork
A. E. Cawrse
J. A. Ciucci
G. C. DeWeese
K. A. Doff
G. M. Grant
E. Higginbotham
J. C. Hoffman
L. J. Horton
M. T. Hughey
M. N. Jaraysi
A. L. Johnson
K. L. Kehler (Assignee)
J. R. Kelly
C. M. Kronvall
J. A. Meeker
R. M. Millikin
L. S. Nye
W. D. Reinhart
S. T. Smith
S. H. Swenning
R. T. Swenson
T. L.Vaughn
M. J. Vitulli
K. A. Wooley
APRC Contracts

CHPRC CORRESPONDENCE

For Questions or Distribution/MSIN Corrections

OUTLOOK ADDRESS: A CHPRC CORRESPONDENCE

Contact: 376-8111 or 372-3931

A-6001-538S (02/98)



From: Horton, Lori 3 1 105957.1A
To: A CHPRC Correspondence
Cc: Baw Reek. BrkStphnL
Subject: 1105957.1A - EXTENSION FOR THE 100K UTILITY UPGRADE SURVEILLANCE RESPONSE
Date: Friday, January 27, 2012 1:08: 17 PM

From: Connerly, Jenise C
Sent: Friday, January 27, 2012 11:46 AM
To: Millikin, Richard M
Cc: Kelly, James R; Bang, Reese; Horton, Lori J; Jacobsen, Clinton M; Harp, Sue; Meeker, James; Corey,
Ray J; Reinhart, W Doug; Kehler, Kurtis L; Ciucci, John A; Teynor, Thomas K
Subject: RE: EXTENTION REQUEST FOR THE 100K UTILITY UPGRADE SURVEILLANCE RESPONSE

Rick,

in advance of formal documentation, this message provides DOE acceptance of your offer of
consideration, below, for a one week delay in submittal of the corrective action plan for the above
surveillance, provided that the Project Review Board will be held with the government's integrated
project team which includes its safety and environmental program professionals.

Jenise

From: Millikin, Richard M
Sent: Thursday, January 26, 2012 3:19 PM
To: Connerly, Jenise C
Cc: Kelly, James R; Bang, Reese; Horton, Lori J; Jacobsen, Clinton M; Harp, Sue; Meeker, James; Corey,
Ray J; Reinhart, W Doug; Kehler, Kurtis L; Ciucci, John A
Subject: EXTENTION REQUEST FOR THE 100K UTILITY UPGRADE SURVEILLANCE RESPONSE

Jenise

Yesterday we conducted an Executive Safety Review Board (ESRB) that included a review of our
response to 12-EMD-0015. This ESRB was originally scheduled for last week but was cancelled due
to the weather concerns. it was rescheduled today to maximize the attendance for both CHPRC
and DOE-RL.

Significant dialogue occurred in the ESRB between our senior staff, our project team and Ray Corey
and his team members. The result of this dialogue will produce a much stronger corrective action
plan and we are engaged in incorporating the results of this meeting. In order to ensure that we
incorporate the valuable input from Ray and his team and the other CHPRC projects in a manner
that we believe will be acceptable to our Senior Management and to RL, we will need to give the
Corrective Action Management team additional time, followed by a final review/signoff by John
Lehew and John Ciucci.

In consideration for a one week extension CHPRC will provide a briefing to DOE on how the
corrective actions from the surveillance have been incorporated into the planning of the lO0K Fire
Water Line Re-Route in support of the Annex Construction Project. CHPRC will hold a Project
Review Board with the project team reviewing this planning process (prior to field



implementation). In this PRB CHPRC will demonstrate the lessons learned from the 100K Utility
Project has been incorporated into the upfront planning. CHPRC believes this is the appropriate
project to have this review prior to approval of field work since this will have similar project

management, regulatory and nuclear safety issues.

Please advise if this is acceptable

Thanks

Rick Millikin
Prime Contract & Project Integration
CH2M HILL Plateau Remediation Company
Desk 509-373-5892, Cell 509-308-9565
Richard M Millikinarl.gov



CH2MVHILL
INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM Plateau Remediation Company

DD-51485

Date: December 27, 2011

To: James A. Meeker

From: Kurt L. Kehler, CHPRC D&D Project Vice President

Subject: ROOT CAUSE EVALUATION TEAM CHARTER; CONTRACT NO. DE-
ACO6-08RL14788, 100K INFRASTRUCTURE UTILITIES UPGRADE
PROJECT DOE-RI SURVEILLANCE S- II-EMD-PRC-001I

Reference:
The purpose of this memorandum is to direct you, as Root Cause Evaluation Team Leader, to
perform a root cause evaluation of the concerns listed in the Department of Energy Richland
Operations Office (DOE-RL) Surveillance S- II-EMD-PRC-00 1. In addition, this memorandum will
serve as a charter for the Team.

Problem Statement:
CHPRC IlOOK Infrastructure Utilities Project commenced construction, prior to obtaining
regulatory agency required permits and necessary approvals. The Project accepted risk of
regulatory agency enforcement actions without written authorization from the DOE. A DOE-RI
Surveillance Report determined the Project actions to be non-complying with contractual State
and Federal requirements, and concluded the CHPRC's corrective action efforts did n ot
recognize or otherwise address a pattern of non-compliance, revealing a weakness in the
implementation of Integrated Safety Management System requirements for this Project.

The surveillance noted that while substantial redesign and some rework of the fire protection
system were required during execution, CHPRC delivered a fully functional fire and drinking
water systems at completion.

Background:
On December 12, 2011 CH2M HILL Plateau Remediation Company (CHPRC) received a
transmittal from the DOE-RI, of Surveillance Report S- I I-EMDO-PRC-00 1, Review of the IJOCK
Infrastructure Utilities Project Surveillance. This surveillance evaluated the integration of
environmental and safety requirements into the performance of the Project. One concern, fifteen
findings, and four observations are documented in the surveillance report. This surveillance also
notes that a similar concern was issued in a previous RI assessment (Surveillance Report A- 10-
SED-PRC-23) of May 27, 20 10, which stated in part: "CHPRC Procedures and Policies, D4
activities, and subcontractor activities, have not fully integrated FPP requirements".

CHPRC was directed to process Surveillance Report S-lIl -EMD-PRC-00 1 through the CHPRC
established corrective action management system and provide a corrective action plan in
accordance with SCRD 470.2B (Supp. Rev. 2) within 45 days of receipt of the transmittal letter,
RL Lead Assessor closure is required for all 15 findings and 4 observations.



J. A. Meeker DD-5 1485
Page 2
December 27, 2011

Expectations:
The analysis will be performed in accordance with procedure PRC-PRO-QA-052, Issues
Management, and SCRD 470.2B (Supp. Rev. 2). The conduct of the analysis shall be given the
highest priority by the team members and by all the CHPRC management and personnel from
whom the Team requires support.

The Team shall deliver a report to Kurt Kehler documenting the evaluation. The analysis will be
considered complete upon approval of the Chair of the D&D Project Corrective Action Review
Board (CARB) and the Chair of the Executive Safety Review Board (ESRB).

Schedule:
The analysis will be performed in an expeditious manner with a target completion date of
January 26, 2012. To meet this targeted completion date, the CARB/ESRB Chair review
meeting will be targeted for the week of January 16, 2012. The targeted completion date shall in
no way compromise the quality and thoroughness of the analysis.

Root Cause Analysis Team:
Responsible Manager: Kurt Kehler, CHPRC D&D Project Vice President
Cause Evaluation Team Leader: James A. Meeker
Cause Team Members: Richard H. Engelmann, Gary M. Grant, John G. Kristofzski, Stephen T.
Smith, Steven H. Swenning

Authority:
The team acts with my full authority in requesting the support of the project staff related to the
investigation and evaluation of this event. Any issue or barrier affecting the success or timely
completion of the analysis shall be immediately communicated to Kurt Kehler at 376-0566.

jam/wdr

c~c: CHPRC Correspondence Control, A3-01
D. M. Boone, X4-02
J. A. Ciucci, H7-30
K.A. Dorr, R4-40
R. H. Engelmann, H8-45
G. M. Grant, H8-20
K. L. Kehler, X4-01
J. G. Kristofzski, H8-72
J. G. Lehew, H7-30
J. A. Meeker, X4-01
D. L. Norman, X4-01
S. T. Smith, H8-43
S. H. Swenning, T4-57



Department of Energy
Richland Operations Office

P.O. Box 550
TE RclnWashington935

JAN 2 52MT2

1 2-EMD-0024

Mr. M. D. Wilson, PE
Regional Engineer
Eastern Drinking Water Regional Operations
Washington State Department of Health
16201 E. Indiana Avenue, Suite 1500
Spokane Valley, Washington 992 16-2830

Dear Mr. Wilson:

OVERSIGHT REPORT FOR THE 100OK INFRASTRUCTURE UTILITIES UPGRADE
PROJECT S- II-EMD-PRC-O0 1 (SURVEILLANCE REPORT)

The U.S. Department of Energy Richland Operations Office (RL) periodically performs
assessments of its contractor's conformance to contractual and other obligation during execution
of major projects. These assessments are generally known as "surveillances."

In late December 2011, RL contacted your office and provided a short briefing on the results of a
surveillance that evaluated performance of the 100OK Infrastructure and Utilities Upgrade project
as reported in the Surveillance Report. At the close of the briefing, you requested a copy of the
Surveillance Report which is enclosed.

If you have any questions, you may contact me, or your staff may contact Dale E. Jackson, on
(509) 376-8086.

Sincerely,

Stephen R. Weil, Director
EMD:DEJ Environmental Management Division

Enclosure



Department of Energy
Richland Operations Office

Surveillance Report

Divisions: Environmental Management Division (EMD)
Safety and Engineering Division (SED)

Surveillance Dale E. Jackson, RL-EMD, Physical Scientist
Team Members: Dale C. West, RL-SED, Fire Protection Engineer

Gregory Z. Morgan, RL-SED, Nuclear Safety Engineer
Clifford Ashley, RL-SED, Electrical Safety (Retired)
David T. Evans, PAI Corp (DOE GSSC Contractor), Team Member
Walter R. Brown, CHPRC Environmental QA, Team Member

Surveillance Number: S-11-EMD-PRC-0O1

Date Field Work Completed: May 2, 2011 Date Initial Report Completed: June 25, 2011

Contractor: CH12M HILL Plateau Remediation Company

Facility: 10OK Water Treatment Facility and Fire Water Distribution System

Title: Review of the 10OK Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project

Guides: FPS 12.2, Fire Protection and Prevention
ISM 5.4, Continuous Improvement
OPS 9.9, Lockouts and Tagouts
OPS 9.6, Investigation of Abnormal Events and Occurrence Reporting

Surveilance Report Number S- II-EMD-PRC-OO1



Table of Contents - S-11-EMD-PRC-OO1

Surveillance Scope: .................................................................................. 1

Surveillance Summary: ............................................................................... 1

Surveillance Results:................................................................................1.

Concern: S-11-EMD-PRC-O1-COl ................................................................ 1.
The Surveillance identified numerous examples of contractual and regulatory
requirements that were not complied with prior to start of I100K RJUP construction.
CHPRC's corrective action efforts did not recognize or otherwise address this pattern of
activities and extent of condition.

Finding: S-11-ENM-PRC-O1-O1 .................................................................
CHPRC did not apply to the Washington State Department of Health for approvals
required by the Washington Administrative Code prior to commencing construction of
the 100OK IUUP Potable Water System.

Finding: S-1 1-EM%~D-PRC-001-FO2.................................................................. 12
CHPRC did not apply for a categorical exclusion determination (CX determination)
pursuant to requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act prior to commencing
construction of the IlOOK IUUP facilities.

Finding: S-11-EMD-PRC-001-F03.................................................................. 13
Upon discovery of its failure to meet environmental regulatory requirements, CHPRC did
not recognize the extent of condition, to timely perform an analysis of causes, and to
implement corrective actions.

Finding: S-11-EMID-PRC-OO1-F04.................................................................. 17
CHPRC identified environmental compliance requirements (WDOH permitting and
NEPA determinations), but it did not include actions necessary to timely comply with the
NEPA requirements in its Project Execution Plan and Field Execution Schedule.

Finding: S-11-EMD-PRC-001-F05.................................................................. 19
CHPRC proceeded with the installation of the RTUP fire sprinkler system knowing that
the design did not meet applicable codes and standards.

Finding: S-11-EMD-PRC-001-F06.................................................................. 22
CHPRC applied a Stop Work Order on the Potable Water Treatment Facility Project that
was not properly executed, including improper use of the CRRS system for closure.

Finding: S-11-EMID-PRC-OO1-F07 ................................................................ 24
The design review process applied to IlOOK IUUP systems did not comply with
contractual requirements and the Contractor's procedures.
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l OOK IJUP prior to commencing construction.
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Observation: S-11-EAM-PRC-O01-OO1 ............................................................ 45
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Surveillance Scope:

The objective of this surveillance was to evaluate the performance of CH12M HILL Plateau
Remediation Company (herein after "CHPRC") Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project (herein
after "l OOK IUUP" or "Project") fire water and drinking water systems subproject compliance
with contractual requirements, State and Federal environmental requirements, U.S. Departmnent
of Energy (DOE) requirements, DOE Richland Operations Office (RL) requirements, other
applicable codes and standards, and CHPRC policies and procedures.

Surveillance Summary:

This surveillance reveals that CHPRC did not meet all requirements applicable to 100OK IUUP
activities. Multiple examples of not meeting requirements involving several different disciplines
were noted. The surveillance activities resulted in the identification of one Concern, fifteen
Findings, and four Observations. The Table of Content of this Surveillance Report summarizes
the nature of each finding and observation.

Surveillance Results:

Concern: S-11-EMD-PRC-O1-CO1

The Surveillance identified numerous examples of contractual and regulatory requirements that
were not complied with prior to start of l OOK IUTUP construction. CHPRC's corrective action
efforts did not recognize or otherwise address this pattern of activities and extent of condition.

Discussion:

CHPRC did not meet several contractual requirements during the construction of the 100OK
Water Treatment Facility and the Fire and Potable Water Distribution System. CHPRC
procedures and policies did not fully integrate environmental and fire protection program
requirements into project design and construction. CHPRC work management procedures that
were used to initiate, implement, and perform work did not adequately identify and integrate
environmental and fire protection contractual requirements. This reveals a weakness in the
implementation of the CHPRC Integrated Safety Management System (ISMS) Program for the
l00K IUUP. The CHPRC engineering program, project management, construction, project
control, and work management, did not fully integrate contractual requirements into their
activities. Some contractual requirements identified in CHRPC Procedures and Policies were not
followed by the l OOK IUUP.

The objective of ISMS is to incorporate environment, safety, and health into management and
work practices at all levels, addressing all types of work and all types of hazards to ensure safety

Page 1 Surveillance Report Number S-Il -EMD-PRC-OO1



for the workers, the public, and the environment. Line management is responsible and
accountable for safety, safety management, and the integration of safety into business and
operations at a site.

It is noteworthy that a similar Concern was stated in the previous RL Assessment of the CH2M
Hill Plateau Remediation Company Fire Protection Program (A-i 10-SED-PRC-23) of May 27,
2010, which stated "CHPRC Procedures and Policies, D4 activities, and subcontractor activities,
have not fully integrated FPP requirements. CHPRC Work Management Procedures that initiate,
implement, and perform work do not have adequate integration of Fire Protection Procedures.
This is a significant weakness in the CHPRC Integrated Environment, Safety, and Health
Management System (ISMS) Program." The Assessment was transmitted to the Contractor by
RL letter I10-SED-0 128 of August 19, 2010.

Findings 1 through 15 support this concern.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [x] NO [IJ

Finding: S-i l-EMED-PRC-O0l-FO1

CHPRC did not apply to the Washington State Department of Health (WDOH) for approvals
required by the Washington Administrative Code (WAC) prior to commencing construction of
the l00K IUUP Potable Water System.

Requirement(s):

1. RCW Chapter 70.11 9A, Public Water Systems - Penalties and Compliance

2. WAC Chapter 246-290, Group A Public Water Supplies

3. DOE 0 226. 1 A, Implementation of Department of Energy Oversight Policy, and Contractor
Requirements Document (CRD) attached thereto.

4. DOE M 23 1. 1-l A, Chg 2 (Supp Rev 1), Environment, Safety, and Health Reporting Manual,
and CRD attached thereto.

5. DOE 0 413.313, Program and Project Management for the Acquisition of Capital Assets, and
CRD attached thereto.

6. DOE 0 414.l1C, Quality Assurance, and CRD attached thereto.

7. DOE Contract Number DE-AC06-08RLI14788, Section H. 19, Environmental Responsibility,
and Attachment J.2, Requirements Sources and Implementing Documents, Tables J.2. 1
through J.2.8.

Page 2 Surveillance Report Number S- 1I-EMD-PRC-001



8. PRC-PRO-EP- 15333, Environmental Protection Processes

9. PRC-RD-EP- 15332, Environmental Protection Requirements

10. PRC-PRO-EP- 15335, Environmental Permitting and Documentation Preparation

11. PRC-POL-EP-5 054, CH2MHILL Plateau Remediation Company Environmental Policy

Guidance:

DOH 331-123 (Rev. 12/09), Water System Design Manual

Discussion:

Group A public drinking water systems in the State of Washington are subject to regulation
pursuant to WAG Chapter 246-290.1 More specifically, relevant regulations state:

The project report is a written document that describes why a
project is being proposed and includes engineering design
calculations showing how the project will meet its objectives....
Purveyors shall submit project reports to the department and obtain
written approval prior to installation or construction of any new
water system, water system extension, or improvement. ...

WAC 246-290-110(1), -110(2). The regulations also state:

Construction documents shall identify how specific projects will be
constructed while satisfying the requirements and conditions
established in the project report and/or the water system plan....
Purveyors shall submit construction documents to the department
and obtain written approval prior to construction of any new water
system, or water system extension or improvement.

WAG 246-290-120(1), -120(2).

On May 6, 2009 the "l OOK Infrastructure Project Charter Workshop," was held to define the
scope, objectives, and deliverables of the l00K IUUP. The workshop was also intended to
define the schedule, cost estimate basis, roles and responsibilities, key interfaces, and
requirements necessary to successfulfly complete the Project. Exhibits 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6.

1The l OOK IUUP provided upgrades to infrastructure that were necessary to support a variety of ongoing response actions being
performed in the I100K Area pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act
(CERCLA), 42 Usc § 9601, et seq. The Project may have been entitled to exemption from Federal, State or local laws requiring
permits or approvals if the Project had elected to proceed under CERCLA and such a decision had been incorporated in a
CERCLA Record of Decision or other decision document. See 42 USC §121(e).
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The project scope adopted as a result of the Workshop Study for the l OOK IUJUP included,
among other things, construction of a cross site raw water transfer line, a new Group A public
drinking water treatment plant and water delivery lines, installation of a new fire water pumping
system and new fire water delivery lines, and major modifications of fire water mains in the
vicinity of the 105K W Reactor.

DOE has recognized, and has instructed its contractors since at least 1995, that WVDOH Drinking
Water Regulations are applicable to public drinking water systems operated on the Hanford Site.2

This includes regulations requiring approval of drinking water system designs and construction
specifications prior to commencement of construction activities. CHPRC is expressly obligated
by its contract to comply with the requirements of WAC Chapter 246-290. See Contract Number
DE-AC06-08RLI14788, Section H. 19, and Attachment J.2, Tables J.2.1 through J.2.8.

In June 2009, CHPRC's IlOOK Area EGO began an analysis to identify environmental regulatory
requirements that would apply to the l OOK IIJUP by completing an Environmental Activity
Screening (EAS) form.3 CHPRC environmental protection procedures require that:

[blefore starting any ... [flew construction projects ... [e]xcavations or disturbances to soil .
a cognizant ECO must perform", an environmental review and documents [sic] it using

an EAS form... ." PRC-PRO-EP-15333, Sec. 5.3.4 Because a drinking water systemn was
involved in the project, the same procedures required the ECO to evaluate and " ... determine
permitting needs and develop an application for an operating permit. ... in accordance with
WAC 246-290 .... ". Id. Sec. 5.7. The EAS form completed by the I100K Area EGO identified
that the project involved construction of a public drinking water system subject to State
regulations, and would also require a determination (sometimes referred to as a clearance)
pursuant to NEPA regulations. Exhibit 7.

On August 24, 2009, the l OOK Area EGO again considered l OOK IUUP permitting needs. On
that date, the EGO sent an e-mail titled "l OOK Follow Up" to the EP Manager in CHPRC's
central environmental organization. The e-mail quoted the requirements of the then existing

2 On April 11, 1995 the Director of DOE-RL's Site Infrastructure Division sent a letter to the President of Westinghouse
Hanford Company stating: "Me U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office (RL) is the owner of several Group A
and Group B water systems, and Westinghouse Hanford Company and ICF Kaiser Hanford Company operate the water systems
for RL. The purpose of this letter is to clearly state that the water systems on the Hanford Site are subject to the State of
Washington Department of Health Drinking Water Regulations under Washington Administrative Code and the water systems
will operate in accordance with these regulations. These regulations apply to the operation of the drinking water systems as well
as to construction/modification on any system." Exhibit 1.

Since that time all Group A and B water systems on the Hanford Site have been required to be operated and constructed/modified
in compliance with the above noted Washington State Department of Health regulations. This has included the system that was
constructed and maintained at the l OOK Area in the years immediately following the issuance of the above noted letter, and the
construction and operation of the upgraded system just recently completed.

3About the time the EAS form was completed, the former l00K Area EGO (now the lOOK Sludge Treatment Project (STP)
ECO) provided the l00K IUUP Potable Water Project Engineer, and the l00K Area EGO, the working file of the existing 100K
water system. This file contained the letter referred to in footnote 1, and most, if not all, of the existing documentation and
historical information on the I100K Area water system, including numerous correspondence exchanges with the WDOH over the
years concerning that system. See lKAeawtrstmdountfom pil19-June 2002 (STP EGO's files).

~Reference is to PRC-PRO-EP-1 5333, version dated: June 29, 2010.
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PRC-PRO-EP-15333, Sec. 5.7, and requested assistance in meeting the specified requirements.
Exhibit 8. During an interview, the ECO stated that his e-mail was not responded to. The
assessment team requested, but was not provided any information contradicting the ECO's
statement.

On October 6, 2009 CHPRC met with WDOH officials at that agency's office in Spokane,
Washington. The parties discussed the permitting requirements to install a new water treatment
plant at IlOOK Area to replace the then existing water system, and finalizing the preferred method
to dispose of the filter backwash water that would be generated by the new water plant.
Attendees at this meeting were the 100OK Area Water Purveyor, RL Site Infrastructure
Representative, ARES Corporation engineer, IlOOK RTUP Potable Water Project Engineer, and
the 100OK Area EGO. Exhibit 9. The following day (October 7, 2009) the RE. Site Infrastructure
Representative who attended the meeting wrote an e-mail message to the RI project
representative opining that the meeting went "very well" and stating that: "Your contractor staff
were very well organized, well spoken and professional." Exhibit 10.

During the fall of 2009, planning for the l OOK IUUP continued. On November 9, 2009, the
IlOOK IUUP Construction Manager sent an e-mail message "Subject: Draft SOW for l OOK Water
Infrastructure Project," to numerous individuals stating that:

The PRC-PRO-AC-123 Functional & Project Concurrence
Checklist has identified you as a potential required reviewer/SME
of this SOW due to content of the work scope. Please review and
provide comments. The Submittal Register is being developed,
please identify potential submittal requirements. I am requesting
comments be returned to me 11/16/09. Also, please identify if you
will require approval signature on the final SOW.

Exhibit 11I and Exhibit 12 "Attachment 5 Functional & Project Concurrence Checklist."

Although the Checklist contains a question regarding whether "the service" involves "Ecology,
Department of Health, or EPA requirements, investigations, or remediation," in response the
CHPRC EP Manager provided "Yes" in the Applicability section of the form and "No
Comment" in the Project Contact/Reviewer section of the checklist. Subsequently, on December
21, 2009, the I100K IUUP Construction Manager sent an e-mail message to the 100OK IUJUP
Controls Clerk stating: "All SME approvals have been received and all comments have been
incorporated into the SOW-Scott Story." Exhibit 13.

On December 16, 2009, the I100K IUUP Potable Water Project Engineer wrote an e-mail
message to the 1 00K Area ECO and copying the I100K IUP Project Manager, Project Director,
and Project Construction Manager, asking permission to discuss: " . .. a potential risk related to
the Department of Health permitting process . .. " and seeking assistance in the matter. The
message also stated: . .. a project report will need to be submitted and approved by the
Department of Health prior to construction of the water system (per WAC 246-290-110) .... ".
Exhibit 14.
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The e-mail goes on to explain:

The purpose of contacting you and potentially ... [the 100K D&D
Project Environmental Director] is to determ ine if the
environmental group has any issue with the 100OK project moving
forward with this approach. If so, please contact the project
management team ... [100OK IUIJP Project Manager, Project
Director, and Project Construction Manager] to discuss the issue
finrther.

Id.

Several minutes later the EGO forwarded the message to the D&D Project Environmental
Director requesting her assistance in this matter, and copied the Project Construction Manager,
Construction Manager, Project Director, Project Engineer, and EP water subject matter expert.5
Exhibit 15.

On January 11, 2010 the President and Chief Executive Officer of CHPRC sent a letter to Mr.
M.D. Wilson, W~DOH Regional Engineer titled, "Request For Waiver Of Pilot Study For New
100k Potable Water Facility." Accompanying this letter was an attachment with documentation
supporting a waiver of pilot testing requirements of the PALL potable water treatment system
proposed to be installed at the 100OK Area. The conclusion of the attachment contains the
following statement:

A project report meeting the requirements of WAC 246-290-110,
and tailored to fit the Hanford Site context, will be submitted to
you as soon as the required information is obtained/developed and
in advance of construction of the new l OOK Potable Water
Facility. Preliminarily, we expect that this will occur in the
February 2010 timeframe. The project report will also include a
section addressing the scope, protocols, and sampling/monitoring
requirements associated with the Operational Testing phase
introduced above.

Exhibit 16.

On January 28, 2010 CHPRC issued a letter to Watts Construction, Inc. for the "l OOK River
Water Isolation Project Import Water Line Notice to Proceed." This letter stated that all work
was to be performed under this task no later than June 3 0, 20 10 and to notify the CHPRC
Contracts Office if that deadline could not be achieved. Exhibit 17.

On February 17, 2010, Mr. Wilson of WVDOH wrote a letter to the CHPRC 1lOOK Area Potable
Water Engineer with responses to the CHPRC submission of January 11, 2010 in which he
stated:

5No written response to this e-mail has been provided, although the surveillance team requested that the D&D Project
Environmental Director search her files and disclose any response that she may have retained.
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As outlined in your request, a project report, meeting the
requirements of WAG 246-290-110, will be submitted in advance
of the construction documents and will include the scope,
protocols, and sampling/momtoring requirements for the testing of
the full-scale facility. This project report shall include the rational
for selecting the Pall [sic] membrane.

Exhibit 18.

On March 16, 2010, the l OOK Area EGO signed a Hanford Site Excavation Permit authorizing
initiation of construction activities for the l OOK IUUP. 6 The Excavation Permit authorized:
"Installation of approximately 900 linear meters of new 12 [inch] potable and fire water lines."
This permit was signed by, among others, the Design Authority/Technical Representative, EGO,
Water Utilities Representative and the Facility/System Owner. Exhibit 19.

On April 7, 2010 a CHPRC Contracting Officer, sent a letter to George A. Grant, Inc. regarding
"Contract Number 36534-31 ARRA-Potable Water Treatment Facility Contract Award
Documents Transmittal." The purpose of the letter was to formally authorize George A. Grant,
Inc. to proceed with the work scope defined as "ARRA - Potable Water Treatment Facility."
The letter also stated that "Construction work shall be complete by July 23, 2010." Exhibit 20.

Also on April 7, 2010 and again on April 2 1, a Project Review Board (PRB) for the l OOK IUUP
was convened and evaluated the Project's readiness to proceed. Materials presented to the PRBs
contained no mention of applicable regulatory requirements. Exhibits 55 and 57. Actual
construction activities on the potable and fire water lines portion of the project inside l OOK Area
began on April 13, 2010. Exhibit 21. Construction on the Import Raw Water Line (outside of
the fence) began on April 28, 2010. Exhibit 22. Construction on the Potable Water Treatment
Facility by Grant Construction began on May 14, 2010. Exhibit 23.

On May 18, 2010, CHPRC's EP & SP Vice President and members of his staff travelled to
Spokane, Washington to meet with WDOH and discuss water system construction in Hanford's
200 Area that had commenced without WDOH approvals. While in route, the EP & SP Vice
President was contacted by the 1lOOK RJPP Potable Water Project Engineer and was informed
that work had begun on the l OOK Area's new potable water delivery and treatment system prior
to obtaining written approval from WDOH. He was also informed that the Project Report and
construction documents required by regulations had not yet been completed and sent to WDOH.
Upon learning this information, the CHPRC EP & SP Vice President advised 100OK IUUP
management to immediately issue a STOP WORK order and the Project was halted.

Upon arriving in Spokane later that morning, the EP & SP Vice President explained that CHPRC
had requested the meeting that day with WDOH "in the interest of developing a better working
relationship." According to the Spokane meeting summary, later prepared by the CHPRC EP

6 While the ECO signed the Excavation Permit on March 16, 2011, it did not become effective until March 18, 2011
when all other required signatures had been secured.
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Environmental Compliance Manager, discussion then followed concerning the use of the PALL
Membrane Filter Technology, appropriate content of a project report, and "General Discussion."

Based on meeting summary notes, WDOH reiterated that while the PALL system is considered
alternative filtration technology, WDOH was comfortable with the technology based on its use
elsewhere in the State. WDOH then discussed the requirements for a project report and indicated
they were expecting the Project Report for their review and approval. "CHPRC noted [to
WDOH] that "some construction" was initiated prior to formal approval." Exhibit 24. CHPRC
then asked for clarification about water purveyor responsibilities and how WDOH "would like to
see roles and responsibilities implemented at a large DOE site with multiple drinking water
systems and contractors." Id.

There was also some discussion about what constitutes the "commencement" of construction.
WDOH confirmed that while construction is not defined it is intended to mean to "build or install
any component that is part of the drinking water system" and that "WAG regulations do not
allow for construction prior to written approval from WDOH." Id. WDOH further advised
CHPRC that if construction began before a project report was approved, it would be "assuming
risks, including the risk of needing to remove a component that is not approved in the project
report. Id. WDOH policy prohibiting construction prior to obtaining required approvals is clear
in official documents. WAG 246-290-110(2) and DOH 33 1-123 (Rev. 12/09), Water System
Design Manual, Sections 2.1 and 3. 1. Statements of the WDOH Regional Engineer made during
this meeting are also documented in an October 19, 2010' CHPRC Root Cause Analysis Report
which states:

CHPRC Environmental Protection Vice President. ... and
Environmental Director..,. met with WDOH on May 18, 2010.
Results of meeting were that even though in the past, WDOH
informally allowed construction of a water system to commence
prior to formal receipt of approvals for the Project Report, per
WAG 244-290-110(2), [sic] approval must be received prior to
installation or construction of a water system. Therefore,
noncompliance with WAG 246-290-110(2) had occurred.

Exhiibit 25 at p. 16.

During the return trip on May 18, 2010 to the Hanford Site, the CHPRC EP and SP Vice
President contacted the IlOOK IUUP Project Manager and reported the results of the meeting with
WDOH. 100OK IUUP personnel then met and a decision was made to restart construction on the
water delivery and treatment system. Later that day, the 100OK IUP Project Manager wrote an
e-mail message to the CHPRC D&D Vice President copying the 1lOOK IUUP Project Director,
D&D Project Environmental Director, and the 100K IUUP Water Project Engineer giving them a
brief history and status of the Project. The e-mail states in part:

7 The Report date is listed as October 19, 20 10, but the last approval signature is November 2, 2010, suggesting the latter date is
that of the Report's adoption.
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... State Code WAG 246-290-110 requires that a project report to
be [sic] submitted prior to water system construction, expansion, or
improvement.... [W]e are not compliant with requirement WAC
246-290-110.

Exhibit 26. The message also states:

Following CHPRC senior management's meeting earlier today
with DOH, we have been directed to continue with our
construction activities. Whereas it is apparent that DOH may not
be fully pleased with commencing construction prior to the receipt
and concurrence with the project report, it is not a critical misstep.
Therefore, at this time we will thoroughly review all of our project
requirements, work to submit our project report as early as
possible, and engage DOH further on our project status.

Id.

In the interviews conducted with the l00K IUUP Project Manager, he stated his recollection that
a teleconference was conducted on or about May 19, 2010 involving himself, the CHPRC
President and CEO, CHPRC D&D Vice President, and the I100K IIJUP Project Director
concerning the future direction of the Project. At the conclusion of the teleconference the
participants jointly decided to continue with construction activities on the potable water delivery
system even though required WDOH approvals had not been obtained. He also stated that this
decision was unilateral, as no approval of this decision was sought from any DOE representative.

On June 1, 2010, CHPRC submitted the "Project Report For 1O0K Potable Water Facility" to the
WDOH for its review and approval. Exhibit 27. In the two weeks immediately following the
meeting on May 18, 2010 with WDOH, the CHPRC EP group conducted an analysis of the
applicable WAC potable water regulations with respect to fire system applicability. These
activities resulted in the CHPRC EP and SP Vice President sending an e-mail message on June 2,
20 10, to the CHPRC President and CEO, CHPRC D&D Vice President, and the l OOK IUUP
Project Director concerning the fire system applicability issue. This message states, in relevant
part:

Based on the review below, we can confirm that the Fire System is
not under [W]DOH's authority. There are parts of this system that
have dual purpose (both potable water and Fire System), those
have to comply with the Safe Drinking Water regulations. This
does not change our path forward as discussed yesterday. We need
to get this Project Report (permit) into DOH's hands as soon as
possible and within a week should be talking to [W]DOH in
person. In the mean time we can go ahead with -the Fire System
installation (including the building) but should slow down on the
drinking water system, until we have [W]DOH's approval.
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Exhibit 28.

In the interviews conducted with the l OOK IUUP Project Director and the Project Manager,
when asked what the phrase "slow down on the drinking water system until we have [W]DOH's
approval" meant to each of them, they both stated they didn't know, and acknowledged that
construction continued.

On June 5, 2010, the CHPRC IlOOK IUUP Project Manager requested that the CHPRC l OOK
IUIJP Potable Water Project Engineer contact the WDOH Regional Engineer to arrange a time to
meet with him to discuss the recently submitted Project Report. According to a June 7, 2010 e-
mail sent by the CHPRC IlOOK IUUP Potable Water Project Engineer to the IlOOK IUUP Project
Director (copying the CHPRC D&D Vice President, CHPRC EP Director, CHPRC D&D
Environmental Director, and the lOOK IUUP Project Manager) the WDOH Regional Engineer
did not see a need for a meeting until after he and a colleague had had time to review the Project
Report. This e-mail also addresses the ARRA funding nature of the Project stating:

Due to the fact that the lOOK Infrastructure project is funded by the
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA), CHPRC is
moving forward with certain activities in order to meet the
aggressive schedule requirements. I stated the 100OK project is
moving forward with site preparatory work for the 750,000 gallon
dual use water tank, foundation work and underground piping for
the water treatment facility building, installation of the fire and
potable water system with approximately 25% of the fire main and
20% of the potable water distribution system already installed. Mr.
Wilson explained that CHPRC construction activities are being
performed at risk. Based upon the review of the project report and
construction documents, the Department of Health may request
changes to the system and those would be at project cost. It is
Department of Health's expectation that the changes would be
made by CHPRC to correct any outstanding issues and issuance of
the final permit.

Exhibit 29. The Assessment Team asked the CHPRC IUUP Project Potable Water Engineer if
the WDOH Project Engineer noted above had supplied any written confirmation of the content
and understandings contained in the above e-mail. He told the Assessment Team he had not
received any such confirmation from the WDOH Regional Engineer.

On June 16, 2010, the WDOH Regional Engineer wrote back to the IlOOK IUTUP Potable Water
Project Engineer acknowledging receipt of the report and assigning a project report tracking
number. Exhibit 30. The following week the 100K IUUP Project Manager submitted to WDOH
construction documents (drawings and specifications) for the following components of the water
delivery and treatment system: 1) 100K Area Water Line; and Water Filtration Drawings, 2)
100OK Area Water Treatment Facility Plan Drawings, 3) 100K Export Water Line Drawings, 4)
Construction Specification for 100OK Fire Protection and Water Lines, 5) Construction
Specification for I100K Water Export Line, 6) Construction Specification for I100K Water Line
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and Filtration System, 7) Procurement Specification for Water Storage Tank, 8) Procurement
Specification for Microfiltration System. Exhibit 3 1.

On July 8, 2010, the WDOH sent its formal response to the submission of the Project Report
addressed to the l00K IUUP Potable Water Project Engineer. This letter provided comments to
the Project Report and addressed the timing of work on the Project vis-A-vis formal written
approval by WDOH. Paragraph 8 of this letter states:

The schedule indicates that some potable water components have
been or are being installed. Please note that anyone who begins
construction on a project without all required approvals may be
subject to a penalty of up to $5,000 per service [WAC246-290-
05 0(7)], and may be required to expose system components for our
inspection, at their expense. DOH may be unable to accept any
component that is installed or constructed prior to approval.

Exhibit 32.

The Assessment Team conducted interviews with the l OOK IUP Potable Water Project
Engineer and the CHPRC D&D Environmental Director. Both of these individuals stated that
there had been verbal communications between the WDOH Regional Engineer and the IlOOK
IUUP Potable Water Engineer on the issue of construction prior to W~DOH approval. These
communications were said to have occurred on or about July 8, 2010 and that the W*DOH
Regional Engineer had told the l OOK IUTUP Potable Water Engineer that the warning language
contained in paragraph 8 of the July 8, 2010 letter from WVDOH to CHPRC was "standard
language" that WDOH was required to put in the letter. However, the warning language
notwithstanding, WVDOH reported it was satisfied with how the Project was progressing and the
communications that were occurring between CHPRC staff and the WDOH. The CHPRC D&D
Environmental Manager told the Assessment Team members she believed she saw, or possessed,
an e-mail from the WDOH Regional Engineer memnorializing this understanding that WDOH
would not bring an enforcement action. She told the Assessment Team she believed she might
be able to produce and deliver 8that e-mail. However, to date, she has not provided such an e-
mail to the Assessment Team.8

On July 22, 2010 WVDOH acknowledged receipt on July 1, 2010 of the construction documents
that had been sent to WDOH by CHPRC on June 23,2010. Exhibit 33. Also on July 22,2010
the l OOK IUUP Project Manager sent a letter to the W*DOH Regional Engineer acknowledging
CHPRC's receipt of WDOH's comments on the Project Report "dated June 8, 2010 and
discussed with WDOH in subsequent conversations on July 8, 2010." This letter then responds to
WDOH's comments as enumerated by WDOH. Under comment #8 about early construction

8A significant number of CHPRC employees stated that no violation of regulatory requirements had occurred as CHPRC had
WDOH staff's verbal permission to start construction without normally required formal approvals, and that no enforcement
action would occur. Any WDOH representation notwithstanding, persons holding or needing a permit have an absolute duty to
comply with permit requirements. This duty remains regardless of oral or written representations by the permitting agency
allegedly excusing compliance with permit requirements.
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penalties, noted in the preceding paragraph of this report, the response is, "Comment noted."
Exhibit 34.

On August 3, 2010 WDOH sent a letter addressed to the IlOOK IUUP Potable Water Project
Engineer with its comments concerning the "new membrane facility." Exhibit 35. Then, on
August 5, 2010, WVDOH sent a letter addressed to the l OOK IUUP Potable Water Project
Engineer approving the Project Report received June 3, 2010. Exhibit 36. Finally, on September
15, 2010 WDOH sent a letter addressed to the l OOK IUUP Potable Water Project Engineer
approving the construction documents received on July 1, 2010. Exhibit 37. Construction began
on April 14, 2010. The WDOH approval to proceed to construction was not obtained until 155
days after the start of construction.

On January 27, 2011 the IlOOK IUUP Project Manager sent the Operational Performance Testing
Report and associated attachments to WDOH for its review and approval. Exhibit 38. In
response, on February 1, 2011, WDOH sent a letter addressed to the 100OK IUliP Project
Manager acknowledging receipt of the Operational Performance Testing Report. Exhibit 39. On
February 18, 2011 WDOH sent its approval of the Operational Performance Testing Reoran
associated attachments which it had received on August 10, 2010 and January 27, 2011. Exhibit
40. On March 10, 2011 WDOH again wrote to the lOOK IUUP Project Manager acknowledging
its receipt of the Operation and Maintenance Manual. Exhibit 41. Five days later the WDOH
Regional Engineer wrote an e-mail addressed to the l OOK IUUP Potable Water Project Engineer
and the CHPRC l OOK Area Water Purveyor which states: "0 & M Manual Review (sic) We
completed our review of the O&M manual that was received in this office on March 4, 2011. 1
have two comments, but nothing that will prevent the start-up of the new membrane WTP."
Exhibit 42.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [X1 NO [I

Finding: S-11-EMD-PRC-001-F02

CHPRC did not apply for a categorical exclusion determination (CX determination) pursuant to
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) prior to commencing
construction of thel 00K IUUP facilities.

Requirement(s):

1. National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C.A. § 4321, et seq.

2. 10 CFR 1021, National Environmental Policy Act Implementing Procedures

9 This letter incorrectly states that WDOH received some of these documents on January 27, 20 10. This is inaccurate as the
subject documents had not been generated by that date. Therefore WDOH must be refenring to the Operational Performance and
Testing Report submitted January 27, 2011 not January 27, 20 10.
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3. DOE Contract No. DE-ACO6-08RL14788, Sec. H.19 (a), and Attachment J.2, Table J.2.1.

4. PRC-PRO-EP- 15333, Environmental Protection Processes

5. PRC-RD-EP-1 5332, Environmental Protection Requirements

Discussion:

On June 18, 2009 thelIOOK Area Environmental Compliance Officer (ECO), sent an e-mail
message with an attached Environmental-Activity Screening Form (EASF) to the CHPRC NEPA
subject matter expert stating that: "Because this is stimulus fuded... we will need to obtain a
[sic] activity-specific CX for our NEPA coverage." Exhibit 7.

The EGO also requested a meeting to discuss the contents of the EASF and asked when the
activity-specific CX could be expected. This e-mail message was also copied to the l OOK IUUP
Project Director, l OOK IUUP Construction Manager, D&D Project Environmental Director, and
the CTIPRC EP Manager. The EASF identified that the activities to be undertaken involved the
constructing or modifying of a public water, raw water, or export water system. Id.

On April 23, 2010 the CHPRC D&D Project Environmental Director wrote an e-mail message to
the l OOK Area ECO asking whether the "ecological review" had been completed for the Project.
Exhibit 43. Three days later (April 26, 2010) the ECO forwarded the Environmental Director's
e-mail to the CHPRC NEPA Subject Matter Expert (SME) who wrote back the same day stating
that now he needed to "close with .. . [the DOE Hanford NEPA Compliance Officer] on the CX"'
and also stated that he would "follow-up with you and... [the CHPRC D&D Project
Environmental Director] this week." Exhibits 44 and 45. Then on April 28, 2010, the CHPRC
SME wrote an e-mail message to the DOE Hanford NEPA Compliance Officer requesting
approval of the ". .. activity specific CX for l OOK Area Utilities Reroute." The DOE Hanford
NEPA Compliance Officer did not respond, and the CHPRC SME did not make futher inquiry
about the status of the NEPA determination until May 24 th and 25h", 2010. Exhibits 46 and 47.
By that time construction, which started on April 14, 2010, had been ongoing for nearly six
weeks without receiving a NEPA CX determination. On May 26, 2010, the RL
NEPA Compliance Officer signed the CX for the Project. Exhibit 48.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES IxI NO [I

Finding: S-11-EMD-PRC-001-F03

Upon discovery of its failure to meet environmental regulatory requirements, CHPRC did not
recognize the extent of condition, to timely perform an analysis of causes, and to implement
corrective actions.
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Requirement(s):

1. DOE M 231.1-2 (Supp Rev 8), Occurrence Reporting and Processing of Operations
Information, and CRD attached thereto.

2. DOE 0 414. 1C, Quality Assurance, and CRD attached thereto.

3. DOE 0 413.3A Clig 1, Program and Project Management for the Acquisition of Capital

Assets, and CRD attached thereto.

4. PRC-PRO-QA-052, Issues Management

5. DOE Contract Number DE-ACO6-08RL14788, Attachment J.2, Requirements Sources
and Implementing Documents, Tables J.2. 1 through J.2.8.

Discussion:

On July 20, 2010 a team was assembled and convened to determine the root cause(s) of the
failure to obtain WDOH written approval prior to commencing construction activities on the
l OOK potable water delivery and treatment system. A follow on session was performed on
August 3, 2010 to further evaluate the conditions and identify the root causes. The Root Cause
Analysis Report (RCA Report) was released on November 2, 2010, five months after the team
was first assembled.'10

The RCA Report contains several factual errors. First, the report states that on May 26, 20 10 the
CHPRC NEPA SME determined that the NEPA CX had not been obtained and that the CX
approval was obtained on May 27, 2010. Realization of the lack of NEPA CX approval occurred
on May 24, 2010 and actual approval from RI was obtained on May 26, 2010. The RCA Report
also states that work was suspended during the week of June 1, 2010 on portions of the project
"that clearly required WDOH approval." There is no evidence that any suspension of activities
occurred on the project except for a few hours on May 18, 2010. In fact, CHPRC ARRA weekly
reports for the weeks of April 14, 20 10 to July 21, 2010, clearly detail in both text and
photographs that work continued without interruption on the project during that period. Exhibit
21.

The RCA Report further states that the combination of two separate events (one at 200 East Area
and one at thel OOK Area) was determined to be a significant issue because of noncompliance
with several WAC Chapter 246-290 and Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) requirements, and
CHPRC procedures. The RCA Report did not identify WAC 246-290-120, Construction
Documents, which is a critical WAC requirement applicable to the l OOK IUUP. Furthermore,
the Report also does not address CHPRC requirements identified in PRC-PRO-PM-25000 which
require completion of a Project Execution Plan prior to start of construction. The RCA Report
also does not acknowledge applicability of DOE 0 413.3A Chg 1 CRD to the project.

10 During July, August, and the first half of September 2010 construction continued on the project without receiving the required
WDOH approval, and without completion of the RCA Report.
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The RCA team identified two root causes for the failure to obtain WDOH approval prior to the
start of construction. The Phoenix Analysis process and the "Five Whys" were employed to
identify the adverse conditions. With regard to Root Cause #1 the report states, in relevant
part. 1

Management expectations were not clearly understood concerning
unacceptability of proceeding at risk concerning environmental,
regulatory approvals. .. , and, Furthermore, the Environmental
Activity Screening Form (EASF) checklist did not have the
drinking water requirements checked as applicable to the 100OK
project.

Neither of the conclusions contained in the quote above were correct. CHPRC's official
correspondence with the WDOH prior to commencing construction establishes that management
understood the applicable requirements. In its letter of January 11, 2010 CHPRC requested a
waiver by the WDQOH of the pilot study for the Potable Water Treatment Facility and
acknowledged in the attachment to that letter that:

A project report meeting the requirements of WAC 246-290-110,
and tailored to fit the Hanford Site context, will be submitted to
you as soon as the required information is obtained/developed and
in advance of construction of the new 100K Potable Water
Facility.

Exhibit 16, p. 8 Attachment to Letter.

In response to the above letter the W*DOH Regional Engineer acknowledged this understanding
was correct by stating in his letter of February 17, 2010 addressed to the CHPRC's l OOK IUIIP
Potable Water Project Engineer:

As outlined in your request, a project report, meeting the
requirements of WAC 246-290-110, will be submitted in advance
of the construction documents and will include the scope,
protocols, and sampling/monitoring requirements for the
operational testing of the full-time facility. ..

Exhibit 18.

Thus, as early as January 11, 2010, CHPRC conveyed its understanding that construction could
not commence on this Project until it received WDOH's formal written approval. The author of
that letter was the l OOK IUUP Potable Water Project Engineer, and the D&D Environmental

11According to the RCA Report the above statement correlates to the Phoenix Analysis #A4BlICO1-Management policy
guidancelexpectations not well-defined understood or enforced. Exhibit 25, pp. 6-7 of 17, Section 6.3 RC-O1.
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Manager approved release of the letter prior to its being sent to WvDOH. WVDOH acknowledged
and confirmed that requirement in its response letter dated February 17, 201 0. 12 Id.

Furthermore, the statement under Root Cause #1 concerning the EASF not addressing the
applicability of the drinking water requirements is incorrect. Under the section entitled
"Constructing or Modifying Facilities, Equipment, or Processes" subsection 5.7 "Constructing or
Modifying Public Water, Raw Water, or Export Water Systems" is clearly marked on the EASF.
In checking that box the 100OK Area ECO, acknowledged that the WDOH drinking water
requirements were applicable. When the ECO sent the EASF to the CHPRC NEPA SME and
copied the CHPRC EP Manager, he clearly indicated the project involved the construction of a
potable water system. Furthermore, on August 24, 2009, the ECO sent an e-mail message to the
CHPRC EP Manager requesting assistance in obtaining the necessary W*DOH approval for this
new system. Exhibit 8. The Assessment Team, in its interviews with the ECO, asked if he had
received any response to his August 24, 2009 e-mail, and he stated he had not.

Root Cause #2 suggests that inexperience of some personnel, and lack of familiarity with
regulatory requirements led to a belief that it was acceptable to commence construction without
all WDOH approvals. It also discloses that proceeding at risk was necessary to meet project
schedule. Root Cause #2 of the RCA Report states: 13

Individuals relied on past experience with WDOH regulators and
previous drinking water installation projects outside of Hanford
and the DOE Complex. Due to this experience individuals
believed that:

" WrDOH would informally allow the simultaneous
preparation and review of the Project Report while
construction activities such as excavations and placement
of material commenced

* An environmental "at-risk" position was acceptable to the
regulators and CHPRC

" The "at-risk" position was also considered necessary to
meet the fast-track project schedule. WVDOH confirmed to
CHPRC that they know and may informally allow projects
to proceed at-risk even though the regulations do not allow
for this interpretation.

Exhibit 25.

However, other information establishes that the project staff were fully informed that proceeding

at risk was not an acceptable practice from WDOH's perspective. In order to assess historic

12WDOH reconfirmed its position on this issue in its letter addressed to the CHPRC 100OK IUUP Potable Water Project
Engineer dated July 8, 2010.

Th Ie above statement is noted in the RCA Report as correlating to the Phoenix Analysis #A3B3C06-Individuals
underestimated the problem using past events as a basis.
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WDOH enforcement postures, a former Hanford Site Water Purveyor was interviewed.
According to this individual a WDOH Regional Engineer made it clear on many occasions that it
was a violation of WDOH regulations to proceed with construction prior to obtaining WDOH
approval, that such practice was not endorsed or condoned by WDOH. The former Hanford Site
Water Purveyor stated that he had had discussions with the l OOK RTUP Potable Water Project
Engineer and the Project Manager prior to and during construction, and conveyed to the them
that proceeding "at risk" was not endorsed or condoned by WDOH and could result in an
enforcement action.

Finally, while CHPRC performed a root cause analysis, it did not do so in a timely fashion.
Considering the guidance contained in DOE M 231.1-2, timely or prompt completion of the
RCA Report would have been within forty-five days of discovery of the issues on May 18, 2010.
Furthermore, the title of the RCA Report, Root Cause Analysis Report EM-RL-CPRC-
GENLAREAS-2010-0013 suggests it was prepared in connection with Occurrence Report EM-
RL-CPRC-GENLAREAS-2010-OO 13, in which case it should have been published within forty-
five days of the event covered by the occurrence report. See DOE M 23 1.1-2 (Supp Rev 8).

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [x] NO I

Finding: S-i 1-EMD-PRC-OO1-F04

CHPRC identified environmental compliance requirements (WDOH permitting and NEPA
determinations), but it did not include actions necessary to timely comply with the NEPA
requirements in its Project Execution Plan (PEP) and Field Execution Schedule (FES).

Requirement(s):

1. DOE 0 413 3B, Program and Project Management for the Acquisition of Capital Assets, and
CRD attached thereto.

2. DOE 0 414.l1C, Quality Assurance, and CRD attached thereto.

3. PRC-PRO-PM-24889, Project Initiation and Execution

4. PRC-PRO-PM-25000, Project Execution Plans

5. PRC-PRO-CN- 14990, Construction Management

6. PRC-POL-EP-5054, CH2MHILL Plateau Remediation Company Environmental Policy
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Discussion:

While CHPRC accurately identified environmental regulatory requirements that would need to
be met during construction of the 1lOOK IUUP, it did not address those requirements in project
execution plans in a manner consistent with applicable CHPRC procedures. While 100OK IUUP
FES documents included schedules for obtaining approvals for the construction of the drinking
water system from the WDOH, the schedules were unrealistically short and hence unachievable.

The l OOK Area EGO completed a CHPRC EAS Form in July, 2009, and at that time accurately
identified the need to obtain a NEPA determination and that the 100OK RJUP involved
construction of a drinking water system requiring approvals from WDOH. This early
identification of environmental regulatory requirements is both consistent with guidance and
procedures, and is expected. Exhibit 7. Unfortunately, neither the draft nor final l OOK PEPs
contained a strategy for meeting these requirements.

As noted under Finding 13 below, the 100OK IUUP didn't adopt a final PEP until July 29, 2010.
It operated under a draft PEP from approximately January 2010 until July 2010, during which
period there was little or no updating occurring, nor change control exercised. CHPRC
procedures preclude start of field work until a PEP has been approved. See PRC-PRO-CN-
14990, Construction Management, Sec. 3.3.3.1 2.

CHPRG procedures require that environmental and other regulatory requirements be identified
and PEPs prepared during the conceptual design phase (CD-I) of projects. Relevant procedures
direct that during conceptual design:

[Tihe initial environmental documents applicable to the project
need to be prepared including National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) strategies, analysis, and permit applications.

...The project manager needs to work in close coordination with
the CHPRC environmental management organization to develop
these strategies and documents. Failure to adequately recognize
these requirements can result in lengthy and costly delays to the
proj ect.

See PRC-PRO-PM-24889, Project Initiation and Execution, Sec. 6.2.8. Functional design
criteria documents should also be developed at this state of the project. 1d., Sec. 6.2.3. 1

Initial PEPs developed at conceptual design are required to include: "... . a description of the
project's tailoring strategy for implementation of CDR 0 413.3 documentation for each phase of
project execution and the strategy for execution of the project phases and CD decisions by the
CHPRC PRB, if applicable. Id. at Sec. 6.2.9. To meet these requirements, a PEP must contain
an Environmental Regulatory Strategy. The Strategy must:

14The functional design criteria document for the l OOK IUUP was not adopted and effective until April 19, 2010 at which time

construction had already started. Se PRC-EDC- 10- 45986.
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Provide a reference or identify documents that establish the
environmental regulatory strategy for the project. The section
should include the following: ... Description of the governing
environmental regulatory requirements for the project (e.g.,
RCRA, CERCLA) . .. A brief description of environmental
regulatory documents and permits required for the project..
Status and plans for National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
compliance [sic]

See PRC-PRO-PM-25000, Project Execution Plan. Neither the draft nor final PEP adopted by
the l OOK IUUP meet the requirements specified in the preceding paragraphs. Furthermore,
inaccuracies contained in the tables at the end of the 100OK IUUJP PEP are misleading. The PEP
tables indicate no drinking water permits or approvals were needed, which was incorrect. The
January 2010 version tables also state that NEPA determination had been obtained, when in fact
the determination was not secured until May 26, 2010.

W~hile FES design and construction documentation included a schedule for obtaining WVDOH
approval of the drinking water system, they made no provisions for obtaining required NEPA
determinations.'15 It is unclear when provisions for obtaining WVDQH approval were first
included in the FES documentation; however it is clear that such provisions were present as of
January 7, 2010. The schedule for completing these activities to support a May start of
construction, as they appear in the January FES were unreasonably short and unachievable.
Given the time allocated to WDOH to perform documentation reviews, address comments
exchanged between the State and the permit applicant, and for the State to issue construction
approvals, a process that can require at least 60 days or more, the Projects proposed submission
of its application on March 9, 2010 and its expectation of obtaining required approvals by April
5, 2010 was unreasonable. It should also be noted that the same January FES scheduling
submission of an application for approval to WVDOH on March 9, 2010, also schedules start of
construction of drinking water system components on January 29, 2010, more than a full month
before even making the application for approval.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [XI NO [ I

Finding: S-1 1-EMD-PRC-001-F05

CHPRC proceeded with the installation of the IIJUP fire sprinkler system knowing that the
design did not meet applicable codes and standards.

15 While provisions were made to perform work necessary to obtain Cultural Resources Reviews which are a prerequisite to
obtaining NEPA determinations, no provision was made for activities necessary to comply with NEPA.
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Requirement(s):

1. CRD 420.l1B (Supplemented Rev. 4), Facility Safety, Section B requires that fire protection
for DOE facilities will "meet or exceed applicable building codes for the region and National
Fire Protection Association (NFPA) codes and standards." Section D.2 requires contractors
to use DOE-STD-1066-99, Fire Protection Design Criteria. Section D.3 requires that facility
design and construction comply with the DOE Fire Protection Handbook, Hanford Chapter.

2. HNF-36174, DOE Fire Protection Handbook- Hanford Chapter - New projects and facility
design, construction and modifications involving fire alarm systems, fire suppression, or
water supplies slhAll be designed in accordance with this Handbook. Section 4.1.5, requires
that fire suppression system drawings be approved by the Hanford Fire Marshal's Office
prior to installation.

3. DOE-STD-1066-99, Fire Protection Design Criteria - New project and facility design,
construction and modifications shall comply with this Standard. All references to the word
"should" in this Standard will be interpreted as a "shall" as required by SCR]) 420. 1B.

Discussion:

The fire sprinler system design (drawings and calculations) for the Potable Water Treatment
Facility was not approved by a Deputy Fire Marshal (DFM) before the system was installed as
required by CRD 420.l1B. During construction of the l OOK IUTUP, K-Basins was assigned a
resident DEM who held delegated review and approval authority from the Hanford Fire
Marshal's Office (HEMO). However, CHPRC contracted with a private fire protection engineer
(FPE) for a review and approval of design drawings. This contract FPE had no delegated
approval authority from the HEMO. Drawings were reviewed by the contract engineer and
comments returned to ARES Engineering, the company that produced the design. Installation
began prior to any approval of the design by either the DFM or HFMO.

During personal interviews, the Assessment Team was told that the l OOK JUUP Director was
verbally informed by the l OOK DFM in April 2010, that the design for the Fire Protection
System as developed by ARES Engineering was defective and would not comply with applicable
code requirements if constructed as designed. This statement is supported by entries in a Review
Comment Record (RCR) generated in October 2009 that documents sixty defects. Exhibit 59.
Although the l OOK DFM informed l OOK IUUP management of the system design defects, and
that it was necessary to correct the defects and obtain HFMO approval before commencing
construction, construction commenced without that approval.

After participating in an inspection tour, the DFM immediately submitted the following item into
the CHPRC Corrective Action System:

On Tuesday, August 24th, 2010, the l OOK Fire Protection
Engineer (Deputy Fire Marshal) was notified by facilities
operations personnel that the scope of work for the day for the
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I100K new water treatment facility was to include installation of the
fire suppression system. The design for this system has significant
conunents still outstanding from IlOOK Fire Protection
Engineering, and has not been reviewed and approved by the Fire
Marshal's Office. A walk down of the facility showed that
significant additional changes to the system design were being
made in the field; neither Fire Protection Engineering nor 100OK
Project Engineering was cognizant of these changes. HNF-36174,
DOE Fire Protection Handbook - Hanford Chapter, Section 4.1.5,
requires that fire suppression system drawings be approved by the
Hanford Fire Marshal's Office prior to installation. MSC-RD-
9118, Fire Protection Design/Operations Criteria, Section 2.1.11,
states that documents for new designs affecting fire protection or
fire code compliance must be reviewed and approved by the
Hanford Fire Marshal's Office. The [Engineering Projects and
Construction] EPC construction manager was notified that the
design for the system being installed was not approved for
installation, and that the design as previously submitted was
apparently being altered in the field to an unacceptable extent. The
EPC construction manager was advised that installation activities
should cease until after the revised design was resubmitted and
approved by both CHPRC Fire Protection Engineering and the Fire
Marshal's Office.

Exhibit 60. Work continued at the IlOOK IUUP without resolution of this Condition Report.

On September 28, 2010, 100K Senior Management issued a Field Stop Work order on the l00K
Fire Suppression System Upgrade pending a comprehensive design document review and
approval (CR-2010-3049). At that time, CR 20 10-2597, written by the DEM, was screened out
and rolled over to CR-2010-3049. An Apparent Cause Analysis was performed as a result of the
Field Stop Work. Four of the corrective actions identified in the Apparent Cause Analysis were
related to the clarification of the authority of the HFMO and interface with CHPRC. The causal
analysis did not identify that CHPRC is required by contract to have a Memorandum of
Understanding with the HFMO identifying its authority, responsibilities, and duties. See Finding
S- II-EMD-PRC-00l1-Fl15 for details.

On October 13, 2010, a walk down of the 1 00-K Potable Water Treatment Facility was
performed by the RL FPE to review fire protection and life safety features and was recorded in
Operational Awareness (OA) Entry 33896. The following information was documented in the
OA:

Interviews were conducted with Fire Protection Engineers
involved with the project and the Fire Marshal's Office. All
reviews performed by the FPEs were of partial submittals, DCNs,
and some drawings in draft. Some of the RCR review comments
provided by the FPEs have still not been incorporated over one
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year later, yet RCR comments were dispositioned as "Comments
Accepted." Portions of the fire alarm system (initiating devices
and conduit) were also installed prior to any review of the system
design by project fire protection engineering or the Fire Marshal's
Office. A final (as-built) design package has not been issued by
the Project to date. Therefore, the Project has not received approval
for the design as installed. This is also in violation of HNF-36174,
DOE Fire Protection Handbook, which requires that as-built
drawings be approved by the HFMO prior to acceptance of the
system.

The fire sprinkler system, fire pump/piping, and portions of the fire alarm/notification system
have been installed on the job without prior approval of the HFMO or an authorized DFM. This
is in violation of the CHPRC Fire Protection Program. MSC-RD-91 18, Fire Protection
Design/Operations Criteria, section 2. 1.1 states:

Installation or modification designs for all fire protection systems,
water distribution systems, and life safety features as defined in
NFPA 10 1, Life Safety Code, shall be approved and permitted by
the Hanford Fire Marshal's Office prior to installation or
modification in accordance with MSC-RD-8589, Hanford Fire
Marshal Permits.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [x] NO [ I

Finding: S-11-ENW-PRC-001-F06

CHPRC applied a Stop Work Order on the Potable Water Treatment Facility Project that was not
properly executed, including improper use of the CRRS system for closure.

Requirement(s):

1. DOE-0342, Rev 2, Stop Work, Effective January 18, 2010

Discussion:

On September 28, 2010, CHPRC senior management issued a Stop Work on the 1lOOK Fire
Suppression System Upgrade activities pending a comprehensive design document review and
approval. On September 29, 2010, a CHPRC Condition Report, number CR-2010-3049, was
issued and screened at an Adverse Significance Level to initiate and document the investigation
and corrective actions. This Condition Report replaced a previous Condition Report CR-201 0-
2597, which had been "screened out" at the request of the responsible manager as stated in that
report:
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Significance Level Justification: Sent back from Assignment by
... Responsible Manager. Please screen out this CR to CR-201 10-
3049. Although submitted a month apart both CRs represent the
exact same condition and screened at the same level as adverse.

This condition was rescreened from an adverse condition to a
screen out at the request of the responsible manager per above
Justification. CR-2010-3049 is screened adverse will document
the apparent cause analysis and corrective actions to address the
condition.

The first Condition Report, CR-2010-2597, was initiated on August 24, 2010 by the CHPRC
I100K. Area FPE and included and identified four "Requirements Not Met." See Exhibit 60 for
details. However, the replacement Condition Report, CR-2010-3049, identified the
"Requirements Not Met" as "N/A." No explanation was stated why the requirements identified
in the earlier Condition Report, CR-201 0-2597, were not included in the replacement Condition
Report, CR-2010-3049. Exhibit 61. The replacement Condition Report admits that a design
document review should have been done prior to start of construction. Exhibit 6 1, "Significant
Level Justification" section.

When examined on March 11, 2011, CR-2010-3049 contained a list of "Associated Files"
including the D&D Project "Apparent Cause Analysis I00K. Fire Suppression Stop Work."
(File: 1 00kFireSuppressionStgpWorkACApr~f). The fifth full paragraph of page 2 of that
document states: "Closure of the Corrective Actions outlined in CR-2010-3049 is required to lift
the Stop Work and resume work on the Fire Suppression System Upgrade Project."

The list of "Recommended Corrective Action Items" is then enumerated. Item 2 states:

Obtain clarification on the authority of the Deputy Fire Marshal
role. MSA currently has draft document in DOE-RI for review
and Approval - Mike Koch, 1/31/2010.

The Apparent Cause Analysis is signed and dated by D&D Technical Support and the I100K
IUUP Project Manager on November 10, 2010.

On January 31, 2011, D&D Engineering sent an e-mail to CHPRC Corrective Action
Management requesting an extension of the due date for Item 2 noted above to April 27, 2011.
On February 2, 2011, a D&D Project Senior Operations Specialist then wrote an e-mail on behalf
of the 100OK IUUP Project Manager to CHPRC Corrective Action Management approving the
April 27, 2011 extension date for CR-2010-3 049 correction action Item 2. See CA-2-
Extension.pdf in CR-201 0-3049 Associated Files.'16

16The question of the Fire Marshal's role in approving designs prior to construction is an overarching question that should have
been resolved promptly. Construction activities on most of the components of this project resumed without resolving this
corrective action.
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It is noteworthy that no actual written Stop Work Order is listed among the "Associated Files" in
the CR-2010-3049 Condition Report. However, the Apparent Cause Analysis noted above
states:

After additional discussions the IlOOK Areas Senior Management
extended the Stop Work to cover the Fire Suppression System
Upgrade project pending a comprehensive Design Document
review and approval. The extended Stop Work superseded the
earlier Stop Work and was documented in CR-2010-3049.

See l OOK FireSuppressionStopWorkACA.pdf second full paragraph of page 2.

The Apparent Cause Analysis contains no section that allows ggy work to be restarted before the
completion of all the corrective action items. This is consistent with DOE-0343 Stop Work
which applies to all Hanford contractor and subcontractor employees and can be accessed on the
CHPRC Home Page on the Hanford Site Intranet and states, in relevant part:

Be sure any necessary corrective or compensatory actions are
taken before resuming an activity and are documented* in
accordance with Contractor procedures (logbook or other
established method of reporting/tracking/communicating safety
issues and corrective action management). *NOTE: For
resumption of radiological work, consult the Radiological Control
Manual for additional approval requirement."

See DOE-0343 Stop Work Revision 2 Effective Date: January 18, 2010 page 3 of 6 third
paragraph.

Work was restarted on this Project in October 2010. This restart of work was conducted prior to
completion of the CR-2010-3049 D&D Project l00K Fire Suppression Stop Work Apparent
Cause Analysis which evidently is the only written documentation of the terms and conditions of
the Stop Work Order issued September 28, 2010.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [x] NO [

Finding: S-1 1-EMD-PRC-001-F07

The design review process applied to 100OK IUUP systems did not comply with contractual
requirements and the Contractor's procedures.
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Requirement(s):

1. CRD 420. 1 B (Supplemented Rev. 4), Facility Safety, Section D.3 requires that facility
design and construction comply with the DOE Fire Protection Handbook, Hanford
Chapter.

2. HNF-3 6174, DOE Fire Protection Handbook - Hanford Chapter requires that drawings
for fire alarmn systems, fire suppression systems, and water supplies must be approved by
the HFMO prior to installation.

3. 1 00K MmnSafe Administrative Procedure, FP-4-O1 4, Fire Protection Program, Section 1. 1
states that: "this procedure applies to 100OK Area facilities, including new project design
and construction, modification, alteration, and demolition of 100OK Area facilities. It also
applies to operations performed within the 100OK Area by the CHPRC D&D Project and
other organizations." Section 3.14 states: "all construction, including modification. of
existing facilities, shall be in accordance with the requirements of MSC RD 9717, DOE-
STD-1066, CRD 420.1B, HNF-36174, and applicable NFPA Codes and Standards."

4. CH2M Hill Requirements Applicability Matrix states: . .. the following Requirements
Applicability Matrix Reports (RAM) are compiled in accordance with PRC-PRO-MS-
40117, Requirements Management Process, from the RAM2 database. These reports
display directive (e.g. Laws, Regulations, DOE Directives, etc) information based on
Attachment J.2 (Requirements Sources and Implementing Documents) of the CHPRC
Contract, DE-AC06-08RL 14788, and associated company level procedure data from
Docs Online." The RAM lists MSC-RD-91 18, Fire Protection Design/Operations
Criteria as satisfying the categories of 29 CFR 1910, Occupational Safety and Health
Standards, and CRD 0 420. 1B Supplemented, Rev 4, Facility Safety. The RAM lists
MSC-RD- 10606, Fire Protection Program Requirements as satisfying the categories of
29 CFR 1910, Occupational Safety and Health Standards, CRD M 23 1. 1-l1A,
Environmental, Safety, and Health Reporting Manual, and DOE 0 420. 1 B
Supplemented, Rev 4, Facility Safety.

5. MSC-RD-91 18, Fire Protection Design/Operations Criteria, Section 2. 1.1 states:
"Installation or modification designs for all fire protection systems, water distribution
systems, and life safety features as defined in NFPA 10 1, Life Safety Code, shall be
approved and permitted by the HMFO prior to installation or modification in accordance
with MSC-RD-8589, Hanford Fire Marshal Permits."

6. MSC-RD-91 18, Fire Protection Design/Operations Criteria, Section 2.4 states:".
[The Hanford Fire Marshal (HFM)], who shall be a member of the ... [Hanford Fire
Department (HFD)], shall have the authority to develop, administer and enforce the Fire
Prevention Program for the .. . [Mission Support Contractor (MSC)] as directed by
SCRD 0 420. 1B, Rev. 4, Facility Safety, and by RI. approval of the HFM's Charter,
which establishes the authority, responsibilities and duties of the HFM. The HFM's
authority shall extend to all work performed under or on behalf of MSC. RL will support
the HFM in enforcement of the codes and standards and execution of the HFM's duties as
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described below .... Section 2.4.2 states: "To support the development, administration
and enforcement of the Fire Prevention Program the duties of the HFM shall include but
not be limited to: Review and approval of new fire protection system designs and
modifications/ upgrades to existing fire protection systems per MSC-PRO-8635, Review
and Approval of Technical Documents."

7. DOE 0 414.l1C, Quality Assurance, Attachment 2 , Section 3.e(1) states the contractor
must "Perform work consistent with technical standards, administrative controls, and
hazard controls adopted to meet regulatory or contract requirements using approved
instructions, procedures, etc." Section 3.g. paragraph (1) states: "Procure items and
services that meet established requirements and perform as specified."

Discussion:

The fire sprinkler system, fire pump/piping, and portions of the fire alarm/notification system
were installed on the job without prior approval of the HFMO or HFMO representative. DOE 0
414.1IC, Quality Assurance, Attachment 2, Section 3.e(l) states the contractor must, "Perform
work consistent with technical standards, administrative controls, and hazard controls adopted to
meet regulatory or contract requirements using approved instructions, procedures, etc."

On August 24, 2010, the CHPRC IlOOK FPE was notified by facilities operations personnel that
the scope of work for the day for the l OOK new Potable Water Treatment Facility was to include
installation of the fire suppression system. The design for this system had significant comments
still outstanding from 100OK Fire Protection Engineering, and had not been reviewed and
approved by the HFMO. A walk down of the facility showed that significant additional changes
to the system design were being made in the field; neither Fire Protection Engineering nor l OOK
Project Engineering was cognizant of these changes. As a result, Condition Report CR-20 10-
2597 was generated on August 24, 2010, by the CHPRC l OOK FPE.

CRD 420. 1B, Supplemented Rev. 4, Section D.3 requires that facility design and construction
comply with the DOE Fire Protection Handbook, Hanford Chapter. HNF-361 74, DOE Fire
Protection Handbook - Hanford Chapter, requires that drawings for fire alarm systems, fire
suppression systems, and water supplies, must be approved by the HFMO prior to installation.
MSC-RD-9 118, Fire Protection Design/Operations Criteria, Section 2. 1.11, states that
documents for new designs affecting fire protection or fire code compliance must be reviewed
and approved by the HFMO.

The l OOK IUUP Project Manager was notified on August 24, 2010, by the l OOK FPEIDFM (CR-
2010-2597), that the design for the system being installed was not approved for installation, and
that the design as previously submitted was apparently being altered in the field to an
unacceptable extent. At that time, the l OOK IUUP Project Manager was advised that installation
activities should cease until after the revised design was resubmitted and approved by both
CHPRC Fire Protection Engineering and the HEMO.

CHPRC also procured fire protection equipment and had it installed prior to completion and
approval of the associated design. The RL Electrical SME and the RL Fire Protection SME
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obtained a copy of Contract #36534-31 Statement of Work (SOW) for the K-Basin/ARRA
Potable Water Treatment Facility project, dated April 7, 2010, and observed within section 3.1.5
paragraph D that the construction Contractor (George A. Grant Inc.) was directed to install "the
Buyer (CHPRC) provided diesel power fire pump, jockey pump, fire pump controller, and the
fire alarm control panel." This equipment was procured on April 14, 2010 (based upon the
vendor's certificate of compliance submittal). However this procurement was completed before
the associated design was completed and approved. The fire pump installation drawings were
not approved by the HFMO until January 18, 2011 (100OK Water Treatment Project Status Report
January 25, 2011). If CHPRC ARRA Project management and staff had procured the mentioned
equipment after the design was completed and approved, they would not have needed to procure
and install the jockey pump. HNF-361 74, DOE Fire Protection Handbook - Hanford Chapter,
requires that drawings for fire alarm systems, fire suppression systems, and water supplies, must
be approved by the HFMO prior to installation.

A tour of the new IlOOK Potable Water Treatment Facility was conducted on September 1, 2010,
by representatives from a DOE GSSC support contractor (PMI Corp.) and CHPRC Fire
Protection Engineering (OA 32906). The Potable Water Treatment Facility was designed to
provide several fire areas in the building rated at one and two hours, but no fire barrier designs
had been submitted by the Project for approval by the HFMO. Not all interior walls extended to
the roof level of the building and several rooms had suspended ceilings. At that time work was
progressing on installing a two hour fire rated suspended ceiling in the electrical room. The
submitted, but not yet approved, sprinkler drawings showed only sprinklers at roof level.
Without the approval of the CHPRC EPE, sprinkler installation had started. When this was
discovered, the work was halted and the CR was generated. The installation included sprinkler
drops into suspended ceiling areas, but these were not in accordance with design drawings.

The building sprinkler riser had been installed on an inside wall in the pump room and was fed
directly from the fire pump with no control valve, contrary to NFPA requirements. The CHPRC
FPE/DFM required that it be moved to an outside wall and that a wall control valve be installed
for isolating the systemn without turning off the pump or entering the building. The fire pump
skid had also been delivered to the pump room, but the design for the fire pump and piping had
not been approved by the DFM.

A significant amount of work was proceeding without review and approval of the DFM. Under
Requirements Not Met in the CR-2010-2597 it stated:

CRD 420.1B, Supplemented Rev. 4, Section D.3 requires that
facility design and construction comply with the DOE Fire
Protection Handbook, Hanford Chapter. HNF-3 6174, DOE Fire
Protection Handbook - Hanford Chapter, Section 4.1.5, requires
that fire suppression system drawings be approved by the HFMO
prior to installation. MSC-RD-91 18, Fire Protection
Design/Operations Criteria, Section 2. 1.11, states that documents
for new designs affecting fire protection or fire code compliance
must be reviewed and approved by the HFMO.
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It is noted that prior to the discovery of these problems on the 100OK Potable Water Treatment
Facility, RL had released its Assessment of the CHPRC Fire Protection Program, S-lI0-SED-
PRC-023, on 8/19/20 10. This assessment included the following concern: "Concern A-lO-
SED-PRC-023-COI - CHPRC Procedures and Policies, D4 activities, and subcontractor
activities, have not fully integrated FPP requirements. CHPRC Work Management Procedures
that initiate, implement, and perform work do not have adequate integration of Fire Protection
Procedures. This is a significant weakness in the CHPRC Integrated Environment, Safety, and
Health Management System (ISMS) Program." It was clear that CHPRC still had not integrated
or implemented fire protection requirements.

Questions were raised on September 22, 2010. The fire pump and piping was in the process of
being installed, but the fire pump system controller was not, nor had any review data been
submitted for approval by the HFMO. The fire pump piping drawings had reportedly been sent
by CHPRC back to ARES for revision and had not been approved through the HEMO. Some
piping and the fire pump/driver skid had reportedly been installed with "verbal" approval. The
fire pumnp/diesel driver skid had been bolted and concrete filled. It could not be determined at
that time if that was done in accordance with the manufacturer's approved/listed requirements
and specifications.

At this same time, concerns were raised on the fire wall construction as to what UL listed design
was being used, overlap of joints, fastener spacing, a wall ventilation louver that did not have a
fire rated damper, etc. Electrical and piping installation and equipment setting were still ongoing
in the Potable Water Treatment Facility, with power supply to the building planned for later that
week. The Chemical Storage Room was still being worked on to complete fire walls, fire
damper replacement, and sample tubes penetrations protection. For the Electrical Room the fire
walls still need to be extended to the roof and an approved wall/roof memnbrane interface detail
still needed to be resolved.

The fire alarm system was still in the submittal/review stage. Some conduit and boxes were
installed at an earlier date but this work was stopped to get approvals. A fire alarm panel was
submitted that did not meet specifications (a FireLite-4 zone was specified), was undersized by
the design, and was not a Hanford Site standard panel that maintenance and testing forces are
trained on. A new submittal and approval was being processed to increase the size of this panel
and resolve this issue. Once again there was no installation permit for the fire alarm system and
one had to be created after work had already commenced (HEM Permit Number 2010-860 of
December 16, 2010).

Filling and hydro-testing of the new 750,000 gallon water tank was reported to be complete, and
final insulation of the tank roof was in progress. Pressure testing of the fire line loop around
105KW was reported to be complete. The fire water distribution piping off the South East
corner near Cold Vacuum Drying Facility (CVDF) was in place, but the project changed a
section of 12 inch distributions system to 8 inch. This is contrary to the requirements of CRD
420.1IB, Supplemented, rev. 4, Section B. 7.a, which states, "Distribution mains, either sanitary or
raw water, that are being extended to supply water for domestic and/or process water and will
provide water for fire suppression systems (sprinlers and/or hydrants), shall be at least 12
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inches in diameter." The project did not request relief from this contract requirement until after
the piping was installed.

The continuing project goal at that time was to have all review, approval, installation, and
acceptance testing for the Project completed by the end of September. Considering the large
number of continuing unresolved issues, that did not happen.

On October 13, 2010, another walk down of the 1 00-K Potable Water Treatment Facility was
performed to review fire protection and life safety features. The walk down was attended by
several individuals including, the field work supervisor, the K-Basin FPE /DFM, CHPRC Fire
Protection Program Manager, contract FPE supporting K-Basin, FPE supporting the HFMO, RL
Electrical Subject Matter Expert (SME), and the RL FPE. The 100-K IUUP Project Director
joined the tour in progress. At that point, the fire sprinler system had been installed. Some
components of the fire alarm/notification system (back plates for notification appliances and
conduit) had also been installed. The fire pump and piping were in place. For the most part the
fire pump piping was complete with the exception of a few segments of piping that were
missing. Internal fire barriers had also been partially constructed, existing construction of the fire
rated walls did not connect with the unrated roof assembly, and barrier penetrations were not
properly sealed.

Interviews were conducted with FPEs involved with the Project and the Fire Marshal's Office.
All reviews performed by the FPEs were of partial submittals, DCNs, and some drawings in
draft, even though full submittals had been requested of the Project. Some of the RCR review
comments provided by the FPEs had still not been incorporated over one year later, yet RCR
comments were dispositioned by the Project as "Comments Accepted." Final review packages
for the fire alarm and fire sprinkler systems had not been reviewed by the FPEs, yet the systems
were installed in the building. A final design package, requesting 100% design review, has never
been issued. Therefore, the Project had not received approval for the final design.

The FPEs involved with the 100OK IUUP have concluded that the individual(s) designing the
Potable Water Treatment Facility fire protection systems working for outside finms, such as
ARES Corporation, were not technically qualified in the fire protection field. Although the
drawings submitted were stamped by a Washington State Licensed Engineer, the drawings
contained a variety of defective specifications that if built would have resulted in code violations.

The fire sprinkler system, fire pump/piping, and portions of the fire alarm/notification system
had been installed on the job without prior approval of the HFMO or DFM. This is in violation
of the CHPRC Fire Protection Program. MSC-RD-91 18, Fire Protection Design/Operations
Criteria, section 2.1.1 These systems had been installed without the required approvals. When
the 100OK IUUP Project Director was asked why the systems were installed without approval
from the HFMO, he stated that "those procedures don't apply to me, those are MSC procedures."
When explained that the MSC Fire Protection Program and Procedures were adopted and
endorsed by CHPRC as its Fire Protection Program as identified in CHPRC Requirements
Applicability Matrix he stated, "I don't care, they still don't apply to me."
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Work on installation of fire protection systems, including fire barriers was then shut down by
CHPRC upper management. The Project then hired Hughes and Associates, a fire protection
consulting firm, who sent several EPEs to sift through the documentation and look over what had
been installed to determine the path forward to obtain code compliance and to assist in
completing the design of the Project. A final design had not been completed so that a 100%
design review package could be submitted to the AHJ for review and approval.

As of the end of December 2010 the following l OOK IUUP items were still open for either issues
resolution, design modification, review completion, and/or approvals: fire barriers, fire pump re-
design, fire pumnp room ventilation design, three water distribution system ICRs, water
distribution system design modifications, and the water supply cross-over.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES Ix] NO [II

Finding: S-1 1-EMD-PRC-001-F08

Construction permits were not obtained from the Hanford Fire Marshall's Office by the 1lOOK
IUUP prior to commencing construction.

Requirement(s):

1 . CRD 0 420. 1B (Supplemented Rev 4), Facility Safety, Section D (8) states: "Conditions,
operations, or materials hazardous to life or property pursuant to the Uniform Fire Code,
Section 1. 12, shall be permitted through the Hanford Fire Marshal Permit System."

2. 1lOOK MmnSafe Administrative Procedure, FP-4-014, Fire Protection Program, Section 3.18
states that, "Several actions/activities require the development and approval of a HFM Permit
prior to initiation of the action/activity. These actions/activities include:

0 facility construction/demolition
* placement of relocatable structures
0 transport and use of explosives
0 use, handling, or storage of hazardous materials in excess of defined limits
0 operation or storage of fossil-fueled vehicles inside any building not designed for such

use, except as authorized by the facility FHA
* new or modified facility occupancy
* outdoor burning
0 placement and use of electric heaters in excess of 1500 watts
a placement and use of fuel-fired heaters
* placement and use of portable generators
0 blockage of roads
0 facility egress modification
0 utility outages
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0 fire protection system (including fire hydrant) installation or deactivation

3. CH2M Hill Requirements Applicability Matrix states:." ... . the following RAM Reports are
compiled in accordance with PRC-PRO-MS -40117, Requirements Management Process,
from the RAM2 database. These reports display directive (e.g. Laws, Regulations, DOE
Directives, .. .) information based on Attachment J.2 (Requirements Sources and
Implementing Documents) of the CHPRC Contract DE-ACO6-08RL14788, and associated
company level procedure data from Docs Online." The applicability matrix lists MSC-RD-
8589, Hanford Fire Marshal Permits under both 10 CER 830 Nuclear Safety, and CRD 0
420. 1B Supplemented, Rev 4, Facility Safety.

4. MSC-RD-97 17, Fire Prevention for Construction/Occupancy/Demolition Activities, Section
2.1.2 states: "The construction manager shall ensure that the applicable forms, as required by
MSC-RD-8589, Hanford Fire Marshal Permits, (initiated through a Hanford Fire Marshal
Permit Request Form) and by this RD, (initiated through a Hanford Fire Department
Contractor Pre-Incident Plan Request Form, (A-6003 -3 87) are submitted to the HFM prior to
engaging in activities or processes governed by the forms (Ref: MSC-PRO-24889, Project
Initiation and Execution, Appendix A Section 8.2)."

Discussion:

The IlOOK IUUP did not follow contractual requirements identified in CRD 0 420.113,
(Supplement Rev. 4), and CHPRC procedures identified in MSC-RD-97 17, Fire Prevention for
Construction/Occupancy/Demolition Activities and MSC-RD-91 18, Fire Protection
Design/Operations Criteria.

Construction permits allowing the construction of the Potable Water Treatment Facility (HEM
Permit No. 2010-852) and the l OOK Fire Water and Potable Water Distribution System (HFM
Perm it No. 2010-853) were not obtained until December 16, 2010 (long after construction was
complete). Additionally, the fire sprinkler system construction permit (2010-861) and fire alarm
system construction permit (2010-860) were obtained on December 16, 2010, after the systems
had been installed.

MSC-RD-91 18, Fire Protection Design/Operations Criteria, Section 2. 1.1 states: "Installation or
modification designs for all fire protection systems, water distribution systems, and life safety
features as defined in NFPA 10 1, Life Safety Code, shall be approved and permitted by the
Hanford Fire Marshal's Office prior to installation or modification in accordance with MSC-RD-
8589, Hanford Fire Marshal Permits."

MSC-RD-97 17, Fire Prevention for Construction/Occupancy/Demolition Activities, section
2.1.2 which states that, "The construction manager shall ensure that the applicable forms, as
required by MSC-RD-85 89, Hanford Fire Marshal Permits, (initiated through a Hanford Fire
Marshal Permit Request Form) and by this RD are submitted to the HEM prior to engaging in
activities or processes governed by the forms."
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Additionally, section 2.1.3 that states that "The construction manager, as part of the hazards
communication effort, shall complete a HFD Construction/Demolition Fire Safety Inspection
Checklist prior to the commencement of construction or demolition activities with the assistance
from the Fire Protection Engineer (FPE) and perform follow-up inspections at a fr-equency
determined by the FPE."

The contractor/project did not obtain a Construction Permit, issued by the HEMO, prior to
engaging in activities and processes governed by the permit. Additionally, a HFD
Construction/Demnolition Fire Safety Inspection Checklist was not completed, to ensure that the
requirements of MS-CRD-9717 were being implemented.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES Jx] NO [II

Finding: S-11i-EMD-PRC-001-F09

The 100OK RTUP installed a water distribution system that did not meet contractual requirements,
and did not apply for and receive required exemptions and equivalencies from RL prior to
commencing construction.

Requirement(s):

I. CRD 0 420.I1B (Supplemented Rev. 4), Facility Safety, Section B.7.b.3 states: "Underground
distribution systems for fire protection water supplies shall be of the looped grid type
arranged with two-way flow and sectional valving to provide alternate flow paths from the
source to any point in the distribution system for nuclear facilities and buildings or groups of
buildings with an MPFL exceeding $15 million. The looped grid shall be provided with a
second independent source of water supply for Category 2 Nuclear Facilities or where the
MPFL exceeds $50 million. Application of this requirement to existing facilities will be
made on a case-by-case basis after consultation with the RL AHJ."

2. CRD 0 420.l1B (Supplemented Rev. 4), Facility Safety, Section B. 7 a states: "Distribution
mains, either sanitary or raw water, that are being extended to supply water for domestic
and/or process water and will provide water for fire suppression systems (sprinklers and/or
hydrants), shall be at least 12 inches in diameter. Sectional valves shall be installed in the
following manner for new installations and water distribution main upgrades."

3. DOE 0 414.l1C, Quality Assurance, Attachment 2, Section 3.e (1) states: the contractor m ust
"Perform work consistent with technical standards, administrative controls, and hazard
controls adopted to meet regulatory or contract requirements using approved instructions,
procedures, etc."
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Discussion:

The l OOK IUUP installed water utility piping prior to applying for and receiving approved
exemptions and equivalencies from RI. After installation of the water distribution system,
CHPRC requested an exemption for the lack of a looped water distribution system for the 105-
KE building, and for the substitution of an 8 inch water main in lieu of the required 12 inch water
main.

A looped fire water distribution main was required to be installed around the 1 05KE reactor
building in accordance with PRC Section J, Attachment J.2, Contractor Requirements Document
Order 420.I1B, Facility Safety, Supplemented Revision 4, Section B, Item 7.b.3. which states:

The newly installed 1 00-K water distribution system did not provide a looped supply main
around the 1 00-K area, nor did it provide a loop around the 105KE reactor building. The 12 inch
diameter supply terminates (dead ends) south of the 105KE reactor building. The new 105KE
supply provides water to two new fire hydrants south of the 10O5KE reactor building, and one
new fire hydrant east of the 105SKE reactor building. An equivalency exemption was requested
by the contractor (letter CHPRC-1 100455) due to the difficulty of co-coordinating with the
extensive soil excavation and remediation commitments in the areas around the 105KE reactor
building, and areas further west toward the 105KW building.

Additionally, the original water loop design requirements called for 12 inch fire water mains in
the 100OK Area new water distribution system. CHPRC made a unilateral decision during
installation of the water main piping to change the 12 inch loop around the 105KW to 8 inch
pipe. However, the equivalency request for relief from contractual requirements was not
submitted to RL until after the piping had been installed. See letter CHPRC-1 101317.

A 12 inch diameter distribution main is required to be installed in accordance with PRC Section
J, Attachment J.2, Contractor Requirements Document Order 420.l1B, Facility Safety,
Supplemented, Rev. 4 (SCRD), Section B.7. The 8 inch fire water distribution lines that were
substituted around 105KW supply water to a fire suppression system, fire hydrants, feed the
105KW de-mineralized water system, and provide water to two controlled water fill stations
located at the southwest and southeast corners of the 1lOOK Area.

Final connections to the new fire water distribution system were performed at CVDF on
February 5, 2011, and 105KW on February 19, 2011, completing the water distribution system
installation. The non-looped water distribution exemption request was submitted to RI on
February 28, 2011 (letter CHPRC- 10045 5). The 8 inch to 12 inch equivalency request was
submitted on March 10, 2011 (letter CHPRC-l 101317). In both cases, the exemption and
equivalency requests were sent in by the contractor after the installation of non-compliant
components.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [I] NO I I
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Finding: S-i 1-EMD-PRC-OO1-F1O

CHPRC began construction of the Potable Water Treatment Facility building prior to the review
and approval of the design by a qualified Fire Protection Engineer/Deputy Fire Marshal.

Requirement(s):

1 . CRD 0 420.l1B (Supplemented Rev. 4), Chapter II, Facility Safety, Section 3.a.3 states: "Fire
protection for DOE facilities, sites, activities, design, and construction must meet or exceed
applicable building codes for the region and NFPA Codes and Standards."

2. CRD 0 420.l1B (Supplemented Rev. 4), Facility Safety, Section D.5 states: "Fire rated
assemblies shall be installed, as required by DOE-STD-1066-99, the fire hazard analysis,
NFPA or building code to reduce loss potentials."

3. MSC-RD-91 18, Fire Protection Design/Operations Criteria, Section 2.1.11 states:
"Documents for new designs and modifications to existing facilities affecting fire protection
or fire code compliance must be reviewed and approved by the Hanford Fire Marshal's
(HEM) Office in accordance with MSC-PRO-8635, Review and Approval of Technical
Documents, or equivalent requirements implemented by other contractors."

Discussion:

The first design submittal received by the l OOK IUUP addressing the Potable Water Treatment
Facility related to the building structure was submittal 36534-03 1 Sub 13 125-03, sent from
WHPacific, Anchorage, AK, on April 21, 2010. The correspondence stated that, "the Architect
stamp will be added after initial review and comments have been incorporated." The submittal
was reviewed by the I100K IUUP Project Engineer and the Buyers Technical Representative on
May 4, 2010. No fire protection review was performed of this submittal.

The second design submittal, 36534-031 Sub 13 125-02, was received on September 2, 2010;
over four months after Project construction had begun. Exhibit 62. The Project Engineer
forwarded the submittal on to the PFP Fire Systems Engineer for review along with the K-Basin
DFM. The PEP Fire Systems Engineer responded with his observations of the buildings physical
condition based on a walk down of the site, and clearly documented that building construction
was well under way prior to seeking DFM approval. At this point in time, neither the PFP Fire
Systems Engineer nor K-Basin DFM granted any approvals, but did make comment on several
design deficiencies. While the CHPRC Contract requires obtaining HEM or DEM approval of
designs prior to commencing construction, written DEM approval of the design was not actually
granted until December 2010 at which point construction was nearly complete.

ilL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES Ix] NO [ I
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Finding: S-i 1-EMD-PRCO 1-Fl11

CHPRC proceeded with construction without identifying and resolving an Unreviewed Safety
Question (USQ). The potential for the new water system to provide excessive water flow,
overflowing the KW basin and releasing radioactive materials, has not been evaluated for USQs.

Requirement(s):

10 CFR 830 requires identification and analysis of USQs prior to construction of new, or
modification of new nuclear facilities. More specifically the regulations require:

The contractor responsible for a hazard category 1, 2, or 3 DOE
nuclear facility must establish, implement, and take actions
consistent with a USQ process that meets the requirements of this
section [and].. . [t]he contractor responsible for a hazard category
1, 2, or 3 DOE nuclear facility must implement the DOE approved
USQ procedure in situations where there is a: (1) Temporary or
permanent change in the facility as described in the existing
documented safety analysis;(2) Temporary or permanent change in
the procedures as described in the existing documented safety
analysis;(3) Test or experiment not described in the existing
documented safety analysis; or (4) Potential inadequacy of the
documented safety analysis because the analysis potentially may
not be bounding or may be otherwise inadequate.

10 CFR 830.203. Furthermore,

If a contractor responsible for a hazard category 1, 2, or 3 DOE
nuclear facility discovers or is made aware of a potential
inadequacy of the documented safety analysis, it must: Take
action, as appropriate, to place or maintain the facility in a safe
condition until an evaluation of the safety of the situation is
completed;(2) Notify DOE of the situation;(3) Perform a USQ
determination and notify DOE promptly of the results ....

Id.

Discussion:

The nuclear safety aspects of the replacement water supply and fire suppression water
distribution system were reviewed. There is considerable confusion in this area. While CHPRC
staff and management are adamant that all revisions were properly reviewed, their responses
were sometimes contradictory. Most nuclear safety issues have been resolved, but a few issues
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remain. This team cannot definitively determine whether all changes received the required
Unreviewed Safety Question (USQ) review.

The primary nuclear safety issue is: Can the new system provide excessive water, such that any
leaked water could enter K West Basin and cause an overflow? The K Basin FSAR Section
3.4.2.9 "Overflow of Radioactive Water from 105-KW Basin" addresses an accident
characterized as an operational spill event with a fr-equency of "unlikely." A pipe break in a 105-
KW Basin building or an operating mistake can cause an overflow of the fuel storage basin
water, with possible release of radioactivity to the environment. The maximum size water inlet
line in the basin area (8 inch) is assumed to fail. The replacement water supply adds new water
supply lines which may create the potential for higher water flow if a line breaks.

These issues should have been addressed through the USQ process. RL staff reviewed the USQ
logs and found no evidence that these issues were addressed. Further, CHPRC nuclear safety
staff have stated that no USQ screenings or evaluations address these issues. While CHPRC has
analyzed the potential rupture of the new 750,000 gallon water tanik and concluded that the basin
is protected from such occurrence by topography, CHPRC did not address the potential increased
flow through new water lines. Since being informed of the potential USQ issue, CHPRC has not
entered the potential inadequacy of the documented safety analysis process as required by 10
CFR 830.203 (g).

The Assessment Team raised a second USQ question in that it remains unclear whether there
was an adequate USQ evaluation covering the design change reducing the system from providing
"4a twelve inch fire main throughout the 100OK Area, with a looped and gridded system on the
west side of the 100OK Area, supplying Buildings 142-K and 105-KW" to tying into the existing 8
inch loop around Building 142-K (CVDF), and use of a new 8 inch loop around 105-K West.

RL staff reviewed the USQ logs and found no evidence that the revision was addressed. In the
course of this surveillance, CHPRC nuclear safety staff and management were asked "which
USQ screening or evaluation is CHPRC relying on to support the change from 12 inch fire
supply lines to 8 inch lines?" CHPRC staff responded that they were relying upon USQ-0025-
2011. USQ-0025-2011I states that it reviewed DCN-KUP-073, which "Modifies the fire line
routing on the east side of CVDF and adds a fire hydrant south of 1 05-KW. The proposed
revision does not conflict with the water system upgrade in Section 2.9.1.7 of the FSAR."

However, the proposed revision does conflict with requirements of the FSAR, which states:

The planned system will provide a new water supply for the 100OK
Area. . .. The planned fire suppression water distribution system
will provide a 12 inch fire main throughout the IlOOK Area, with a
looped and gridded system on the west side of the IlOOK Area,
supplying Buildings 142-K and I 05-KW. Existing piping exterior
to Building 1 05-KW will be replaced with a new loop, providing
six new fire hydrants and the water supply to the Building 1 05-KW
administrative area automatic sprinkler system. A single 12 inch
fire main will serve facilities in the central corridor (1 724-K, MO-

Page 36 Surveillance Report Number S-i I-EMID-PRC-001



500, and hydrants in the central corridor) and on the east side of
the l OOK Area (MO-293, and hydrants on the east side, including
hydrants in the vicinity of Building 105-KE). Normal system
pressure will be maintained by new service water pumps, which
will be sized and controlled to maintain system pressure at a level
comparable to that provided by the existing system (approximately
120 psi)."

Facility Safety Analysis Report, Sec. 2.9.1.7.

USQ-0025-20l1 addresses the fire line routing, but does not address the revision from 12 inch
fire mains and loops to 12 inch mains and 8 inch loops. Therefore, there does not appear to be a
USQ evaluation which covers the reduction from providing a " 12 inch fire main throughout the
l OOK Area, with a looped and gridded system on the west side of the l OOK Area, supplying
Buildings 142-K and 105-KW" to tying into the existing 8 inch loop around Building 142-K
(CVDF).

DOE 0 414.l1C, Quality Assurance, Attachment 2, Section 3.e(l) states the contractor must
"Perform work consistent with technical standards, administrative controls, and hazard controls
adopted to meet regulatory or contract requirements using approved instructions, procedures,
etc."9

CHPRC did calculate that the revision would still provide adequate water supply to CVDF (DD-
47929, Revision 0, and dated 12/27/2010). The calculation was USQ screened October 20,
2010. Thus the USQ Screen 0245-20 10, which specifies calculation DD-47929, Revision 0, was
performed 2 months before the date of the document it screened against. This conflict in dates
remains unresolved. Therefore, this team cannot determine what was reviewed in the USQ
screening. Exhibit 58.

Both DD-47929 and USQ screen 1245-20 10 were performed before the revision was tied in to
the existing 8 inch water loop, therefore the USQ process was followed, but the adequacy of this
process is in question because USQ Screen 0245-2010 relied upon a calculation which had not
been done.'17 Resolution of these issues merits further inquiry, and that inquiry is recommended.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [x] NO [ 1

17 Work packages examined during the course of this Surveillance establish that CHPRC originally intended to connect the new
fire water system components to the old fire suppression system on September 28, 2010. At that point in time no USQ had been
performed. The planned connections were not made when CHPRC executive management issued, at the request of a Project Fire
Protection Engineer, a Stop Work order to facilitate addressing other problems affecting the reliability of the fire water delivery
system. All indications are that absent this unrelated Stop Work order, the new components would have been connected to the
old system without first performing a required USQ analysis.
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Finding: S-I 1-EMD-PRC-O0l-F12

CHPRC commenced construction of the IlOOK IUUP without a finalized and approved Project
Execution Plan.

Requirements:

1. DOE 0 413.3B, Program and Project Management for the Acquisition of Capital Assets, and
CRD attached thereto.

2. DOE 0 414. 1C, Quality Assurance, and CRD attached thereto.

3. PRC-PRO-PM-24889, Project Initiation and Execution, Section 5.8 and 6.1

4. PRC-PRO-PM-25000, Project Execution Plans

5. PRC-PRO-CN-14990 Construction Management Section 3.3.3.1 and 3.3.3.2

6. PRC-MP-CN-28049 Construction Procedure Manual Section 3.12

7. PRC-GD-WKM-121 16 Work Planning Guide Figure 1

Discussion:

The 100OK IJUP began construction activities without a required PEP. The Project continued on
with construction for over three months before a final PEP was released. By that time substantial
construction on both the water treatment system and the fire water system had occurred, and
design for the fire water system was known to contain defects. The lack of a PEP was
documented in an independent assessment conducted by the CHPRC Performance Oversight
organization.

On April 14, 2010 the CHPRC Manager of Performance Oversight sent the Final Report,
Independent Assessment Of Engineering, Projects And Construction, CHPRC-PO-L4-JO-02 to
the CHPRC Vice President of Engineering, Projects, and Construction (EPC). This performance
based independent assessment was conducted to evaluate EPC's implementation of programs,
procedures, and policies as they relate to conduct of work. The assessment focused on the
adequacy, compliance, and in-field execution of work activities and processes. The assessment
made a number of findings including:

I100K Utilities Upgrade Project PEP was in continuous revision
without issuance of a controlled document. This practice was out
of compliance with PRC-PRO-PM-25000, Project Execution
Plans, Rev 1, Chg 0.
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Exhibit 5 1.

The assessment also included a finding regarding another CHPRC project operating with an
outdated PEP and stated, "The PEP was to be updated as changes occurred and at a minimum
prior to the start of each phase of project execution as required by PRO-PM-24899, Project,
Section 5,8 and PRC-PRO-PM-25000, Section 3.2." This finding was also applicable to the
l OOK IUUP as it continually changed without the benefit of a final PEP, or any updates as the
project evolved. Id.

As a result of the assessment a CHPRC Condition Report Form was generated. This report
assigned a significance level of "Track Until Fixed" to this itemn. The explanation for this level is
stated as:

This condition is screened as a Track Until Fixed (TUF).

The stated condition documents a non compliance with the
requirements of PRC-PRO-PM-24889. The CR does not
document where the subject condition has resulted in an adverse
effect upon the project. However, actions will need to be taken to
correct the documented deficiencies. The screening level as a TUF
is assigned to this CR which will require that a cause be identified
and documented. This CR will also document the actions taken to
address the subject condition.

Exhibit 52.

The condition report written on April 13, 2010 and Action #3. addresses the TUUP PEP. On June
3 0, 2010 the action itemn assignee wrote an e-mail message addressed to the CHPRC Corrective
Action Management. This e-mail requested an extension for completion of the PEP and states:

Please extend the above action due date to 7/22/2010 due to
competing priorities and resource unavailability. The proper
resources have now been applied and the action will be completed
by the new due date.

Exhibit 53.

The PEP was finally released on July 29, 2010. The document is signed by the Responsible
Manager and the Information Owner/Author Requestor. Under Section 3.4, "Funding Profile"
the total project cost is $23,380,700. According to Section 5.8 of PRC-PRO-PM-24889 Project
Initiation and Execution the CHPRC President's Office or the EPC Vice President is the
approval authority for PEP's for projects with a total project cost of $20M to $10OOM. The PEP
does not address whether the CHPRC President or the EPC Vice President formally approved of
the final PEP and no evidence of such approval has been found.
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R.L Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES lxi NO [1I

Finding: S-i11-EMD-PRC-001-F13

CHPRC issued excavation permits for 1lOOK IUUP construction activities prior to obtaining an
authorization from the Hanford Site NEPA Compliance Officer, and prior to verifying
completion of a new, or the existence of a current and applicable cultural resources review.

Requirements:

1. National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), 16 Usc § 470-1, et seq.

2. Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA), 25 USC § 3001, et
seq.

3. 10 CFR 1022, Compliance with Floodplain and Wetland Environmental Review
Requirements

4. 36 CFR 60, National Register ofHistoric Places

5. 43 CFR 10, Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Regulations

6. DOE M 450.4-1, Integrated Safety Management System Manual, and CRD attached thereto.

7. PRC-PRO-EP-1 533 3, Environmental Protection Processes

8. PRC-RD-EP- 15332, Environmental Protection Requirements

9. DOE-03 44, Hanford Site Excavating, Trenching and Shoring

Discussion:

On March 16, 2010, the IlOOK Area ECO signed a Hanford Site Excavation Permit authorizing
initiation of construction activities for the 100OK IUUP. The Excavation Permit authorized:
"Installation of approximately 900 linear meters of new 12 [inch] potable and fire water lines."
This permit was signed by, among others, the Design Authority/Technical Representative, ECO,
Water Utilities Representative and the Facility/System Owner. Exhibit 19. The construction
activities covered by this Excavation Permit commenced on April 13, 2010. Exhibit 21.

CHPRC's procedures correctly identify the contractor's Cultural Resources review compliance
obligations by stating that a Cultural Resources Compliance review is required:

... when a proposed activity could affect a cultural or historical
property or structure, disturb a Native American artifact, or occur
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within one-quarter mile of the Columnbia River. A ...
review/report shall be completed before soil disturbance.

PRC-RD-EP-15332, Sec. 2.55.3. The lOOK IIJUP Functional Design Criteria
document also recognizes this requirement by stating:

All aspects of the outdoor design shall compliment the special
requirements to protect cultural resources, wildlife activities and
habitat, and environment and any special requirements as
identified in the Ecological/Cultural Resource Review. This will be
implemented through compliance with PRC-PRO-SH-090
[replaced by DOE-0344], Excavating, Trenching, and Shoring,
which requires these reviews as part of the excavating permit
process.

lOOK Water, Electrical, and KWBasin HVAC Upgrades Functional Design Criteria, KBC-
41 961, Sec. 4.2.12.18 ECOs are prohibited from signing excavation permits until all
environmental approvals, include cultural resources reviews have been obtained. See DOE-
0344, Sec. 5.3 and Appendix E, Block 11I instructions.

A Cultural Resources Review addressing the 100OK raw water line was performed by DOE's
Richland Operations Office Cultural Resources Program Manager, and a determination was
made releasing the l OOK IUUP to proceed on April 22, 2010. Exhibit 54. The April 22, 2010
authorization expressly covered the cross site raw water line (i.e., work being performed outside
the fenced boundary of the 100OK Area) and (inside the fence) construction of "Water filtration.
. nis... to provide sanitary water supply for ... trailers, portable restrooms and shower

trailers." Construction activities involving disturbance of soil inside the l OOK fence actually
began on April 13, 2010. The Hanford Site data Cultural Resources Data Base maintained by
Mission Support Alliance has been searched, and no approval (No Potential to Cause Effect
determination or any other appropriate determination) for work inside the fence on the potable
and fire water system has been located.

After reviewing a preliminary draft of this Report, CHPRC informed RI that the Contractor had
relied upon a "blanket cultural resources review" titled "Cultural Resources Review of Ground
Disturbing Activities Associated with the Decontamination, Decommissioning and Demolition of
Spent Nuclear Fuel Facilities at 1lOOK, Hanford Site, Richland, Washington (HCRC# 2003-1 00-
02 1)," issued by PNNL on May 17, 2004 as the basis for issuing its excavation permit on March
18, 2010. The cultural resources review cited by CHPRC covered thirty-four existing buildings
in the I100K Area scheduled for removal under various CERCLA remedial actions. It does not
discuss any construction of new buildings. CHPRC also provided e-mail documents that
establish that the l OOK Area ECO verified with PNNL on March 3 0, 2010 (twelve days after

Is While both the cited document and CHPRC's environmental procedure PRC-PRO-EP-1 5333 refer to PRC-PRO-SH-090, it
cannot be found in the current lists of CHPRC Procedures. It may have been superseded by DOE-0344, Rev 2, Nov 2010,
however confirming this assumption was beyond the scope of this Surveillance. None the less, this error may be an additional
indicator of the inadequacy of CHPRC's quality control systems.
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signing the excavation permit) that the blanket review document as still valid for its intended
purposes.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [x] NO [

Finding: S-i 1-EMD-PRC-OO1-F14

CHPRC did not meet contractual requirements requiring the maintenance of an active

Memorandum of Understanding between CHPRC and the Hanford Fire Marshal's Office.

Requirement(s):

1 . CRD 0 420.l1B (Supplemented Rev. 4), Facility Safety, Section E (3) b - "Other contractors
(PRC, RCC, OccMed) must institutionalize and recognize the HFM's authority as contained
in the Authority, Responsibilities, Duties, and Enforcement section of the DOE approved
Hanford Fire Marshal Charter. Prime contractors performing under a different contract from
under which the Fire Marshal's Office performs shall form an agreement or memorandum of
understanding with the Hanford Fire Marshal to implement this authority."

2. 10 CFR 122, Quality Assurance Criteria, Section A. 1. - The Quality Assurance Program
must address the following management, performance, and assessment criteria: "Establish
an organizational structure, functional responsibilities, levels of authority, and interfaces for
those managing, performing, and assessing the work."

3. DOE 0 414,l1C, Quality Assurance, Attachment 2, Section 3.a.l1 mandates that
Managemnent/Programs must "Establish an organizational structure, functional
responsibilities, levels of authority, and interfaces for those managing, performing, and
assessing the work."

Discussion:

CRD 0 420.l1B, Facility Safety, Supplemented, rev 4, Section E.3.b, DOE 0 414. 1C, Quality
Assurance, Attachment 2, Section 3.a.l1, and 10 CFR 122, Quality Assurance Criteria, Section
a. 1 requires that an active MOU exist between CHPRC and the HFMO. No active MOU exists.

The RL Supplemental Contractor Requirements Document (SCRD) 0 420.1 B delineates the
general functions of the HFMO. The SCRD also references the Fire Marshal roles and
responsibilities as contained in the Authority, Responsibilities, and Duties of the Hanford Fire
Marshal (a.k.a. Fire Marshal Charter), and requires RL contractors to *recognize and
institutionalize the HFM's authority. Through the Fire Marshal Charter, issued by the RL and
ORP, the HFM has the responsibility to ensure a reasonable level of fire prevention and
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protection for contractors and employees on the Hanford Site. This charter states that Hanford
contractors and DOE will support the HFM in the enforcement of codes and standards and
execution of the HEM duties on the site. The HEM also serves as the first level of Authority
Having Jurisdiction (AHJ) on behalf of the DOE.

A MOU titled Memorandum Of Understanding, Rev. 0, Between The Hanford Fire Marshal's
Office And Other Contractors With Fire Protection Engineers Designated As Deputy Fire
Marshals (CHPRC-08008 1) was issued on July 17, 2009, but as a result of inaction expired one
year later. The MOU itemized the functions of the Hanford Fire Protection Program and
distributed these functions between the 1HEM and the EPEs designated as a DFM and assigned to
contractors. The blue sheet cover page of the MOT. stated that it should be updated and re-issued
in one year. The MOU between CHPRC and the HEM expired and was never reinstated.

The l OOK IUUP did not recognize the authority of the HFM or CHPRC EPEs designated as a
DEM, nor did they understand the different roles and responsibilities of both parties. CHPRC
generated several Condition Reports (2010-3049, 2010-3373, 2010-3375, and 2010-3376) which
identified the lack of understanding of the roles and responsibilities of the HEM and DFMs, as
one of the causes that resulted in construction of defective design and project delays at the l OOK
IUP. On April 6, 2011, a IlOOK Infr astructure Water Pro]ject Post-Job Lessons Review Value

Management Session was conducted. One of the path forward actions of the session was to
"review/clarify and define fire protection roles and responsibilities." l OOK IUUP management
did not realize that an expired MOU with the HEM existed, nor did they realize the contract
requirements to keep the MOU current and implemented in their company. Had the MOU been
in place and implemented, many of the issues identified in this surveillance would not have taken
place.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES Ix] NO [ I

Finding: S-1 1-EMD-PRC-001-F15

CHPRC did not ensure that the prime subcontractor for the l OOK Potable Water Treatment
Facility construction site maintained a current Job Safety Analysis (JSA) and provided adequate
Lockout/Tagout (LOTO) notification and briefings.

Requirement(s):

1. DOE-03 36, Hanford Site Lockout/Ta gout program.

2. DOE M 450.4-1, Integrated Safety Management System Manual, and CRD attached thereto.
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Discussion:

CHPRC had not ensured that the prime subcontractor safety representative for the 1 00-K Potable
Water Treatment Facility construction site had completed the training requirements of the
Hanford Site LOTO program prior to start of work. Contract #36534-3 1, ARRA-Potable Water
Treatment Facility, Part 1 Statement of Work, Section 5. 1, paragraph I. states in part, "Prior to
start of work, the Contractor shall submit documentation of successful completion of the training
requirements of any applicable activities covered in DOE-RL-92-36 Rev. 1, and certification that
all training is current." The RL Electrical SME asked the Grant Safety Representative in
September 2010 if he was ever trained to DOE-03 36, Hanford Site Lockout/Tagout program, and
he said that he was not. The SME asked the Grant Construction Manager explain how the Safety
Representative could provide adequate safety oversight of other Grant construction workers and
ensure compliance to DOE-0336 if he was not knowledgeable of the associated requirements.
The Manager was unable to provide an explanation.

CHPRC did not ensure that the prime subcontractor LOTO point of contact for the 1 00-K
Potable Water Treatment Facility construction site knew when and where authorized worker tags
were applied using the eight criteria per DOE-0336. DOE-0336 Section 5.13, states in part,
"Designate a qualified memnber(s) of the Controlling Organization (CO) to be the lockout/tagout
point of contact for the outside contractor for facilities that have a physical interface with an
existing facility. Determine which of the following methods of lockout/tagout is to be used: Use
of Authorized Worker (AW) locks and tags alone when all of the eight criteria listed below are
met." The RL Electrical SME asked the Grant Safety Representative and Construction Manager
if the Potable Water Treatment Facility primary disconnect was LOTO, and the SME was
informed by both sources that the primary disconnect was not LOTO, but rather individual
branch circuits were LOTO. During the walkthrough in September 2010 the SME observed that
the primary disconnect was LOTO by two authorized worker tags. It appeared that the Grant
Construction Manager (who had primary responsible for LOTO at this site) did not have good
configuration control.

Contract #36534-3 1, ARRA-Potable Water Treatment Facility, Part 1 Statement of Work,
Section 4.9, paragraph B. states in part, "The Contractor will develop and maintain a work site
Job Safety Analysis in accordance with PRC-PRO-SH-40078." In Septemnber 2010, the JSA for
this construction site did not identify (LOTO) as a potential hazard. The Treatment Plant had
power for over three weeks, and the JSA still had the "no" block re: LOTO as a hazard. When
this was brought to the attention of the Grant Safety Representative, he stated that updates to the
JSA were in the construction trailer and had not yet been added to the JSA package. It was the
SME's understanding that Grant has only one JSA for this construction site, and so the
construction workers who had signed this JSA had performed work during the previous three
weeks without an adequate JSA advising them of the LOTO hazards.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [x] NO [I
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Observation: S-i 1-EMD-PRC-OO1-OO1

CHPRC's central environmental management organization did not respond to and provide
environmental compliance analysis and technical advice timely requested by the 100OK
Environmental Compliance Officer (ECO).

Discussion:

On June 18, 2009 the l OOK Area ECO sent an e-mail message to the CHPRC NEPA SME asking
for help in obtaining a NEPA activity based CX determination. This message was copied to the
IUJUP Project Manager as well as the CHPRC EP Manager and other relevant individuals. This
message also attached an EAS Form which identified construction or modifying a public water,
raw water, or export water system as part of the work activities to be completed. Exhibit 7. No
response to this e-mail was returned to the I100K Area ECO from either the CHPRC NEPA SME
or the CHPRC EP Manager.

On August 24, 2009, the 100K Area ECO sent a second e-mail message to the CHPRC EP
Manager which states:

I have never been involved with installing a potable water
treatment system ... so 1 am heading into new territory. I checked
out 15333, section 5.7 (see below). I also need your help as well.
Thanks. If you could get me answers by COB, Wednesday,
August 26, 2009....

Exhibit 8.

The EGO told the Assessment Team that he sent two e-mails on this subject to the CHPRC EP
Manager, but received no response to either e-mail. Had the CHPRC EP Manager responded in
a timely manner to the e-mails, it would have been more probable that all applicable
environmental requirements would have been identified and complied with.

RIL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES Jx] NO [ I

Observation: S-i 1-EMD-PRC-OO1-002

Although requested by a member of the project management team, no evidence was found
suggesting that an independent QA inquiry of the 100OK IUTUP was done prior to moving into
actual construction activities.
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Discussion:

During the Assessment Team's interview with the individual occupying the role of IUUP Project
Manager from November 2009 to April 2010, he stated that he verbally requested that an
independent quality assurance inquiry be done of the project prior to start of construction. A
review of the CHPRC Integrated Evaluation Plan (IEP) Assessment Report data base reveals that
no such inquiry was ever conducted by any CHPRC QA organization. Had an inquiry been
conducted, in all likelihood, it would have revealed the lack of compliance with the applicable
environmental requirements. This, in turn, would have resulted in a correction of these
deficiencies prior to start of construction. Unfortuniately, no such inquiry occurred.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES lx] NO [I

Observation: S-i 1-EMD-PRC-OO1-003

CHPRC's Project Review Board process did not evaluate the 1lOOK IUTUP's environmental and
fire safety regulatory compliance status prior to recommending approval to proceed with
construction activities.

Discussion:

On April 7, 2010 a PRB for the l OOK IUUP was conducted for work that included "Inside the
Fence" activities. The materials presented to the PRB on April 7 contained no mention of
applicable environmental or other regulatory requirements. Exhibit 55. Later that day, the l OOK
IUTUP Construction Manager sent an e-mail message to the lO0K IUTUP Project Director stating
that the PRB had approved construction. Exhibit 56. On April 21, 2010 a second PRB was
convened to review l OOK IUTUP work scope not reviewed by the first PRB on April 7. The
additional work scope included an import water line and l OOK fire water and potable water
supply line. As with the materials presented to the first PRB, the materials presented on April 21
contained no mention of applicable environmental or other regulatory requirements. Exhibit 57.
The PRB again approved commencement of construction.

Had a regulatory requirements check list or some other form of review or evaluation of
environmental and fire safety regulatory requirements been included in the PRB review process,
compliance failures might have been avoided.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [xi NO [I
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Observation: S-i 1-EMD-PRC-OO1-004

After discovering its failure to meet environmental regulatory requirements, CHPRC filed an
Occurrence Report pursuant to DOE requirements, however, the Report was not timely filed,
contained inaccurate information, and may not have accurately categorized the event.

Requiremtent(s):

1. DOE M 231.1-2, Occurrence Reporting and Processing of Operations Information, and CRD
attached thereto.

2. DOE 0 226. I A (Supp Rev A), Implementation of Department of Energy Oversight Policy,
and CRD attached thereto.

3. DOE M 231.1-2 (Supp Rev 8), Occurrence Reporting and Processing of Operations
Information, and CRD attached thereto.

4. DOE Contract Number DE-AC06-08RL 14788, Section H. 19, Environmental Responsibility,
and Attachment J.2, Requirements Sources and Implementing Documents, Tables J.2.1
through J.2.8.

5. PRC-PRO-EM-060, Reporting Occurrences and Processing Operations Information

Discussion:

DOE M 231.1-2, Occurrence Reporting and Processing of Operations Information (Occurrence
Reporting Manual), and PRC-PRO-EM-060, Reporting Occurrences and Processing Operations
Information specify CHPRC's occurrence reporting requirements and obligations. The
requirements of DOE M 231.1-2 are a contractual obligation created by CHPRC's Contract with
DOE. See DOE Contract Number DE-AC06-08RL14788 generally, and its Table J.2.8 more
specifically.

On June 8, 2010, CHPRC filed with DOE Occurrence Report Numnber EM-RL-CHPRC-
GENLAREAS-2010-0013 (Occurrence Report). The Occurrence Report disclosed CHPRC's
discovery that it had began construction of 100OK TUUP facilities without obtaining a NEPA
determination from the Hanford NEPA Compliance Officer, and construction approvals required
from the W~DOH. Exhibit 49. The Occurrence Report lists the date of discovery of the incidents
reported as June 4, 2010, characterizes the incidents as a Management Concern, and assigns a
significance level of SC4.

The significance level assigned in the Occurrence Report may not be consistent with the
requirements of the Occurrence Reporting Manual. RL acknowledges that when an event is
classed as a Management Concern, the assignment of Significance Category level is a somewhat
subjective matter that may be subject to judgment errors. The Manual defines five levels of
significance to be used in occurrence reporting. More specifically, it defines category 2, 3 and 4
as follows:
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Significance Category 2. Occurrences in this category are those
that are not Operational Emergencies and that have a moderate
impact on safe facility operations, worker or public safety and
health, regulatory compliance, or public/business interests.

Significance Category 3. Occurrences in this category are those
that are not Operational Emergencies and that have a minor impact
on safe facility operations, worker or public safety and health,
regulatory compliance, or public/business interests.

Significance Category 4. Occurrences in this category are those
that are not Operational Emergencies and that have some impact
on safe facility operations, worker or public safety and health,
public/business interests.

DOE M 231.1-2, Sec. 1.2 d., e. and f. Because the incident reported involved at least a minor
impact to "regulatory compliance," it may have been appropriate to assign a significance level of
at least Category 3.

For either a Significance Category 3, or 4 event, the DOE Manual requires that a written
occurrence report be filed with DOE within two working days of discovery of the incident. DOE
M 231.1-2, Sec. 1.4.2 (c) and (d). The Occurrence Report lists the date of discovery in the
instant matter as June 4, 2010. The DOE Manual defines the date and time of discovery as:

The discovery date and time is when the facility staff discovered or
became aware of the event or condition. The facility staff is those
personnel assigned to the facility and cognizant of the area in
which the event or condition is identified.

DOE M 231.1-2, Sec. 13.d. CHPRC actually discovered the conditions disclosed by the
Occurrence Report on or about May 18, 2010, thirteen business days before CHPRC filed its
Occurrence Report. The Occurrence Report section titled "Description of Occurrence" states:

... On May 18, 2010 it was determined that construction had
begun prior to approval of the project report by WVDOH .... In
this case, the approval of the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) Categorical Exclusion (CX) submittal was determined to
have not yet been obtained....

Exhibit 49, p. 2, Section 15. CHPRC's knowledge as of May 18, 2010 of its failure to obtain
WDOH approvals prior to commencing construction is also documented in its e-mail traffic.
Exhibit 28.

A Significance Category 3 Occurrence Report must assign a cause and identify appropriate
corrective action. See DOE 231.1-2, CRD Sec. 1.5 b. and DOE M 231.1-2, Sec. 11. Because it
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was assigned a Category 4 rating, the Occurrence Report contains no information regarding a
determination of cause, nor any corrective action required or taken. Exhibit 49, Items 22 and 25.

The "Description of Occurrence," Sec. 15 contained in the Occurrence Report neither fully, nor
accurately discloses all relevant information regarding the incidents. While the language of Sec.
15 accurately discloses that CHPRC learned on May 18, 2010 of its failure to obtain NEPA and
WDOH approvals prior to commencing construction of 100OK IUUP facilities, it fails to clarify,
as differing from the 200 Area project discussed in this same Sec. 15, that applications for the
required approvals had also not even been made prior to commencement of construction
activities. Sec. 15 also states: "... . CX [NEPA] approval was immediately obtained, and the
Project Report submitted to WDOH for approval." In fact, the Project's NEPA CX
determination was not issued until May 26, 2010, and the Project Report was not submitted to
WDOH -until June 1, 2010. Exhibits 48 and 50 respectively.

RL Lead Assessor Closure Required: YES [I NO I1

Contractor Self-Assessment: CHPRC did not perform a formal self-assessment of the issues at
the l OOK IUUP that eventually resulted in CHPRC Senior Management issuing a Stop Work.
The Assessment team concluded that the Contractor's self-assessment activities at the l OOK
IUJUP were generally ineffective.

Contractor Self-Assessment Adequate: YES 11 NO [x]

Contractor Management To Be Briefed:

CHPRC President
CHPRC Vice-President, Environmental Protection and Strategic Planning
CHIPRC Vice-President, Safety
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Exhibit-24 Meeting Summary, Brian Dixon, Meeting with Washington Page 146
State Department of Health Office of Drinking Water,
Spokane Washington May 18, 20 10, May 18. 2010

Exhibit-25 Root Cause Analysis Report, EN Dodd III, PW Martin, DP Page 148
Kimball, VM Pizzuto, Root Cause Analysis Report Potential
Adverse Trend-Environmental Regulatory Requirements for
Construction Projects Not Met EM-RL-CPRC-
GENLAREAS-20 10-0013, October 19, 2010

Exhibit-26 E-mail, Max L. Edington, to Kurtis L. Kehler, cc: Colbumn E. Page 165
Kennedy, Dottie L. Norman, Usama E. Wajeeh, 100 K Water
System Replacement Project, May 18. 20 10 a, 3:3 3 PM

Exhibit-27 Letter, John G. Lehew III President and Chief Executive Page 166
Officer CH2MIIILL Plateau Remediation Company, to M.D.
Wilson, Regional Engineer Washington State Department of
Health, SUBMITTAL OF PROJECT REPORT FOR l OOK
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POTABLE WATER FACILITY, June 1. 20 10

Exhibit-28 E-mail, Moses Jaraysi, to John G. Lehew, Kurtis L. Keller, Page 167
Colburn E. Kennedy, cc: Allan E. Cawrse, FW: Fire System
Applicability, June 2. 20 10

Exhibit-29 E-mail, Usama E. Wajeeh, to Colburn E. Kennedy, cc: Allan Page 170
E. Cawrse, Kurtis L. Kehler, Dottie L. Norman, Max L.
Edington, FW: Discussion with Mike Wilson (WVDOH)
Regarding l OOK Proj ect Report Submittal, June 7. 2010

Exhibit-30 Letter, Michael Wilson, Regional Engineer Washington State Page 171
Department of Health, to Usama Wajeeh PE CH2MHILL,
Energy, Dept Of/ I00K; PWS ID #00 177J; Benton County
100OK Area Water Treatment System Project Report ; DOH
Project # 10-0207B, June 16. 2010

Exhibit-3 1 Letter, Max L. Edington, Project Manager 100OK D&D Page 172
CH2MHILL Plateau Remediation. Company, to M.D. Wilson
Regional Engineer, Washington State Department of Health,
SUBMITTAL OF CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS FOR
l OOK POTABLE WATER FACILITY, June 23. 20 10

Exhibit-32 Letter, Michael D. Wilson, Regional Engineer Washington Page 173
State Department of Health, to Usama E. Wajeeh, PE
CH2MHILL Plateau Remediation Company, Energy, Dept
of/l OOK; PWS ID #00 177J; Benton County l OOK Area
Water Treatment System Project Report; DOH Project #10-
0207B, July 8. 2010

Exhibit-33 Letter, Michael Wilson, Regional Engineer Washington Page 175
State Department of Health, to Usama Wajeel, PE
CH2MHILL Plateau Remediation. Company, Energy,Dept
Of/lIOOK; PWS ID #00 177J; Benton County Construction
Documents For l OOK Potable Water Facility; DOH Project #
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10-0207C, July 22 20 10

Exhibit-34 Letter, Max L. Edington, Project Manager l OOK D&D Page 176
CH2MHILL Plateau Remediation Company, to M.D.
Wilson, Regional Engineer Washington State Department of
Health, SUBMITTAL OF WDOH PROJECT REPORT
COMMENT RESPONSE FOR l OOK POTABLE WATER
FACILITY, July 22. 2010

Exhibit-35 Letter, Michael Wilson, Regional Engineer Washington State Page 178
Department of Health, to Usama Wajeeh, PE CH2MHILL
Plateau Remediation Company, Energy, Dept of/lOOK; PWS
ID #001 77J; Benton County 100K Area Potable Water
Facility Construction Documents DOH Project #10-0207C,
August 3, 2010

Exhibit-3 6 Letter, Michael Wilson, Regional Engineer Washington State Page 181
Department of Health, to Usama Wajeeh, PE CH2MHILL
Plateau Remediation Company, Energy, Dept of/lOOK; PWS
ID #00 177J; Benton County l OOK Area Water Treatment
System; DOH Project #10-0207B; APPROVAL, August 5,
2010

Exhibit-37 Letter, Michael Wilson, Regional Engineer Washington State Page 182
Department of Health, to Usaina Wajeeh, PE CH2MI{ILL
Plateau Remediation Company, Energy, Dept oF IlOOK
Potable Water Facility; DOH Project #10-0207C
APPROVAL, September 15. 2010

Exhibit-3 8 Letter, Max L. Edington, Area Manager 100OK D4 Page 183
CH2MIIILL Plateau Remediation Company, to M.D.
Wilson, Regional Engineer Washington State Department of
Health,, Department of Energy 100OK Water Treatment
Facility PWS ID# 00 1 77J; Benton County; Operational
Performance Testing Report; DOH Project #1 0-0207D,
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Janga 7,2011

Exhibit-39 Letter, Michael Wilson, Regional Engineer Washington State Page 184
Department of Health, to M.L. Edington, Area Manager
CH2MIIILL Plateau Remediation Company, Energy, Dept
OFl OOK; PWS ID #00 177J; Benton County OTP Report;
DOH Project # 10-0207E, Febrary 1, 2011

Exhibit-40 Letter, Michael Wilson, Regional Engineer Washington State Page 185
Department of Health, to M.L. Edington, Area Manager
CH2MHILL Plateau Remediation Company, Energy, Dept
of/lOOK; PWS ID # 00177J; Benton County Operational
Performance Testing Report; DOH Project #s 1 0-0207D- 10-
0207E APPROVAL, Februpay 18. 2011

Exhibit-41 Letter,, Michael Wilson, Regional Engineer Washington State Page 186
Department of Health, to M.L. Edington, Area Manager
CH2M1HILL Plateau Remediation Company, Energy, Dept
OFlOOK; PWS ID #00177J; Benton County Operational
And Maintenance Manual; DOH Project # 11-0313, March
10,2011

Exhibit-42 E-mail,, Michael Wilson / EH (DOH), to Max L. Edington, Page 187
Steven Moore, FW: Energy, Dept of/ 100K; PWS ID #00 177,
Benton County: Membrane WTP Start-Up Approval, March
i1621

Exhibit-43 E-mail, Dottie L. Norman, to Brett M. Barnes, Scott W. Page 189
Story, FW: Notice of Cultural Resources Clearance for the
Installation of the 100-K Area Raw Waterline, HCRC#2009-
600-018, Ari 23 01 12:17 PM

Exhibit-44 E-mail, Brett M. Barnes, to Michael T. Jansky, FW: Notice Page 189
of Cultural Resources Clearance for the Installation of the
100-K Area Raw Waterline, HCRC #2009-600-018, April
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26.,2010 0-) 7:25 AM

Exbibit-45 E-mail, Michael T. Jansky, to Brett M. Barnes, Dottie L. Page 189
Norman, RE: Notice of Cultural Resources Clearance for the
Installation of the 1 00-K Area Raw Waterline, HCRD#2009-
600-018, Api 26 210- 7:45 AM

Exhibit-46 E-mail, Michael T. Jansky, to Michael T. Jansky, Woody Page 190
Russell, RE: CX FOR K AREA Utilities Reroute, May 24.
2010 a, 6:39 AM, and e-mail, Michael T. Jansky, to Woody
Russell, CX FOR K AREA Utilities Reroute, April 28. 2010
ai 12:27 PM

Exhibit-47 E-mail, Michael T. Jansky, to Woody Russell, RE: CX FOR Page 190
K AREA Utilities Reroute, May 25, 2010 a, 6:15 AM

Exhibit-48 Categorical Exclusion for 100 K Area Utilities Reroute Page 192
Hanford Site, Rich land, Washington (an attachment to
Exhibit 46), April 28,2010

Exhibit-49 Occurrence Report EM-RL-CPRC-GENLAREAS-2010-0013, Page 200
June 8. 20 10

Exhibit-5O EPC-40524, Rev. I100OK Infrastructure Project Execution Page 204
Plan,, July 29, 2010

Exhibit-5i INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM with Attachment FINAL Page 253
REPORT, INDEPENDENT ASSESSMENT OF
ENGINEERING, PROJECTS AND CONSTRUCTION,
CHLPRC-PO-IA-J 0-02, S .J. Turner, Manager of Performance
Oversight CH2MHILL Plateau Remediation. Company, to
K.A. Dorr, EPC CH2MHILL Plateau Remediation
Company, April 14.,2010
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Exhibit-52 CHPRC CONDITION REPORT FORM CR NUMBER: CR- Page 289
20 10-1080, Bonnie S. Harder Initiator, Deficiencies were
identified in the implementation of the Project Execution
Plan (PEP) process as required by PRC-PRO-PM-24889,
Project Initiation and Execution, April 13, 2010

Exhibit-53 E-mail, Daniel P. Kimball, to A CHPRC Corrective Action Page 292
Management, CR-2010-1080 Corrective action # 3, June 30,
2010

Exhibit-54 E-mail, Annabelle L. Rodriquez, to Scott W. Story, Colburn Page 189
E. Kennedy, cc: Steven N. Balone, Thomas K Teynor,
Annabelle L. Rodriquez, Ellen L. Prendergast-Kennedy,
April 22. 2010

Exhibit-55 Presentation, Dave Fink, to 1 00-K Utility Upgrades Project Page 293
PRB for: Inside the Fence Water Lines task 1, 105 KW Fire
Water Supply Line, A9 Switch Yard Preparation, April 7.
2010

Exhibit-56 E-mail, David E. Fink, to Kurtis L. Kehler, Colburn E. Page 315
Kennedy, cc: Kent A. Dorr, Stephen R. Douglass, Good
News the PRB Approved the following for Construction with
Attachment image00 1.png, April 7. 20 10 (&~ 3:20 PM

Exhibit-57 Presentation,- Dave Fink, to 100-K Utility Upgrades Project, Page 316
April 21, 2010

Exhibit-58 E-mail, Gregory Morgan, to Gail A. Chaffee, cc: Thomas Page 351
Teynor, Alan L. Ramble, Calvin E. Morgan, Roger Quintero,
Mark W. Jackson, Burton E. Hill, Dale C. West, Michael R.
Koch, Dennis A. Clapp, FW: USQ in Support of New Water
System, April 14. 2011 (d 3:27 PM, and e-mail, Gail A.
Chaffee, to Gregory Morgan, cc: Thomas Teynor, Alan 1.
Ramble, Calvin E. Morgan, Roger Quintero, Mark Jackson,
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Burton Hill, Dale West Michael R. Koch, Dennis (CONTR),
Richard E. Raymond, RE: USQ in Support of New Water
System, Anrl1.01( 4:04 PM

Exhibit-59 CR PR C-RE VIEW COMMENT RECORD (RCR), Reviewers Page 356
Susan Omberg Carro, Sam Wajeeh, Adam Moldovan,
Richard Larson, 90% Design Review IlOOK Project, Octobe

Exhibit-60 CHPRC CONDITION REP ORT FORM CR NUMBER: CR- Page 371
20 10-2597, Susan Omberg Carro Initiator, Installation of
Fire Suppression System Without Required Design
Approval, August 24, 2010

Exhibit-61 CHPR C CONDITION REPOR T FORM CR NUMBER: CR- Page 373
20 10-3049, Don Bide Initiator, 100K- Fire Suppression
System Field Work Stop Work (ARRA): SAC-2010-1 169,
September 29. 2010

Exhibit-62 CHPRC CONTRA4CTOR DOCUMENT SUBMITTAL FORM, Page 379
Lisa Smyser CHIPRC Project Records Specialist, IlOOK
Potable Water Treatment Facility Contract No. 36534
Release No. 03 1, Submittal Register No. 13125-02, Version
03, August 3 1. 2010
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EXHIBIT 1.,-

Department of Energy
Richlantd Operations Office

P.O. Box 550

- Richland, Washington 99352

APR1I1 1993

President
Westinghouse Hanford Company
Richland, Washington

Dear Sir:

HANFORD DRINKING WATER SYSTEMS

The U.S. Department of Energy, Richland operations office (RI) is the owner of
several Group A and Group B water systems, and Westinghouse Hanford Company
and ICF Kaiser Hanford Company operate the water systems for RI. The purpose
of this letter is to clearly state that the water systems on the Hanford Site
are subject to the State of Washington Department of Health Drinking Water
Regulations under Washington Administrative Code and the water systems will
operate in accordance with these regulations. These regulations apply to the
operation of the drinking water systems as well as to
constructi on/modi f ication on any system.

Should you have questions, please contact Mr. D. J. Ortiz, of my staff,
at 376-0950.

Sincerely,

W. A. RutherW~~,Drco
SID:DJO site Infrasttctre Division

cc: J. L. Day, ICF KH
S. E. Dieterle, ICF KH
J. U. Greenough, ICF KH [3MEl0U
C. D. Lucas, WHC Z,~~

P. I. Thakkar, ICF KH 2! U)a'
C. A. Thompson, WHC CD o

C: C1

cm

_0 f
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KenndyColbm EEXHIBIT 2 EXHIBIT 3 EXHIBIT 4
Wertz, Douglas E (Doug)
Thursday, April 16, 2009 10:03 AM

-. : Kennedy, Calbun, E
Cc Harrington, Richard A

Subject: RE: VE SESSIONS - 100OK AREA UTILITIES

Ok: lets gol I will send a list of invitees. We will use two charge numbers; 50% of time to each. 301964, and 301965.

You are authorized to charge time to these numbers.

From: Kennedy, Colburn E
Sent: Thursday, April 16, 2009 9:47 AM
To: Wertz, Douglas E (Doug)
Cc: Harrington, Richard A
Subject: RE: VE SESSIONS - 100K AREA UTILITIES

Doug

I talked with Richard and he is avail'able for conducting a Project Charter Workshop to make sure all parties are in
agreement on 100K Electrical/Water/Ventilation Project approach before we get this project kicked off.

Here is the proposal

1. Hold a 1 day meeting with a select group of managers.
2. Objective will be to

a. Scope work
b. Define Schedule and Basis
c. Determine Implementation Approach (subcontract/self perform)
d. Review ROM cost
e. Define where improvements can be made

3. Meeting can be scheduled for 4/27 through May 8. Need decision by 4/22 to book room.
4. Meeting to held offsite at a location to be determined later
5. Meeting will involve working through lunch (lunch provided)

We need a charge number to start getting this taken care of.

From: Wertz, Douglas E (Doug)
Sent: Monday, April 13, 2009 10:38 AM
To: Kennedy, Colburn E
Cc Johns, Bruce R; Geuther, Walter.J (John); Bragg, Douglas C (Doug)
Subject: VE SESSIONS - 100K AREA UTILITIES

Colburn: a couple candidates from STP to attend. Do you want me to reserve a room for the YE sessions?

Bruce Johns and John Geuther.

Thanks

ug Wertz

2-8168
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Kennedy, Colburn E EXHIBIT 5
- Nlect:. 1 00K Infrastructure Project Charter Workshop

ition: WSU-CIC, Room 212

Start:Wd5820 :0A
End: Wed 5/612009 1:00 PM
Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

meeting Status: Not yet responded

Organizer ~ Sumner, Christine E
Required Attendees: Harrngton, Richard A; Kennedy, Colbum E; Story, Scott W; Lucas, Christopher, Koch,

Michael R; Moore, Steven; Baker, Scott (EU); Omberg Carro, Susan K; Mills, Jay R; Parker,John R; Davison, Timothy J; Balone, Steven N; Krekel, Randall NOptional Attendees: Swartz, Mike; Wertz, Douglas E (Doug); Burke, Steven P; Wright, mark A4 Anderson, David B;
Maiden, Floyd M; MacDonald, Alastair J; colbum.kennedy~ch2m.com

Team,

On behalf of Colburn Kennedy, Richard Harrington and myself, your participation is requested at the 100K Infrastructure
Project Charter Workshop on Tuesday, May 5Sih from 7:30 to 4:30, at the WSU-CIC in the second floor conference room
.214 (see map attached). In brief the objective of this workshop is to establish a foundation and path forward to develop
-the schedule, project estimate, and an integrated approach to achieve project delivery. Please note that while this effort
is planned for a one-day workshop, we have reserved the conference room for the morning of the next day If required.

ched is the workshop scope statement sheet and agenda, as well as a map for the WSU Campus. Lunch, along with
mring coffee and a light snack will be provided. Looking forward to your active participation and a successful

outcome.

Thanks -

Christine Sumner for

Richard Harrington

'El nfasixt
PmJect Ch...

WSU Campusjpg
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10OK IN~FRASTRUCTURE PROJECT WORKSHOP
WSU-CIC, Conference Room 214

May 5-6, 2009

AGENDA

Day 1, Tuesday. 05/05/09

7:30 - Welcome/Purpose, Safety Topic, Introductions (Project Roles and Responsibilities)
Review Agenda, Guidelines and Expectations

8:00 - Opening Remarks and Project Overview
*Clarify four major components, needs, and project roles and responsibilities

8:30 - 1. Power Isolation
0 Confirm scope, approach, needs, schedule, and cost basis
0 Utilize parking-lot sheets, as required

9:15 - BREAK

9:30 - 2. River Water Infrastructure Isolation and 3. Closure Support Facilities
a Confirm scope, approach/needs, schedule, and cost basis
a Utilize parking-lot sheets, as required

11:45 - LUNCH (provided)

12:30 - 4. West Basin Airborne Contamination
0 Confirm scope, approach/needs, schedule, and cost basis
0 Utilize parking-lot sheets, as required

1 -30 - Develop Project Logic Diagram and Approach
* Define major functions and apply logic
" Identify key interfaces (system and people) and schedule milestone

2:30 -BREAK

2:45 -Complete Project Logic Diagram and Approach
" Solidify logic and define method of performance
* Identify Project Execution Plan (PEP) needs and inputs

3:45 -Develop Path Forward Implementation Plan
" Review/validate parking-lot information sheets
" Finalize actions required to proceed
" Determine need to reconvene on day 2

4:30 -Round-Robin Close-out
*Last minute items/meeting utility

Page 63 Surveillance Report Number S-I I-EMD-PRC-001



SCOPE

" 10OK Infrastructure Project Charter:
SScope, schedule, cost estimate basis, roles and responsibilities, key interfaces and requirements,
and method of performance:
- Power Isolation
- Closure Support Facilities
- River Water Infrastructure Isolation
- West Basin Airborne Contamination

OBJECTIVES

" Establish a foundation and path forward to develop the schedule, project estimate, and an
integrated approach to achieve project delivery
> Solidify scope
> Define schedule and cost basis inputs
> Determine implementation approach
> Identify potential improvement areas/concepts

" Obtain consensus and build project team approach

DELIVERABLES

*Documented flipchart listing of the scope and objectives details
*Method of performance and key interfaces (e.g. Mission Support Contract)
*Overall path forward implementation action plan
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EXHIBIT 6
PROJRCT SCOPE STATEMENT SEET

'roject Title 109K Infrashtru Prolect Charter Warltshop NO. NLi
Workshoep Lotion: WSU-CIC. Room 214 _ _Date:

TEAM BMERS

C.E. (Colb=r) Kennedy (Mt) 376-3152 Project Manage CHWRC
S.W. (Scott) story 376-4017 Project Construction Manamger FFS
CAD (Cbris) Lucas 373-1006 Operations CEPRC
MY- (Hike) Koch 373-2699 1OOK Engineering C11PRC
S. KI (Steve) Moore 373-2567 Balance of Plant Water CRPRC
SAL. (Scott) Baker 373-2028 Electrical Utfilities PH
S.K.(Susan) Omberg Cairo 376-3202 Fire Protection FFS
JR. (Jay) MIlls 373-2946 Project Schedl FF8
JIL (John) Parker 376-2695 Project Estimate PSG
TJ. (Tun) Davison 376-2234 Project Execution Plan CHPRC
S. (Said) Wajech 37 - Water System Enginee ENREP
S-N. (Steve) Balone 376-0236 Project Raeesentative DOE-RL
RN. (Randall) Krckel 376-426 Electrical DOE-RL

IL = Team Leader

PART-TIM SUPPORT MCEMBERS

MM.L (Mike) Swartz 373-0073 lOOK Project Managesnew CHPRC
D. (Doug) Wertz 372-8168 ProJect Cont1rol CHMPR
S.P. (Steve) Burke 373-9034 K-West Operations, CEPRC
MA. (Mark) Wright 376-4153 Work Control CHPRC
DRB (Dave) Anderso 376-0094 Construc -tion Management FF8
F.M. (Flod) Maiden 373-2236 Eetia niern RV
AJ. (Alai) MacDonald 376-4599Magenttpo -ER

FACILITATORS

R.. (Richard) Harrington 372-9601 Value Engineering CHIPRC

Cy-. (Christine) Sumner 372-3692 Value Engineering CHPRC
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EXHIBIT 7
Barnies, Brett M4

From: Barnes, Brett PA
Sent Thuisdiiy. June 16. 209 1123i AM
To- Jansky, M;ctaei T
Cc: R'fa, Darrel J, Kennedy. Coltumr E: Story. ScoII W; Walstn, Davic J (Davej. E gerlmafn.

R.~chard loi
Subject ACTiIr-Y-SPECIFIC VA FOR THE REROUTING OF 100 K BASIN UTILITIES AND HVAC
Aftachmnts: 0611 228pdf: -M81 11,-41,pcf

Good Moixrg Ie,

Atahd sa Mett tniml acIvity screenig form and supportiog ftcwnentation for the rero1rig of the 100 K
taltes (e. g , wmier ardi eaetical) and the Installation W' an WIrAC sysan to the 100 K toasin to prona for an icaei
petormnet co~o wlhile perforrmng work in tte basins

& cause tnils is stirulus furlt-I-we will reed *o obtaw a acti-ty-specftc CX for our NEPA coverago.

The fiml 2rachrnem~ is the screeing fofr, Atiacmrent A and At,

TMe 5aCOrd atziC1hnet A2.

Boith cnstte a cwrn*e psa kagt

Scott Story Is wok~n on a statement of work for PtNL lo =ome and ao "4 CERR,

Shouldj you Pave ony cet-ors. please gova me a orAl ci my cc!t phorie. if you woula zike to moet to discu=s "ndcf
revise the ff-m. pI~ase :et ro krvv Tbarik yoti Please Wt iviknowa schoduile as io when vm can. ,e *Mrc~vt
speciflocCx. ThanV'-ryoJ,

Brett M. Barnes, CHMM
Er~v-ro,netai Corniance Of-cer, C)-.PRC. K Basins

Preszoent WdColuinia Laader,,'p Dewoolpmerl Associafion, NMvA Chapter 4395
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Barnes, Brett M EXHIBIT 8
From: Barnes, Brett M
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2009 10:38 AM
To: Engelmann, Richard H
Subject: FW: I100K Follow Up
Attachments: Copy of Peak hour flow rate ali months (min-max-avg).xlsm

Good Morning Rick,

As you aware ... K Basins is working on installing a new potable water treatment system (we will connect to an existing
water pipe south of the B Area) in an effort to start shutting down and D&Ding the 183 K East water treatment facility.

The new potable water treatment system will generate backwash (e.g., back-flushing filters, etc.). We would like to
collect this backwash and use it for dust suppression. Most of the time it will contain TSS and small concentrations of
aluminum and chloride (low ppm levels max). CIP solution will also contain TSS, some sodium, citric acid, and sulfate.

ARES corporation is working on anticipated constituent concentration data for backwash solutions.

I have never been involved with installing a potable water treatment system..so I am heading into new territory. I
checked out 15333, section 5.7 (see below). I also need your help on this as well. Thanks. If you could get me answers
by COB, Wednesday, August 26, 2009 ... that would be great. PS. There has been some very preliminary discussions with
WDOH (Mike Wilson from Spokane) on this ... very preliminary.

5.7 Constructing or Modifying Public Water or Raw Wate r Systems
[Basis: PRC-RD-EP-1 5332, Section 2.71

Responsible 1. Use the following instructions in addition to those found In Section 5.3, Constructing or
Manager Modifying Facilities, Equipment, or Processes (including Changes to Operating Processes) -

General, when performing construction activities near a public water system, or Constructing
or modifying raw water systems including collection, transmission, and distribution system
components.

2. Contact the Water Purveyor to request authorization for construction or modification of the
public water system, export water system or a raw water system.
NOTE: The water purve yors for the Hanford Site are as follows:
0 200 E and 200 W Areas, and 600 Area - FH Water Purveyor
* 100K and 400 Areas - CHPRC Water Purveyor
a 300 Area and l0ON Area - WNCH Water Purveyor
* HAMMER Facility and 1100 Area - City of Richland

Water 3. Based upon the requested construction or modification, determine permitting needs and
Purveyor develop an application for an operating permit or modify an existing operating permit in

accordance with WAC 246-290, as appropriate.
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4. Maintain copies of permits and documents to show Compliance with drinking water
requirements and applicable permit terms and conditions according to the instructions in
Section 7.0, Record Identification.

Regulatory 5. Transmit the public water system permit application or modification for the public water
Services & system, export water system or raw water system to WDOH in accordance with PRC-PRO-EP-
Reporting 20571, Communications with the Hanford Site Regulatory Agencies.
Manager
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EXHIBIT 9
Project New Water Treatment System for the 100OK Basin

Meeting Date: October 6, 2009

Time: 10:00AM- 11:30AM

Meeting Location: Department of Health Regional Office - Spokane, WA

Prepared By: Sam E Wajeeh

Participanrs: Steve Moore (CI-IRQC, Sam Wajeeh (CHPAC), Tom Ashley (ARES), Elizabeth Bowers

(DOE), Brett Barnes (CHPRC) and Mike Wilson (DO10.

The mneeting was requested by CHPRC to discuss the permitting requirements to install a new water

treatment plant to replace the existing water treatment system, slated for deactivation and demolition

(D&D) and to finalize the preferred method to dispose of the filter backwash water that is generated by

the new water plant. The following items were key points discussed at the meeting:

1). CHPRC explained to the DOH that the purpose of the l OOK project is to eliminate the use of the

K East Sedimentation Basins and Water Filtration Systems, eliminate withdrawal of water frni

the Columbia River, and to prepare 100KB Area for demolition. The project is to first install

approximately 11,000 feet of raw water line that wil connect to the I OB-C are 42-inch export

water line located southwest of the project site. The second part of the project includes the

construction of a portable potable water treatment plant rated at 50 GPM. The replacement water

plant has no net increase in capacity when compared to the existing water plant. Any increase of

water demand due to the anticipated S.A. Robotics core removal and the sludge treatment project

will be accommodated.

2) Mike Wilson explained that current rules require the state to request a 4-7 month pilot study for

any approved alternative treatment technology. Currently, the Pall AP microfltration units have

been accepted by the State of Washington Department of Health as an alternative technology used

to produce potable water. Under the Washington Administrative Codes (W.A.C.) 246-290-

676(3) and 246-290-250(3) identifies that a pilot study along with a pre-design study will he

required for all proposed filtration facilities unless justification to waive the need for a pilot study

can be provided, and is acceptable to the Department of Health.

3) CHPRC and ARES mentioned that justification to waive the need for a pilot study is based on the

fact that West Pasco has undergone pilot testing of their Pall microfiltration plant, similar to the

l OOK project application. The West Pasco water plant water intake is located on the north shore

of the Columbia River just south of the 1-182 bridge. The water quality at this location is only

slightly impacted by the flow from the Yakima River. As such, the water quality at the West

Pasco intake is incrementally "less" than that associated with upstream Columbia River locations.

It is the Department of Health's understand ing that the pilot testing was successful, however, the

final report has not been submitted.

Sam E. Wajeeh 10/07/09 Page 1
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4) DOH1 has tentatively agreed that based on the fact that the proposed mnicrofiltration unit to be used
at the l00K site has been approved by the State of Washington Department of Health and that
there is currently a local municipality utilizing the same technology and source water and is
finalizing a successful pilot study, that the request to waive the need for a pilot study for the l OOK
project would be strongly considered. CHPRC will need to provide an e-mail and formal letter to
the DOH providing justification in request to waive the pilot study. Along with the request, two
additional pieces of information must be provided with the justification:

a) Data showing that the raw water quality is stable.
b) Discussion concerning disinfection byproducts (DBP) precursors in the raw water..

Along with the information requested, the l00K project will provide a copy of the procurement
specification for the microfiltration system and chlorine contact pipe calculations to expedite the
review process. The information provided would be reviewed by Mike Wilson (Spokane - DOH)
and his counterparts that are-more familiar with microfiltration membrane technology, Sam Perry
(Olympia - DOH), Ethan Moseng (Olympia - DOH) and Steven Baker (Olympia - DOH). A
response back from the DOR is expected to take approximately one month.

5) It was agreed that ARES would prepare a draft of the justification letter to waive the need for a
pilot study and submit to the 10OK project for review as early as possible. After the letter has
been reviewed by the DOH and the waiver submitted to the l OOK projec4 a project report will
need to follow. Four copies of the completed report must be provided to the Department of
Health prior to any construction document submittals. Four copies of the completed project
report should be submitted to Mike Wilson - DOH Spokane Office for review. Review time
expected is approximately 35 days from receipt of the report. A project application number will
then be assigned to the project for tracking purposes.

6) It is estimated that 5,000 to 7,000 gallons per day of filter b, :-kwasb would be generated from the
new water plant. CHPRC mentioned that the l OOK project considered a few options to dispose of
the filter backwash generated from the new water plant:

a) Discharge filter backwash to a separate tank for use as dust suppression for D&D activities.
b) Discharge filter backwash to a separate tank and transport the water to TEDF.
c) Discharge filter backwash to an onsite evaporative pond.
d) Reclaim/recycle the backwash by passing it through a filter and discharge to the onsite fire

tank.

It was CHPRC's preference to pursue option "d" and recycle the backwash water to the fire water
tank. This option will obviate the need to construct multiple avenues for filter backwash disposal.
In addition, discharging into the 750,000 gallon fire water tank allows for sufficient dilution and
reduces the need for additional equipment. Due to site constraints, the DOH was more in favor of
this alternative as a way to disposition filter backwash for the l OOK project.

Sam E.Wajeelt 10/07/09 Page 2
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Ken nedy, Colburn E E H B T 1

Bowers, Elizabeth M (Liz)
Wednesday, October 07, 2009 4:18 PM

To: Balone. Steven N
Cc: Koch, Michael R; Ortiz, Dickie J: Teynor, Thomas K; Wajeeh, Usama E; Kennedy, Colbumn E
Subject: RE: Meeting with Department of Health on Proposed Water Plant

Steve,
Two 'comments concerning the Tuesday meeting with Mike Wilson, Washington State
Department of Health (DOH):

1. The meeting went very well & 1 anticipate positive results ... it was worthwhile meeting
face-to-face

2. Your contractor staff were very well organized, well spoken, and professional.

It was a pleasure to accompany these gendemen to the meeting with Mike and I will be
happy to continue to support your project with the ongoing DOH interface.

Liz Bowers
373-9276___-

From: Balone, Steven N
Sent: Thursday, Odtober 01, 2009 1:29 PM
To: Wajeeh, Usama E; Kennedy, Colbum E
Cc: Koch, Michael R; Bowers, Elizabeth M (Liz); Ortiz, Dickie J; Teynor, Thomas K
Subject: RE: Meeting with Department of Health on Proposed Water Plant

Sam:

Liz Bowers will attend for DOE-RI, and she has offered RL government transportation for the trip- its a
Suburban, so it will carry several passengers.

Also, Liz would like to meet you and/or Scott Story prior to the trip if possible- she has taken over OOE-RL
responsibility for water infrastructure projects from Di Ortiz, and it would benefit the project for her to meet the
CHPRC folks leading the charge on the project.

Let me know when I could set up a meeting for either tomorrow (Liz is Working tomorrow) or Mond ay, or you
are welcome to contact her directly at 373-9276 or 205-9610.

Steve

From: Wajeeh, Usama E
Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2009 1:29 PM
To: Balone, Steven N; Kennedy, Colbum E
Cc: Koch, Michael R
Subject: Meeting with Department of Health on Proposed Water Plant

Colbum/Steve,

I have planned a meeting with Mike Wilson, Regional Engineer, Office of Drinking Water (Spokane Office) on
October 6, 2009, to discuss permitting, proposed design/layout of the new water plant and to identify if there is a
more expedient way to have the system accepted and operational. Does DOE want to be in attendance?
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SubjeCl: RE t--1-7e- - PR'VLJEXHIBIT 13
AUI SI1,46 apjvaol ha-, -Aten .acd ae-! io~- hcvc beetr. icrpmaredz.'nto M4 SOW -5cotf "rory.

From. Lafetv Laurie L
Seoit ?-Onc:;, DCA4vP-r 21, 2W~9 '.:W PM
To: Stori: Sco, IN
Cc: Pr,3av4 E
Subject RE. At-warrent !, APrODVALS
Lmpartanc: ich

The ab~ove i +itJ!'n Pears 0e rect;ehted. Incrul lav: prcg-es me-tn vwe did diiguss 1t* &t-es .gnatur~s wre not
artualy r~evdatiha~oa~had been teceivtd afwr ~P comireits liad beeninoated. All we nf-ed 'i al

Ail SME ipprr vaI hive beo , do da ~rner have betineroorvted intoa the SOW - kocr(t ory-

av;. no ce wl'~q are now beng 1eluet:ed as tHs va-, rim covered inder the ST d~, I toek !! thuz tt wa
- b ,

Thanks fcr, V-u3 a

From: Stary, Scotr W
Sevit: Molltay, CDe ,-nt-er 21, -',X9 1:01 PM
ToM Laflexty, ' .ate L
Subject RE. Atta~rix-At 5 AiPIROVA1.5

Nosure wharyoueed, PRO-AC*123 doeticte-urz i ppi aeal s ignaxTues orh the A~tt~hett 5, ha*.- ;1t7jvded tKe
vrialis that itlentify thie reuesteo revieweri As identfled byPRC-PRO-AC-121, Atnchollt 5 ifldte follo*.jp errait

thirt~ it1c tit ail, provided reviewr comenUt have been imcovporated. I have also upoatee -heSO ppo~
tzrk to ideitdy Id~ta SOW fqu.f~ee-3a~v- Anyj ;utarS tafl 376-A 7 ,

Prom: Uffe"7, Lat~sie L
,aent: Mcri:%y, ~e~'20~9 12-41 PM

Subject Alfachrpefl 5 A&MO(VALS
ImPortance: High

BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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.m. EXHIBIT 15Kennedy, Colburn E

Barnes, Brett M
Wednesday, December 16, 2009 2:20 PMV

ma: Norman, Dottie L
Cc: Story, Scott W; Fink, David E; Kennedy, Colbum E; Wajeeh, Usama E; Seaver, Jennie RSubject: RE: 100K Water Infrastructure Project - Potential Project Risk

Dottie,

I asked Sam Wajeeh to provide a write-up on why we will probably need 'some regulatory relief (sei yell ~hg. ighbelow). We have previously met with the Department of Health representative on this project, Mike Wilson, SpokaneOffice, and he was very supportive of our new water treatment system. We are requesting your assistance on this effortIf you would like me to set up a meeting on this subject with you and project engineers, please let me know. Should you
have any questions, please give me a call.

Thank You.

Brett M. Bamnes, CHMM
Environmental Compliance Officer
100 K Project

From: Wajeeh, Usama E
Sent: Wednesday, December 16, 2009 1:50 PM EXHIBIT 14To: Barnes, Brett M
Cc Story, Scott W; Fink, David E; Kennedy, Colbum E
Subject: 100K Water Infrastructure Project - Potential Project Risk

I wanted to describe to you a potential project risk related to the Department of Health permitting process and to get
your assistance in the matter. As you are already aware, the 100K site is in the process of designing a new potable water
(and fire protection) system utilizing the export line from the 100BC area as our source water. This effort is to allow the
100K site to discontinue drawing water from the river pumps and to accelerate the deactivation and decommissioning
(D&D) of the 10OKE site (sedimentation basins, building structures, etc.). On October 6, 2009, CHPRC and the
Department of Energy (DOE) met with Mike Wilson, Regional Manager for the Department of Health (DOH), to discuss
our proposed project and to get some confirmation regarding permitting procedures. CHPRC proposed to use a
mlcrofiltration system, which would fit the potable water needs of the LOOK site. Since the technology requested for
use at the site is considered "alternative technology", a pilot study'(approx. 4-7 month) would be required to
demonstrate potable water quality to State standards. However, since the manufacturer of the microfiltration
technology has been used at various sites within the State of Washington and has proven to provide favorable water
quality, a justification letter requesting to waive the pilot study will need to be submitted. M r. Wilson suggested that
the justification letter include a comparison of raw water quality between the current raw water intake at the 100K site
and the raw water intake at the 100BC site. After~reci[pi'arrdapprbvai of the justi1ficationletteir, ii:prOjectiiqportlneed to~e'subt'ifted mnd. a Deatt'Hci to cotcf'f'h.',(0erWpprovyed bythe .epameno-D!ealtp rlor tocrstruictewaer"stmfer AC2.46-290-110 ). Thle _proj .ec re, ort. .willdescrliethe.op. o s e 8aj ria so n s'for eisij yem

a omaisn falemt~, tciologies considered'and Why .the sdiectedI techno og .was~iiit, consktion
schedule foractivities and drawings of theproposed proje ct. According to our construction sche dule, the 1 .00K p .rojec .t
intends to begin construction of the new raw water line infrastructure in the nextfew-months. We .anticipathat the
project report will be submitted around the same time construction activities corm:ence. "It is unlikely we "wilIeive an'

-wprovaI byth taew bei osrcino aer system. In order to mitigate the situation, the.IOOK pr.Pt
ends-to mike contact Wlth.Jvqr. Wilson prior tothe.Submittal4 othe project reportforequest, some lenience for

requirements. Also, we intind to insert some language -stating that-the proposed water-treatment system will not be
connected-to the distribution system until such time-the -project report has been reviewed and approved.
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The purpose of contacting you and potentially Ms. Dottie Norman is to determine if the environmental group has any
with the 100K project moving forward with this approach. if so, please contact the project management teamd Fink, Scott Story and Colbumn Kennedy) to discuss the issue further. I appreciate your time and diligence in the

matter

Sincerely,

Samr Waieeh

2
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EXHIBIT 16
CNMW ILLn

P0 Box IBM
* CH2MHILL RidInd. WA

-100 Plateau Remodlation Company 
35

January 11, 2010 CHPRC-0900784

Mr. M. D. Wilson, Regional Engineer, Eastern Regional Office
Office of Drinking Water
Washington State Department of Health
16201 E. Indiana Avenue, Suite 1500
Spokane Valley, Washington 99216

Dear Mr. Wilson:

REQUEST FOR WAIVER OF PILOT STUDY FOR NEW l OOK POTABLE WATER
FACILITY

Thank you for taking the time to discuss the new IlOOK Potable Water Facility with theCI{2M HILL Plateau Remediation Company (CHPRC) Project Team on October 6, 2009. Weappreciate the information that you provided and look forward to a continued interaction withyou and your subject matter experts as the project evolves.

As discussed, the CHPRC Project Team is requesting a waiver to the requirement for. a pilotstudy of the Pall Aria Microza membrane. alternative filtration technology that we intend todeploy at the new IlOOK Potable Water Facility. This letter is intended to provide
*..engineering justification acceptable to the department... " pursuant to WAC 246-290-676

(3)(a), for the pilot study waiver.

Please take note that the existing IlOOK water treatment facility will remain in operation duringoperational testing to determine effective pre- and post-filtrattion dose rate and coaguilant type(Polyalurninum Chloride and Aluminum Chiorohydrate) and dose rate. A formal approval fromthe State of Washington, Department of Health will be obtained prior to establishing the newwater treatment system as its sole source of potable water production at the Il00K Area.

We anticipate that the attached document will provide the necessary information to make adetermination for the pilot study waiver request.
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Mr- M. D. WilsonCHR-978
Page 2CHR 0978
January 11, 2010

Matters pertaining to this letter have been discussed with E. M. Bowers Of the U. S. Departmentof Energy, Richland Operations Office, You may contact me at 376-0556, or Your Staff maycontact U. E. Wajeeh at (509)373-183 0 or by e-mail atUsaE iehrIovwtanquestions regarding this matter. ilan

Sincerely,

President and
Chief Executive Officer

uew/Ulm

Attachment

RL - E. M. Bowers
L. Erickson
K. L. Flyn
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A1TACHhMNT

CHPRC-0900784

SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION TO WAIVE PILOT
TESTING REQUIREMENT AT 100K AREA

U. E. Wajeeh and T. M. Ashley

Consisting of 9 pages,
including ti cover page

A-6004-535 (REV 1)
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CHPRC-0900784
ATTACHMENT

Page 1 of 8

) SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION TO WAIVE PILOT
TESTING REQUIREMENT AT 10)0K AREA

The information subsequently presented includes a discussion of the developmental status of the
Pall Aria Microza-based filtration systems, the performance of a pilot study by the City of Pasco,
and a presentation of Columbia River raw water quality. Additional information includes a brief
discussion of Disinfectant By-Products (DBP) and the approach to optimization of the performance
of the new 100K Potable Water Facility, which we hope to undertake du ring the Operational
Testing phase of the project (in approximately June 2010).

Develonniental Status

The Pall Aria Microza-based filtration systems have been approved by the State of Washington,
Department of Health (DOH) as an alternative filtration tecbnblogy and are certified under
ANSI/NSF Standard 6 1. Over the past several years, these systems have been deployed in the
Pacific Northwest with increasing frequency. Recent deployments of the Pall Aria systems in the
Pacific Northwest for the treatment of surface waters include:

* Clallam County Public Utility District (PUD) #1 Water Treatment Plant (WTP),, Washington,
commissioned in 2006

* City of Saltrion WTP, Idaho, commissioned in 2006
* City of Cottage Grove WTP, Oregon, commissioned in 2008
* Chinook WT?, Washington, commissioned in 2009.

In addition, the City of Pasco has recently completed a pilot study of the Pall Aria filtration
technology, and construction activities have begun on their new West Side Water Treatment Plant.

Of particular note is the Clallam County PUD1 #1 WTP? located in Port Angeles, Washington. This
is the longest running plant in Washington State that uses Pall Aria filtration technology and uses
surface water as its raw water source. The CH2M HILL Plateau Remnediation Company (CHPRC)
Project Team has discussed the performance of these Pall Aria systems with Mike Kitz of Clallaxn
County and has found that Mr. Kitz considers the performance of the systems to be excellent from
product water quality, reliability, and maintenance perspectives. Over the three years that the.
systems have been in operation, no membrane failures have occurred; they have been consistently
capable of producing product water with a turbidity of significantly less than 0. 1 Nephalometric
Turbidity Unit (NTLJ), even when the raw water turbidity and Total Organic Carbon (TOC) are
high. Tom Martin, Assistant Superintendent of Water/Wastewater Systems, and Ken Hansen, Lead
Senior Water Technician, hosted the CHPRC Project Team on November 5, 2009, on a tour of their
water treatment facility. The system design, operation and maintenance history were discusse&l
The resulting information and appropriate lessons learned will be integrated into the ongoing design
of the new 1 O0K Potable Water Facility.

In summary, membrane type filtration technologies are being deployed with ever-increasing
frequency for the treatment of potable water. As this operational and performance history continues
to grow as a result, it is anticipated that these technologies will achieve demonstrated status from a
regulatory perspective in the relative near term. Nonetheless, from a technical perspective,

A-6004-535 (REV 1)
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CHPRC-0900784
AIACHMEENT

Page 2 of 8

conversation with the purveyors from the facilities listed above indicate that the Pall Aria filtration
systems consistently meet all applicable water quality and performance requirements, are robust,
and are very reliable.

City of Pasco Pilot Studv

In 2009 the City of Pasco conducted a pilot study of the Pall Aria system. This pilot study used raw
water obtained from the Columbia River upstream of its confluence with the Yakima River. There
are no notable discharges to the Columbia River between the intake for the new 100K PotableI.
Water Facility and the City of Pasco intake, although the City of Richland Wastewater Treatment
Plant outfall is located in the vicinity of; but on the opposite side of the Columbia River from the
City of Pasco intake. The source for both the City of Pasco Pilot Study and the new I100K Potable
Water Facility is the Columbia River, and the raw water quality is expected to be very similar at the
respective intake locations. A comparison of selected raw water quality data documented in the
City of Pasco West Side Water Treatment Plant Feasibility Assessment and Conceptual Design
Report (CH2MHiII, 2008), and raw water quality data associated with samples collected at the
location of the intake for the new l OOK Potable Water Facility is presented in Table 1 below.

Table 1

Comparfson of Raw Water Quality

City of Pasco' I100K Potable Water Facility2

Average Turbidity (NTU) 1.21 0.80
Maximum Turbidity (NTU) 10 7.6

Average Temperature CC) 12.93 14.41

Average pH 8.05 7.91

Average Alkalinity (mg/L as CaCO3) 58.98 62.5

Average Total Organic Carbon (TOC) (mg/L) 1.26 1.43
Maximum TOO (mg/L) 2.10 2.58'

Notes:

SData compiled from CH2M~ill, 2008, Table 3-1. Note that data are associated with intake
of City of Pasco existing Butterfield WTP which is located approximately eight miles
downstream of the intake for their new West Side WTP. Data for 2000 through 2007.

SData from January 2007 through August 2009 associated with Columbia River raw water
samples collected at intake of new 100K Potable Water Facility.

()"Outlier" from June 2007, next highest maximum TOC was 2.12 from July of 2008. See
Table 3 for additional details.
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J As shown above, the raw water quality at the intake of the new lOOK Potable Water Facility may be
considered incrementally "better or cleaner" in terms of turbidity, temperature, and pH and
incrementally "worse" in terms of TOC.

According to the City of Pasco Pilot Study, varying concentrations of sodium hypochiorite, both
pre- and post-filtration, as well as varying concentrations of coagulant, specifically aluminum
chiorohydrate (ACH), were addressed. Therefore, the City of Pasco Pilot Study report is expected
to address two issues of great interest to the CHPRC Project Team; the optimum dosages of
hypochiorite both pre- and post-filtration and the effectiveness and optimum dose of ACHi.

In summary, the City of Pasco Pilot Study was conducted using a Pall Aria system and Columbia
River raw water of virtually identical quality to that associated with the new I100K Potable Water
Facility. In addition, the two most important "questions" that could be answered through pilot
testing are addressed by the City of Pasco Pilot Study. Thus, the results of the City of Pasco Pilot
Study are expected to be of direct applicabili ty, or use, in the design, start up, optimization, and
operation of the new lOOK Potable Water Facility.

Source Water qusylitv

Source water quality data are obtained on a monthly basis at the intake of the Hanford Site export
water line, i.e., the source of raw water to the new lOOK Potable Water Facility, These data are
summarized in Table 2 for the last three years.
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Generally, the water quality of the Columbia River can be described as very good and can be
characterized as somewhat basic with low turbidity and only moderate levels of TOC and
alkalinity. A brief discussion of each of the parameters presented in Table 2 follows.

Turbidit- Generally, the turbidity is lowest in the winter months and highest in the late spring
(e.g., May) during runoff. The maximum turbidity observed over the past three years, 7.6 NTU,
occurred in May 2008. This value is not considered to be "high" but is atypical of the maximum
turbidity that may be expected with significant frequency. This conclusion is reflected in the
average maximum turbidity value over the three-year time period of 1.56 NTtI.

TC- Similar to turbidity, the TOC content is lowest in the winter months generally being in
the range of 1 mg(L., and highest in early summer (e.g., June/July) at values slightly above
2 mgfL.

v - The pH ranged from a low of 6.6 (December 2007, March 2008) to a high of 9.9 (Aprl and
June 2007) over the subject three-year time period. The average pH1 over this time period was
approximately 7.9 with average maximum pH and average minimum pH values of

* approximately 8.5 and 7.4, respectively.

Alaint - Alkalinity values throughout the year are within a relatively tight range bounded by
alow of 56 mg/L and a high of 76 mg/L; the three year average is 62.5 mgIL.

Temperature - Water temperature varies from a low near 5'C in the winter to a high of 250C or
more in the summer. The thre-year average water temperature is approximately 14,4'C.

The values and associated ranges of the raw water quality parameters described above are
consistent with the surface water nature of the Columbia River source, and none constitute
noteworthy impediments to efficient and compliant potable water treatment.

As will be documented in the l OOK Potable Water Facility Project Report, the Facility design
addresses the observed ranges of the parameters presented in Table 2 and will result in the
production of potable water which meets or exceeds all applicable regulatory requirements while
maintaining required residual chlorine levels of 1.0 mg/I. or less.

Disinfectant BY-Products

The current l OOK Potable Water Facility employs hypochlorite, both pre-filtration and post-
filtration, and polyaluminum. chloride (PAC) as the coagulant. The use of hypochiorite prior to
the removal of orgarnics (pre-filtration) can result in the potential for the formation of
trihialomethanes (THM) and haloacetic acids (HAA). These compounds have been associated
with potential undesirable health impacts to humans and, accordingly, limits on the allowable
concentrations in treated potable water have been established by applicable regulatory agencies,
Collectively, these compounds are known as Disinfection By-Products (DBP) and are regulated
as Total Trihalomethanes; (TTHIM) and Total Haloacetic Acids (HAA5). Currently, the
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associated regulatory limits (i.e., Maximum Contaminant Limit [MvCL]) are 0.080 mgfL and
0.060 mg/L, respectively, both calculated on a Running Annual Average (RAA) basis.

Table 3 presents the DBP analytical results for the current l OOK Potable Water Facility for the
past three years; note that these are individual quarterly results, not RAA.

Page 103 Surveillance Report Number S-1I1-EMD-PRC-001



z

'~w-

e~h.~177

BET VILAL COPY~

Page~~~ ~ ~ ~ 10 SuvilneRpraubrS1-M -R-0



CH-PRC-0900794
ATTACHMENT

Page 8 of 8

1114M - No individual quarterly sample exceeded the MCL of 80 parts per billion (ppb). The
"'straight" average over the three-year period was 27.31 ppb; the maximum RAA was 28.1 ppb.

HAS - No individual quarterly sample exceeded the MCL of 60 ppb. The "straight" average
over the three-year period was 19.51 ppb; the maximum RAA was 20.5 ppb.

In summary, the current IlOOK Potable Water Facility has been successfully treating raw water
from the Columbia River for years. The RLAA for ITIIM and HAAS DBP over the past three
years have been significantly less thari half of their respective MCLs. While the new 100K
Potable Water Facility will employ pressurized membrane filtration technology, specifically the
Pall Aria AP-2 systems, this change (relative to the current 100OK Potable Water Facility) is
expected to improve treated water quality even further. Please note that the initial operational
phase of the project, i.e., Operational Testing, will involve the determination of the most
effective pre-filtration hypochlorite dose, if indeed needed, coagulant and dose (e.g., PAC,
ACH), and post-filtration hypochlorite dose. It is anticipated that Operational Testing will be
conducted in approximately June of next year. During this time, the current IlOOK Potable Water
Facility will remain in operation serving the potable water needs of the I100K Area. Water
treated by the new I100K Potable Water Facility during Operational Testing will be recycled back
to the 750,000 gallon tank which constitutes the "headworks" for the new Facility. DOH
approval will be obtained prior to formally commissioning the new 100OK Potable Water Facility~
as the potable water "source" for the l00K Area.

Provosed Path Forward

A project report meeting the requirements of WAC 246-290-110, and tailored to fit the Hanford
Site context, will be submitted to you as soon as the required information is obtained/developed
and in advance of construction of the new IlOOK Potable Water Facility. Preliminarily, we
expect that this will occur in the February 2010 timeframe. The project report wrill also include a
sectan addressing the scope, protocols, and sampling/monitoi~ng re~quirements associated with
the Operational Testing phase introduced above.

We appreciate this opportunity to "technically introduce" the new 100K Potable Water Facility
Project to the DOH. We request your concurrence with the selection of the Pall Aria AI'-2
systems as appropriate alternati ve filtration technology for the new l OOK Potable Water Facility
and request that the requirement for a pilot study be waived for this project in accordance with
the engineering justification provided herein. We also request that you assign a project number
to the new IlOOK Potable Water Facility Project which we will reference in all future
correspondence.

A-6004-535 (REV 1)

Page 105 Surveillance Report Number S-1 I-EMD-PRC-001



EXHIBIT 17
CHM ILL.

Plama R -diatn company

P0 Bwoa10

* CH2MHILL RidilMid WA
44b Plateau Remediatian company "M25

January 28, 2010 WCI-36538-103

Watts Construction, Inc
4828 Southridge Blvd
Kennewick, Washington 99338

To Whom It May Concern:

CONTRACT NUMBER 36538
1 00-K RIVER WATER ISOLATION PROJECT IMPORT WATER LINE
NOTICE TO PROCEED

The purpose of this letter is to authorize you to proceed at the agreed to price of $599,506.05 with
the 100-K Import Water Line work scope. Any discussions or correspondence to this work should
reference Release No. 022.

Preconstruction Conferences and Prejob Labor Conferences are to be scheduled with the BTR prior
to beginning any on-site work. Notification is to be made by completing the Prejob Labor
Conference Form and sending to the BTR no later than the Friday morning preceding the requested
Wednesday conference. The next available Labor conference would be February 10, 2010. All
work performed under this task is requested to be completed no later than June 3 0, 2010, and you
are requested to notify this office if this cannot be achieved.

All field work is to be coordinated on a daily basis with Mr. Scott Story, Buyer Technical
Representative, CH2M Hill Plateau Remediation Company (CHPRC), at 376-4017. All work
performed under this task is to be in accordance with this Contract and the CHPRC OS & H
Safety Program. If you have any questions, please contact this office.

Please sign the Contract Release Signature Documents and return documents to this office within
five (5) working days after receipt of this letter. After receipt of the subject Contract Signature
Document, properly signed by you without exceptions, and approval and execution by CH2M
Hill Plateau Remediation Company, a fully executed copy will be forwarded to you for your
records.

Sincerely,

John D. Phillips
Contract Specialist
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STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
EASTERN DRINKING WATER REGIONAL OPERATIONS

16201 East Indiand Avenue, Suite 7500, Spokane Valky, Washington 99216-2830
TDD Relay 1-800-833-638

February 17, 2010

Usama E. Wajech, PE
CH2M Hill Plateau Retnediation Company
PO Box 1600
Richland WA 99352

Subject: Energy, Dept of/ IO0K; PWS ID # 00 177J; Benton County
Justification to Avoid Pilo -t Study for New I100K Potable Water Facility
DOH Project #10-0207A

Dear Mr. Wajeeb:

The Department of Health (DONH) Office of Drinking Water has reviewed. your report received in

this office on January 15, 2010, Your report had three requests:

1L The pilot study for the proposed filtration facilities is avoided based upon engineering
justification in accordance with WAC 246-290-676(3)(a).

'2. DOH concurrence with your selection of the Pall Aria AF-2 systems as the appropriate
alternative filtration technology for the new IlOOK Potable Water Facility.

3. DOH assigns one project number for the l OOK Potable Water Facilities Project.

Resnonse to Request #1:, Your request to avoid piloting the proposed technology prior to
constructing the fu~ll-scale filtration fkcility is granted. Full-scale operational testing will be
conducted during the commissioning period of the -new filtration. facility to determinme the
operating parameters.

Response to Recuest #2: At this time, I cannot approve your selection of the Pall membrane. In
your forthcoming project report, you need to include an analysis of filtration alternatives and the
rational for selecting the proposed option [(WAC 246-290-1 10(4)(c)).

Response to Request #3: The DOH project number for this project is "10-0207". We will assign
a letter, to submittals to identify different portions of the project. For example, this request is 10-
0207A and the future project report will be 10-0207B.
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Usama Wajeeh
February 17, 2010
Page 2

As outlined in your rcquest, a project report, meeting the requirements of WAC 246-290-1 10,
will be submitted in advance of the construction documents and will include the scope, protocols,
and sampling/monitoring requirements for the operational testing of the full-scale facility. This
project report should also include the rational for selecting the Pall membrane.

In accordance with WAC 246-290-990, the review of engineering documents is subject to a
review fee. Enclosed please find an invoice for $204.00.

Please contact me at (509) 329-2117, if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Michael D. Wilson, PE
Regional Engineer
Office of Drinking Water
Division of Environmental Health

Enclosure: Invoice

cc: Benton-Franklin Health District
*Liz Bower, Dept. of Energy
Steve Moore, CH2M Hill Plateau Remnediation Company
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EXHIBIT 19
EXCAVATION PERMIT NO.

CHPRC HANFORD SITE EXCAVATION PERMIT DAN-13913
N-OTE: 'Use Formal Operations Work Release to Control Work 1.EXPIRMrION DATE

.'Vork Package No. or W.OjProject No. 3. Location of Excavation
100 K Fire Protection and waterlines 1100K Area, Township 13N1, Range 26E, Section 5/6

4. Originated By/Phone Date 5. Engineering change Notice (ECfNIFaclity Modiication, Package (FMP)
Jeff Willianson/308-8857 OIDEC09 INA

6. Drawings, PlanalProcedurs Required (Idntifficeati Numbers)
H-1-91185 Sheet 1 Rev B (Preliminary), 1-1-91185 sheets 2, 3 end. 12
7. Descripion of Work (Attarch composit dravwng of excavation location and all known kntrfrtences)
Installation of approximately 900 linear meters of new 12" potable and fire water lines.
The trenching depth will be approximately 96".
This'permit will cover the area upper third of the area demarcated as the western section
shown on H-1-91185 sheet 1. The southern border is Wagner Street (main road between KE
KW reactors) . North of Wagner Street is an underground radioactive material area.

See 11-1-91185.sheet 4, zone E-5,6,7 for piping excavation associated with this permit.

8. Special lnatntctlons and Cornmerts
*Nottfy Site tillts 24 hours prior to diggin.
*For Telenuunicatons Cable Locata, colfl l-00-424-585.
*Walk down the excavation sfte and verify that seen marks ame stil visible - If not, call scanning organization to refreish marks.
*When anything unusual or unexpected Is identified in an excavation, STOP untill the discovery can be properly evaluated. Aleo refer to anycompany-epecflc safety racedura
*When changes occur in the fieldthat'could Impact the validity of this form andlor the jobfteak AJHA, both the AJHtA end this form shall be
reviewed end updated,.a necessary, to refact the field changee.

Pothole to find existing buried-lines near the affected area prior to machine excavating or
installing or driving anchors. HAND DIG.ONLY OR USE REGULATED GUZZLER within URMA

'undaries and/or 5 feet of all known or discovered lines. A non-regulated guzzler niay be
zd outside of the IJRMA boundary. Stop work immediately and contact Brett Barnes, 100K

.CO, if cultural material is (e.g. bones or artifacts) discovered. Stop work immediately
and notify the 105KW Shift Manager (373-3422)if radioactive or chemical materials are
discovered.
Excavation is within the l00K Underground Radioactive Material Area (URMA)boundary Markers.
RCT support is required. Contact KW Rad Con Supervisor on 373-4164 prior to digging.
g. Uat Faclitias. Services, Utiltes; and Groundwater Wells Affected by Excavation
Water, electrical, telecommunications

REVIEWICONCURRENCE: Inmsur Permit is completed Acceptably and Safe Work Conditions are Achievable
10. Design Authority I Technical Representtive , ta 17. Process Sewer Date
Frank Muller AC\- /liIl NA
11. Envranetel Date 1S Traffic Engineer Date
Brett.Barnek 2 NA

12 ailgclcnrlrate , 19. Road and Track Maintenance Date
Gary Hastings //~ r ~ 4 , NA

13. Stearn System Dat 20. Safeguards and Securitee Date
NA NA
14a. Electrical Utilities (Tranamission/Distribution) Date 21. Lend Use Plannigsofl Area Landord S. 4ool Dais
Tod S mith Ron Ingramn Ag 75iwa -Y- 9 /

14.Facility Electrical Dta 22. Sanitary Sewer Date
Floyd Maiden 3A//1 "MLQy J1

Water Utiflitis /*'a tf&frj Date 23* Faty/Syaii Ownr(a) S~ A 4.r Date
Aeve Moore -9.,-DTerry Hissong/Steve Burke

16. Tolecorm niucalions 9 1 .4 D ate

Shirrell Brown Ah ,...u.., RoK 1.s
Work Complete________

A-6004-751 (REV 0)
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VC1H2MI-ILL EXHIBIT 20-4bl Plateau Aemaditi~on Company 
CONTRACT #36534-31

ARRA - POTABLE WATER TREATMENT FACILITY

April 7, 2010 GAG-36534-3 1-00

George A. Grant, Inc.
1333 Gillespie
Richland, Washington 993 52

Gentlemen:

CONTRACT NUMBER 36534-31
ARRA - POTABLE WATER TREATMENT FACILITY
CONTRACT AWARD DOCUMENTS TRANSMITTAL

The purpose of this letter is to formally authorize you to proceed with the work scope defined asARRA - POTABLE WATER TREATMENT FACILIT7Y at the not to exceed price of $3,087,000.00.Please note this scope of work is being issued under your CHPRC Basic Ordering Agreement No. 36534.Any discussions or correspondence related to this work scope should reference Contract 36534, Release31.

The Project defined as "ARRA - POTABLE WATER TREATMENT FACILITY" for products andservices to be provided, including any specific CH2M HILL standards and requirements, required for thesuccessful completion of this work activity includes the following task: The Contractor shall provide allwork necessary to install a potable water treatment facility, multi-purpose water storage tank andfoundation, diesel powered fire water pump, and piping distribution systems for potable waterand fire water
As a reminder, all Submittals required for working at Hanford shall be received in accordance with theschedule as noted within the Submittal Register attached. Coastruction work shall be complete by July23,2010.
All work is to be coordinated on a daily basis with Mr. Stephen R. Douglass, BTR, at 509-308-7714. Allwork performed under this task is to be in accordance with this Contract and the CHPRC OS & H SafetyProgram. Please immediately schedule the site labor conference, contact Frank Blowe, FH, at 509-3 76-5205. If you have any questions, please contact this office at 376-0919.

* Sincerely,

Noreen A. Clifford, C.P.M.
Contracting Officer
CH2MAILL Plateau Remediation Company
P0 Box 1600, M/S H8-42

* Richland, WA 99352
Phone: (509) 376-0919
Fax: (509) 376-5562
noreen a ciffod(P)l.ov

Page]I ofg91
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Pia" u R med att'; c mp "C O N T R A C T 36534-31ARRA - POTABLE WATER TREATMENT FACILITY

PART I - STATEMENT OF WORK

1.0 INTRODUCTION / BACKGROUNDJ
As a prime contractor to the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), CH2M HILL is focusing on thesafe, environmental cleanup of the Central Plateau of DOE's Hanford Site. CH2M HILL's scopeof work includes treatment and disposal of various radioactive waste streams, groundwater,management of spent nuclear fuel, disposal or disposition of nuclear materials, and non-reactornuclear fatcilities, and environmental remediation activities currently funded through DOE'sOffice of Environmental Management.
This statement of work identifies the Contractor's scope as it relates to the support of I 00K RiverWater Isolation Project.

2.0 DESCRIPTION OF WORK - GENERAL
The Buyer requires the Contractor to perform all work necessary to install a potable watertreatment facility, multi-purpose water storage tank and foundation, diesel powered firewater pump, and piping distribution systems for potable water and fire water. Contractorwill procure all material required for the installation unless identified as supplied byothers in this Statement of Work (SOW), the specifications, or drawings.
The Contractor shall be responsible for execution of the work in accordance with the qualitystandards and requirements specified in the SOW, the specifications, and drawings.

3.0 DESCRIPTION OF WORK - SPECIFIC
The Contractor shall fum-ish all necessary labor, supervision, materials, tools, services, andequipment required to perform the work scope as detailed in this SOW. Equipment and materialincludes tools and procurement of all material, including consumnables, and the construction,testing, and quality assurance necessary to construct/install systems and facilities in accordancewith Tasks identified in this SOW, Drawings, Specifications, and associated ContractDocuments.

3.1 Tasks
The following is intended to be broad in scope, identifying major work elements only and shouldnot be considered all inclusive.
3.1.1 Task 1 - Site Preparation
Perform all necessary site preparation (clear, grub, level, etc.) for installation of the foundationsfor the water storage tank, potable water treatment building, and required underground utilities.Contractor will dispose of excess material to location specified by the Buyer.

Page 4 of 91
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CONTRACT #36534-3 1ARRA - POTABLE WATER TREATMENT FACILITY

3.1.2 Task 2 - W ater Treatment Buildingsp 
cf ato s nd r wi g .I ge rl

A. Procure and erect the Pre-engineered building per thespcfatnsndrwig.ngerl
the Contractor's responsibility is inclusive of: building and foundation design to match floorplan and details shown on the drawings. Contractor will coordinate details of foundation tomatch structural details of prefabricated building systems. Contractor will be responsible fordesign and engineering, all procurement and fabrication as further defined in thespecification and drawings.

B. The erector of the pre-engineered building, if different from the manufacturing company,shall have specialized experience in the erection of steel building systems, having completeda minimum of five projects, and shall be licensed or certified by the manufacturer of thebuilding system.
C. Provide interior wall framing and walls for the water treatment area, electrical and motorcontrol center room, and fire protection room as required by the specifications and drawings.D. Procure and install the waste water cistern and connect to the building drain piping asrequired by the specifications and drawings.
E. Procure and install specified process tanks, process pumps, process piping, andinstrumentation as required by the specifications and drawings.F. Provide and install the building ground system, building electrical distribution system,building lighting, and other electrical components as required by the specifications anddrawings.
G. Install fire protection pump, jockey pump, associated piping, and electrical.
H. Install fire protection piping and associated equipment in the fire protection room.1. Sequence building erection and/or building design to accommodate Contractor installation ofBuyer furnished equipment. Specifically, the fire water pump and the microfiltration watertreatment skid and associated equipment.

" Microfiltration system availability date to the Contractor is
" Fire and jockey pump availability date to the Contractor is

3.1.3 Water Storage Tank
A. Contractor will procure and erect the multi-purpose water storage tank. Water Storage Tankwill procured by the Contractor in accordance with procurement specification KBC-42023.In general, the Contractor's work responsibility is inclusive of: all tank and foundation designand engineering. Contractor will be responsible for design and engineering, all procurementand fabrication as further defined in the specification and drawings.

Page 5 of 91
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#36534-31

ARRA -POTABLE WATER TREATMENT FACILIry

B.- Contractor will Perform excavation/backfjll for the tank foundation, structural fill, trenchexcavation/'pipe bedding/backill under the tank for piping that penetrates the tank bottom (tothe point each pipe is 10 feet beyond the outside of the tank).C. Contractor will place concrete foundation, anchor bolts, pipe penetrations through the tankbottom and inclusive of the associated piping to the point each pipe is 10 feet beyond theoutside of the tank.
D. Contractor will provide and install all tank bottom/wall! roof steel components, roof supports,hatches, manholes, overflow, roof vent, nozzles, ladders, railing at the roof edge.E. Contractor will provide and install lightning protection including all associated grounding.F. Contractor will provide and apply coating and/or other permissible corrosion protectionfeatures.
G. Contractor will provide and apply the specified tank insulation/lagging.
H. Contractor will provide all required testing of the Contractor's installations, and all requireddocumentation (including submittals, Quality Assurance, Quality Control, testing, andcertification[s]).

3.1.4 Task 4 - Install Microfiltration System
A. Install the buyer furmished microfiltration water treatment skidsB. Install associated Contractor provided piping, instrumentation, and electrical wiring.C. Pressure testing
D. Electrical testing
E. Instrument loop wiring and termination verification
F. Support for equipment testing and acceptance
3.1.5 Task 5 -Fire Protection Piping, Fire Pump, and Fire Alarm Control PanelA. The Contractor is responsible for the design and proper installation of the automatic sprinklersystem in accordance with the specifications and drawings. The Contractor is responsible tocoordinate with the architecturaL mechanical, and electrical design and constructiondocuments.

B. The design and installation of the automatic sprinkler system shall be accomnplished by alicensed sprinkler contractor or licensed company regularly engaged in this type of work.C. The FACP installer will be licensed to engage in the design, fabrication, and installation ofthe fire alarm system and will have extensive experience with the Insalton ad testig ofsystems of this nature. Installer will be factory certified representative of the nmanufacturer ofthe FACP.

Page 6of 91
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ARRA - POTABLE WATER TREATMENT FACILITy

D. The Contractor will install the Buyer provided diesel powered fire pump, jockey pump, firePump controller (reference Procurement Specification KBC-4202 1), and fire alarm controlpanel. The Contractor will furnish all equipment and appurtenances necessary for the properinstallation of the diesel powered fire pump, jockey pump, fire pump controller, and the firealarm control panel (FACP) as identified in the specifications and drawings.
E. Contractor will provide support during pump installation certification and acceptance testingof the fire pump.

3.2 Acceptance Criteria
3.2.1 Task 1 - Site Preparation
A. Required site elevation and contours achieved to the extent necessary to begin installation ofrequired footings and foundations and underground utilities. Removal of all boulders,cobbles, and other unusable materials to the approved location.
3.2.2 Task 2 - Water Treatment Building
A. Finished work, including tests, inspections, verifications, submiittals, and constructiondocumentation shall conform to and meet the requirements as set forth and stated in thisSOW, drawings, specifications, attachments, and other Contract Documents.
3.2.3 Task 3 -Water Storage Tank
A. Finished work, including tests, inspections, verifications, submittals, and constructiondocumentation shall conform to and meet the requirements as set forth and stated in thisSOW, drawings, specifications, attachments, and other Contract Documents.
3.2.4 Task 4 - Install Microffitration System
A. Finished work, including tests, inspections, verifications, submittals, and constructiondocumentation shall conform to and meet the requirements as set forth and stated in thisSOW, drawings, specifications, attachments, and other Contract Documents.
3.2.5 TaskS5 - Fire Protection Piping and Fire Pump
A. Finished work, including tests, inspections, verifications, submittals, and constructiondocumentation shall conform to and meet the requirements as set forth and stated in thisSOW, drawings, specifications, attachments, and other Contract Documents.
3-3 Mobilization
The Contractor shall secure all necessary registrations, medical exams, bioassay evaluations,appropriate dosimeters and training required prior to performing any on-site work.A. The Contractor shall mobilize required labor, equipment, and materials to the work site.

Page 7 of 91
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ARRA - POTABLE WATER TREATMENT FACILITY

084640130-004, Rev. 0 Construction Specification for 100-K Water Line and Filtration
System

KBC-42021 Procurement Specifications for Fire Pumps (reference only)
KBC-42022 Procurement Specifi cations for Microfiltration System (reference

only)
KBC-42023 Procurement Speciflcaion for Water Storage Tank
4.4 Drawings
The drawings included below, are hereby incorporated into, and made a part of this Statement ofWork. They shall have the samne force and effect as if written into the body of the Statement ofWork.

Drawing No. Riev. Title
H- 1-91184 -sht.7 7A 110K WATERL1 L IN AN AE ITRATION 100K

CIVIL SECTIONS & DETAILSH-I .91185 sht6 E 100K WATER LINE AND WATER FLTRATION 100KCIVIL SECTIONS & DETAILSH-1-91185 sht.g -E 10 WATER L IE AN AE ILTAINl
CIVIL SECTIONS & DETAILSH-I1 -91185 iWfl12 -0 100K WATER LINE AND 1 WAE IT INlO
CIVIL SECTIONS & DETAILSH- 1-91185 shiI13 0 100K WATERL1 1 1jIN I AND WATERFITRATION 100K-
CIV1IL SECTI & DETAILS14-1-91185!st-14 0 100K WATER LINE AND WATER FIL-TRATION 100K
CIVIL SECTIONS & DETAILS

111-115 li. 5 B 100K WAE IEADWTRFLRTION 100K
CIVIL SECTIONS & DETAIS11- 1-91185 sht. 16 -0 100K WATER LINE ANWATER ILRTION 100K
CIVIL SECTIONS & DETAILsTH- 1-91 185 ;L t8 B 100K WATER LINE AND WATER FILTRATION 1000K
CIVIL SECTIONS & DETAILSH-1-91 185 sht.21 B I100K WATER LINE AkND WATER FILTRATION 100K
CIVIL SECTIONS & DETAILSH- 1-91 185 sht.23 -B I100K WAT -LNE AND WATER 'FILTRATION IlOOK
CIVIL SECTIONS & DEFTAILSQ

1--1-9118&6 sit. I' 6A I00K WATER TREIIATMNT PLANT GRADING PLAN
H-1-91186 sh -2 5A- 100K AREA WATER L,,IE ANI AE, FLRTO

ENLARGED SIT PLANH- 1-91 186 slit. -3 A- 100K AREAWATER TREATMENT FOU NDATION
PLAN11-1-91186 sht.4 OA FOUNDATO 100-K WATER TREATMENT
FOUNDATION En TUIPMNT PD ANH-1 -91186 sht. 5 TA lOOKz AREA WATER LINE AND WATER FILTRATION
SECTIONS
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ARRA - POTABLE WATER TREATMENT FACELrTY

Drawing No. Rev. Title

H1-1-91186 slit. 6 OA 100K WATER LINE AND WATER FILTRATION
____DETAILS

H-1-91502 sht. 1 0 1 00-K TREATMENT BUILDING FLOOR PLAN

H-1-9 1502 sht. 2 0 1 00-K TREATMENT BUILDING FLOOR PLAN

H-1 -9 1505 sht 1 0 10OK WATER SYSTEM ELECTRICAL ONE-LINE
____DIAGRAGM

H-1-91 505 sht 2 0 100OK WATER SYSTEM ELECTRICAL, LEGEND

H-1-9 1506 slit. 1 0 WO0K AREA WATER SYSTEM ELECTRICAL ONE-
_____________ _____LINE DIAGRAGM

H1-1-91506 slit 2 0 100K AEA WATER SYSTEM ELECTRICAL
_____________ _____LIGHTING PLAN

H-1-9 1506 slit. 3 0 1lOOK AREA WATER SYSTEM ELECTRICAL PANEL
_____________________SCHEDULES

H-1-91506 sht. 4 0 1OOK AREA WATER SYSTEM ELECTRICAL DETAILS

H-1-9 1506 slit. 5 0 100OK AREA WATER SYSTEM ELECTRICAL DETAILS

H-1-91508 flt 1 0 100K AREA WATER SYSTEM ELECTRICAL
____________ _____INSTRUMENT PLAN

11-I-91509 alit. 1 0 100K AREA WATER SYSTEM CONTROL SYSTEM
____DIAGRAMS

H- 1-91509 sit 2 0 100K AREA WATER SYSTEM CONTROL SYSTEM
____________ _____LOOP DIAGRAMS

H- 1-91509 shl 3 0 100OK AREA WATER SYSTEM CONTROL SYSTEM
_____________LOOP DIAGRAMS

H-1-91 509 shl 4 0 100K AREA WATER SYSTEM ELECTRICAL VFD
_____________ _____ELEMENTARY

11-1-91509 slit. 5 0 100K AREA WATER SYSTEM ELECTRICAL SOFT
_____________ _____START ELEMENTARY

H1-1 -91509 shl 6 0 100K AREA WATER SYSTEM ELECTRICAL MOTOR
_____________CONTROL ELEMENTARY

H-1 -9 1509 slit 7 0 100OK AREA WATER SYSTEM ELECTRICAL MOTOR
____CONTROL ELEMENTARY

H-1-91512 slit 1 0 100K AREA WATER SYSTEM PIPING AND
____________INSTRUMENTATION SYMBOLS, LEGEND & NOTES

H-I -91512 slit 2 0 100OK AREA WATER SYSTEM PIPING AND
____INSTRUMENTATION DIAGRAM

H- 1-91512 slit. 3 0 100OK AREA WATER SYSTEM PIPING AND
___________ _____INSTRUMENTATION DIAGRAM

H-1-91512 slit. 4 0 100K AREA WATER SYSTEM PIPING AND
___________ _____INSTRUMENTATION DIAGRAM

H- 1-91512 sht 5 0 100K AREA WATER SYSTEM PIPING AND
____________ _____INSTRUMENTATION DIAGRAM

H-1 -91512 slit 6 0 100OK AREA WATER SYSTEM PIPING AND
_____________INSTRUMENTATION DIAGRAM
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V CI4MHILL
140- Plateau snedtetdon Compaiy CONTRACT #36534-31

AJUIA - POTABLE WATER TREATMENT FACILITY

Drawing No. Rev. Title

H-I-9 1512 slt. 7 0 100K AREA WATER SYSTEM PIPING AND
____________ _____INSTRUMENTATION DIAGRAM

H-I1-91513 sht. 1 0 PIPING I100-K WATER TREATMENT FACILITY PLAN

H-1-91513 sht. 2 0 PIPING 100-K WATER TREATMENT FACILITY PLAN

H-I1-9 1513 sht. 3 0 PIPING 100-K WATER TREATMENT FACILITY PLAN

H1- 1-91513 slit. 4 0 PIPING 100-K WATER TREATMENT FACILITY PLAN

H- 1-91513 sht. 5 0 PIPING 100-K WATER TREATMENT ENLARGED
PLAN & SECT

H-1-91513 sht. 6 0 NOT USED

H- 1-91513 sht. 7 0 NOT USED

H-1-151 sh. 80 PIPING I100-K WATER TREATMENT PIPING DETAIL
H-1-151 sli. SAND SECTIONS

H- 1-91513 sht. 9 0 PIPING 1 00-K WATER TREATMENT PIPING DETAIL
AND SECTIONS

H-I1-91514 slit. 1 0 PIPING 1 00-K WATER TREATMENT FACILITY
____SECTIONS

H-1-151 sh. 10 PIPING 1 00-K WATER TREATMENT FACILITY
H-1-151 sli. IDETAILS

H-1 911 st.20 PIPING 100-K WATER TREATMENT FACILITY
H-I-1S1 sli. 2DETAILS

H-1-91516 slit. 1 0 100K WATER TREATMENT HVAC PLA.N

4.5 Exhibits

The exhibits included below, are hereby incorporated into, and made a part of this Statement of
Work. They shall have the same force and effect as if written into the body of the Statement of
Work.

Exhibit No. Rev. Title
A. Form A-6004-054 Daily Activity Report (DAR)
B. Form A-6004-757 S hler Document Submittal
C. Form A-6003-063 Request for Clarification/Information (RCI)
D. Form BC-6004-967 Work Release for Construction/Services Organization-
E. Form A-6003-412 Chemical Inventor Worksheet
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PhR"U iRalsdinw comman CONTRACT #36534-31

ARRA - POTABLE WATER TREATMENT FACILITY

Applies to Document Number TitleContract

PRC-PRO-SH-7085 Safet Resposibilities
PRC-RD-SH-7459 Safet Showers and Eyewashes
PRC-PRO-SH-095 Scaffoldng

Applies to Requirement
Contractor documents not Titlecontrolled by CHPRC

DQE-0336 Hanford Lockout/Tagout Proo"
SDOE-RL-92-36 Hanford Hoisting & Ri Manual

~ HNF-RD-858 0606r Fire rtctoaroha Perm nts

HNF-RD-l 1227 Use of Explosives of the Hanford Site

L. Prior to start of work, the Contractor shall submit documentation of successful completion ofthe training requirements of any applicable activities covered in DOE-RL-.92-36 Rev. 1, andcertification that al training is current.
For previous training or construction contractor equivalency training to be acceptable forHanford Site qualification, documented evidence must include type and class of equipment.For qualifications not related to equipment operation, personnel must have documentedevidence of training and experience related to the activity as specified by DOE-RL-92-36Rev. 1. Specifically:
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Repet~o.EXHIBIT 21
006 CHPRC - CONSTRUCTION DAILY ACTIVITY REPORT Pape I of 3

ximt p&;W 
Conal aikge No. Datexnt] =M2010-IW=4O 

4/13/10CearetpoI c 
Pd Tn We h F Ha SImport: aterline and l OOK FW&PW lines 

X j !

AVERAGE FIELD FORCE
Caspaayinsaae Craft Exfiempt Oti'me

Waftcons. I -Workero Htours
CIIPRC-D 

IOJEDA Watt Support 
7cR adcon2

E UIPMENTI ATI StTE METE-

62iomder 
Brde Eight I x] Rain [1 Snow ] Cloudly [x]450 itachi Excavator yITon Service Tmuck y Cahni Slight Brent (x] HigbWindAspahtgrnder attachment yWatrtuckC y To 31 32-49 50-69 70484 SS-UpVac bucktVE 

I] ixDump truck & pup ySide dumop Y
Komsasu Mini Excarvater y

1. Pr fas L Safet 3.tDscaaaloa 4. Chages .G ealfor cca etc

" Convicted compaction & backfill requirements to answe & prve the method described' dsathe RDcould becompletedsatifatorly toCHPRC Engineer.* Completed installation of 160IL. .12"FW 105K pipe,& 140 din~ad.u~f~pwsid3Orb~ld wmatd

. Notified 100K shift office before Starting vac truck and bseoching activities.. Contractor Installed secondary1 boundary around trenches within required setbackc from brench edge.

* Re-iterased to contractor that they will have a line watch person designaed for aciiisunder poiaerlints.*Stressed to contractor csew that eye Protection & contact between eqipent nd grotund personnell is very itmpotan.* Required secondary boundary needed aromd trench excavation before ,during .usd after the trench is dug.DOiscussed proper PPE for their tank to be worn at all tism.
* Discussedt the emergency number in which to dial on a cellular pbone.(373-091 1)* Discussed good housekeepiung to prevet slipsbtips & fMlS.

FDWMUSION
a Discussed lines of conmmunications between crew and supervisor is tmesto IcIIr Ma~ : 11 1 de size the oear & RCr support ha adios as order tocommunicate the needs between both p&Ite" Concerred with Rick Swallow on the use of a nuclear dessorniter to be used by lntermosmtaun testing for compaction testing. Shift office will be notifiedwhen intermountain is present-

ICHANGES-- -
* Placement of the first 90' fitting & alignment en North itol will be set 6FT. Souts of it's original design.aPlacement of Fire hydrant has chaniged from design to 134 Fr. South of the placement of the 90 elbow and Hydirant will beeon the west side of Wasich newrnew futtre parking lot.

A ADCN wa putn placeto alow fbt ml es
* These changes were implemented in the field.

F WRS 0oen J1tcdor 411410.

A-6004-M2 (REV 0)
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006 ~CHPRC - CONSTRUCTION DAILY ACTIVITY REPORTPge2o3

NExT WORKDA
* Continuation of pipe installation&bakllwt mptio
*BackfiU teslconducted in themroming M~on. 4/14/10

A-6004-22 (REV 0)
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Report No. 
P g f

06[CHPRC - CONSTRUCTION DAILY ACTIVITY REPORT ?g~f

A-6004-=2 (REV 0)
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___________________________EXHIBIT 22
Prp0edb CHPRC - CONSTRUCTION DAILY ACTIVTY *REPORT Page I of 3

Preare Johso COmtrcii~dtp No. Date

K n t r aJ o h n s o n c 2 0 1 0 - W L - 0 0 1 4 1= 1 0

Import RAW waterline

AVERAGE FlEWZ FORCE

Company/Namme Cra&ft- Exn.Pt Overtime

Wallis Ceist 3
CHI'lC - Ili
OJEDA- WaMt support
N4SA Rad n

EQUIPMENT AT SITEWETRWNTMPA1JJ
Ty2odeHitach ua~~ Iseted (Y) (N)

fl~taiifxavy BrisktI X] Ran[ Snow] Cloudy x624 Jaondwer loader y
450 Hitchi Excavator y
I TooSevice Truck yCalrm Slight flixez DJX Hig Wind (
720 Jdo=c~ blade y
Wowa buck y To 31 32-49 50-69 70484 85-UpVac buck I I [ ] [
Side dump w,

Cat 725 offoad dumptnack y

I rogres 2.safety 3. Discssions 4. Cances 5- Geerl (Probleau/Reasons for Poor Performance. etc.)

PROGRESS I
0 Contractor has completed the design staking & surveying.

*Continued Clearing & grubbing up to 4500 Fl'. ( 45%)-of total.
*Contractor to mobilize needed equipment for project
*Set up meeting with a PNL represenitive for a walk down, & observation of excavation

activities.

SAFETY F

*Using eye & radio contact with equipment operator's and ground personnel within their work areas.
*Continued use of proper PPE for the task's encountered by all crafts.
*Discussed the need for coordinating truck & equipment traffic with spotters in conjested areas to allow
*For an extra set of eyes during operations.

DISCUSSION I
*Notified contractor to avoid the two main culturally sensitive ares until there is a

representative from tribunal community there onsite.
*Stressed the importance of keeping good housekeeping with all boundaries on the project.
*The importance of closing rope barrier at pit 23 at the end of shift.

CHAGE

A-8004-822 (REV 0)
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Report No.
02CHPRC - CONSTRUCTION DAILY ACTIVITY REPORT Pap2of3

FGENEL=-
* Should have concurrence on last signature needed on the Excavation report by close of business.
NEXT woRtK DAY 1F

*Contractor to begin clear & grub activities along pipe route.

A43004-822 (REV 0)
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Report No.
002 CHPlRC - CONSTRUCTION DAILY ACTIVITY REPORT Page 3 of 3

A-80044822 (REV 0)
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EXHIBIT 23
EXCERPTS FROM CHPRC ARRA WEEKLY REPORTS

Compiled from IIDMS, April 5,2011

Week Ending February 12, 2010
(First Instance of waterlfire project in ARRA Weekly Reports)

Facility D&D
Isolation of 100OK Area utilities continued in support of cold and dark conditions for buildings,
structures, and waste sites that are planned for D&D and remediation. This includes replacing
portions of the current electrical and water supply systems with temporary systems to limit
restrictions on demolition and remediat ion activities. Contracts have been awarded for
construction of a temporary underground water line, microffitration unit, and a skid-mounted
electrical substation. A cultural and ecological review of the locations for the water line and
microfiltration unit are nearing completion.

Week Ending February 19,2010

Facility D&D
Isolation of I100K Area utilities continued in support of cold and dark conditions for buildings,
structures, and waste sites that are planned for D&D and remediation. This includes replacing
portions of the current electrical and water supply systems with temporary systems to limit
restrictions on demolition and remediation activities. The cultural and ecological review of the
locations for the water line and microfiltration unit continued.

Week Ending February 26,2010

Facility D&D
Isolation of 100OK Area utilities continued in support of cold and dark conditions for buildings,
structures, and waste sites planned for D&D and remediation. A total of 16,500 feet - more than
three miles - of piping arrived for the water line that will be constructed to ease restrictions on
work activities in the 100K Area. Planned construction sites are being scanned with ground-
penetrating radar to support safe excavation. Engineering and electrical utilities organizations are
reviewing modifications to the electrical system. Cultural and ecological reviews of locations for
the water line and microfiltration unit are in progress.

Week Ending March 05,2010

Inf/rastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Isolation of IlOOK Area utilities continued in support of cold and dark conditions for buildings,structures, and waste sites planned for D&D and remediation. Scanning of planned construction
sites with ground-penetrating radar continued. Construction materials are being delivered. A pre-
bid conference was conducted with potential bidders for a design/build contract for the water
treatment facility and dual-use water tank. Thie cultural and ecological reviews of the locations
for the water line and treatment plant facility have been completed and the results are being
reviewed internally by the Pacific Northwest National Laboratory. Engineering design reviews
for re-routing the 13.8KV electrical lines were completed. Transformer and switch gear
procurements are being accelerated as result of a meeting with the contractor for the skid-
mounted substation to identifyr opportunities for schedule acceleration.
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Page 125 Surveillance Report Number S- I I-EMD-PRC-00lI



EXCERPTS FROM CHPRC ARRA WEEKLY REPORTS
Compiled from IDMS, April 5,2011

Week Ending March 12, 2010

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Isolation of the l OOK Area utilities continued in support of cold and dark conditions for
buildings, structures, and waste sites planned for D&D and remediation. Ground-penetrating
radar scanning of planned construction sites and delivery of construction materials continued.
The cultural and ecological reviews of locations for the water line and treatment plant have been
completed and the results are being reviewed internally by the Pacific Northwest National
Laboratory. The fire water and potable water supply Statement of Work was revised to support
future procurement activities. Design drawings for the fire water supply and potable water supply
are being reviewed internally. Staff continue to be added to support construction activities. Final
engineering design and specifications for re-routing the 13.8KV electrical lines were completed
and transmitted to the CHPRC procurement organization for preparation of a request for bid. The
Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Proj ect activities are being closely coordinated with other IlOOK
Area activities to ensure safe and efficient operations.

Week Ending March 19, 2010

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Isolation of the IlOOK Area utilities continued. Equipment and materials to support construction
activities are being procured and staged for the start of construction. Excavation permits are
being prepared. The cultural and ecological reviews of locations for the water line and treatment
plant have been approved and will be provided to interested Native American Tribes for review.

Week Ending March 26,2010

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Isolation of the I100K Area utilities continued. Equipment and materials to support construction
activities are being procured and staged for the start of construction. Backfill material needed for
construction activities is being staged for future use. Heavy equipment is being received. Work
execution documents are being prepared and construction bids are being received and evaluated.

Week Ending April 02, 2010

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Isolation of the IlOOK Area utilities continued. Equipment and materials to support construction
activities are being procured and staged for the start of construction. Backfill material needed for
construction activities is being staged for future use. Heavy equipment has been received. Work
execution documents are being prepared, designs are being finalized, and construction bids are
being received and evaluated. The cultural and ecological review report for the import water line
installation was approved by DOE and a 30-day public review period has commenced.
Fabrication of the fire pump and microfiltration unit forthe Water Treatment Facility is ongoing.
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EXCERPTS FROM CHPRC ARRA WEEKLY REPORTS
Compiled from IDMS, April 5, 2011

Week Ending April809, 2010

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Isolation of the I 00K Area utilities continued. Equipment and materials for construction
activities are being procured and staged for the start of construction. Backfill material is also
being staged for future use. Work execution documents are being prepared and designs are being
finalized. Field construction activities are expected to begin next week. The 30-day public
review period for the cultural and ecological review report for installation of the import water
line continued. Fabrication of the fire pump and microfiltration unit for the Water Treatment
Facility is ongoing. Design and fabrication of the skid-mounted electrical substation continued.

Week Ending April 16,2010

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Isolation of the 100K Area utilities continued. Equipment and materials forconstruction
activities are being procured and staged for construction. Backfill material is being staged for
future use. Work execution documents are being prepared and designs are being finalized. The
30-day public r eview period for the cultural and ecological review report for installation of the

import water line continued. About 380 feet of
Spipe for the fire water line have been installed.

Back filling and compaction were completed for
about 300 feet of the pipe trenches. Fabrication
of the fire pump and microfiltration unit for the
Water Treatment Facility is ongoing. A ground-

... penetrating radar survey of the Water Treatment
Facility building footprint was completed. Design
and fabrication of the skid-mounted electrical
substation is continuing.

Week Ending April 16. 2010
Pipe for the fire water line is being installed in the 100K<
Area, The line w"l provide water for use in the event at a fire
and is being constructed with Recovery Act funding as part
of the 100K Area Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project to
reroute utilities to ease impacts on upcoming demolition and
remediabion activities.

Week Ending April 23, 2010

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Isolation of the l00K Area utilities continued. The 30-day public review period for the cultural
and ecological review report regarding the installation of the import water line was completed
and construction of the import line was approved to move forward. Excavation documents were
completed and are being approved. A traffic safety plan for locations where the import line
construction will cross roads is being prepared. Materials for the import line are being procured
and staged for use.
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EXCERPTS FROM CHPRC ARRA WEEKLY REPORTS
Compiled from IUDMS, April 5,2011

Pipe installation for the LOOK Firewater and Potable Water system continued. About 1,440 feet
of firewater pipe has been installed- Backflling and compaction has been completed for 750 feet
of pipe. Asphalt saw cutting started on the near 105KW facility in preparation for installation of
fire and potable water pipe to the 105KW facility. A preconstruction meeting was conducted
with the contractor for the Water Treatment Facility. Submittals from the contractor are being
received and processed. Fabrication of the fire pump and microfiltration unit for the Water
Treatment Facility is ongoing.

Week Ending April 30, 2010

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Isolation of the l OOK Area utilities continued. Excavation documents for the import waterline
were approved and clearing and grubbing of the pipe route was initiated. A traffic safety plan for
locations where the import line construction will cross roads was completed and is being
implemented. Materials for the import line are being procured and staged for use in the
designated lay down, area.

Pipe installation for the 100OK fire water and potable water system continued. About 1,940 feet of
firewater pipe has been installed. Backfllling and compaction is complete for about 1,550 feet of
pipe. Asphalt saw cutting continued near the 105KW facility in preparation for installation of fire
and potable water pipe to the 105KW facility. Contractor bids are being sought for the
installation of fire water and potable water for the remainder of the l OOK Area.

The contractor mobilized for construction of the Water Treatment Facility. The Water Treatment
Facility will be used to provide potable for the IlOOK Area so that existing treatment facilities can
be deactivated and demolished. Equipment was inspected and a construction office was installed.
An initial site grading survey was completed and a site access road established. Site boundaries
were defined and signs were installed. A geotechnical survey for soils under the tank foundation
was performed. Fabrication of the fire pump and the microfiltration unit for the Water Treatment
Facility is ongoing.

Trench excavation for the A9 Switchyard Site upgrade continued. Approximately 300 feet of
trench has been excavated and about 1,200 feet of conduit installed. Three more utility vaults
were installed. Three oil-filled circuit breakers were removed from the switchyard to make room
for the installation of new equipment. Fabrication of the 230kV Mobile Skids is continuing.
Revisions are being made to the 13.8KV re-route design. Material procurement will begin after
the design changes are completed and approved.

Week Ending May 07, 2010

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Isolation of the 100K Area utilities continued. Trench excavation, pipe installation, and backfill
began for the import water line. Nearly 8,000 feet of pipe has been installed. Pipe casing was
installed at two road crossings and one railroad crossing. Pipe is being located along the pipe
route.
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EXCERPTS FROM CHPRC ARRA WEEKLY REPORTS
Compiled from IDMS, April 5, 2011

Approximately 2, 500 feet of fire water pipe has been installed with backfilling and compaction
completed for about 2,3 50 feet of pipe for the 100OK fire water and potable water system. Asphalt
saw cutting was completed and pot hole excavation began near the 105KW facility in preparation
for installation of fire and potable water pipe. Contractor bids are being obtained for the
installation of fire water and potable water line for the remaindcr of the I100K Area.

At the site of the future I100K Area Water Treatment Facility, a geotechnical survey of soils
under the foundation locations indicated the top four feet of soil will need to be removed in order
to reach the undisturbed native soil. The construction contractor is removing the undesirable soils
and replacing them with structural fill. A sump pit was excavated and compacted and concrete
forms constrtction began. Building and tank ___________________

designs were submitted and approved;, off-site
fabrication was initiated. Fabrication of the fire
pump and the microfiltration unit for the Water
Treatment Facility is ongoing.

Trench excavation for the A9 Switchvard Site
upgrade continued. Approximately 1,400 feet of
trench has been excavated and 6,000 feet of
conduit installed. Fourteen of 1S uttlity vaults ....

have been installed.

Week Ending May07, 2010
Excavation and soil removal is in progress at the
construction site for the I001< Area Water Treatment
Facility. The facility will provide potable water for the 100K
Area so that CHPRC can deactivate and demolish the
existing treatment facilities.

Week Ending May 14, 2010

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade P~rolect
Installation of the import water line continued. About 2,700 feet of pipe for the import water line
was installed. including three road crossings. About 90 percent of the pipe route was cleared and
grubbed. A Hanford Site cultural resources representative monitored as workers excavated 340
feet of trench for the import water line in a culturally sensitive area. No significant discoveries
were encountered.

Installation of the fire water pipeline along the southwestern portion of the l OOK Area is nearly
complete. About 2,900 feet of firewater pipe has been installed. Installation of a 4-inch potable
water pipe to the 105KW Building and Cold Vacuum Drying Facility was started.

Contractor bids for the installation of fire water and pntable water line for the remainder of the
I100K Area have been received and are being evaluated.

The top four feet of soil was removed at the site of the Water Treatment Facility and structural
backfill is being placed and compacted. Construction office trailers were set in place. Concrete
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EXCERPTS FROM CHPRC ARRA WEEKLY REPORTS
Compiled from IDMS, April 5,2011

form construction continued. Off-site fabrication
for building, tank. and process piping is
ongoing.

Week Ending May 14, 2010
A worker compacts sol at the site of the future Water
Treatment Facility. The facility will provide potable water
for the 1l00K Area and allow existing facilities to be
demolished to reduce restrictions on future demolition and
remediation activities.

Week Ending May 21, 2010

Infrstructure Utilities Upgrade ProjectW
About 6.100 feet of pipe has been installed,
including three road crossings, for the import 7
water line. Overall, installation of the import
water line is about 50 percent complete.
Installation of the fire water pipeline along the southwestern portion of the l OOK Area is
complete. Installation of a 4-inch potable water pipe to the 105KW Building and Cold Vacuum
Drying Facility continued. About 1,500 feet of pipe and fittings has been installed. The locations
for the fire and potable water pipe installation on the west side of the 105KW Reactor building

were surveyed and marked. A staging area was
established for ERDF containers that will be
used to receive soils removed from the 'work site.
A contract for installation of the fire water and
potable water line for the remainder of the I100K
Area was awarded and contractor submittals are
being processed.

Week Ending May 21, 2010

Placement of compacted structural backfill was
completed for the Water Treatment Facility.
Building sump and building footing concrete
form construction continued. Off-site fabrication
for the fire pump, Water Treatment Building,
tank, and micro filtration unit is ongoing. Off-site

fabrication for process piping started.

Week Ending May 28, 2010

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Installation of the import water line continued. About 8,100 feet of pipe and fittings have been
installed to date, with three completed road crossings. Overall, installation of the import water
line is about 70 percent complete.
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EXCERPTS FROM CHPRC ARRA WEEKLY REPORTS
Compiled from TDMS, April 5, 2011

Installation of the 12-inch fire water and 4-inch potable water lines along the southwestern
perimeter (inside the fence) of the IlOOK Area is complete. Filling of the 12-inch fire water line
for flushing and testing activities started.

Installation of a 4-inch potable water pipe to the 105KW Reactor building and Cold Vacuum
Drying Facility continued. Fitting and saw cutting locations for the fire and potable water pipe
installation on the west side of the 105KW Reactor building were marked. A staging area was
prepared for placement of ERDF containers that will be used to receive soils removed from the
work site. Contractor submittals are being processed for installation of the fire water and potable
water lines for the remainder of the I100K Area.

Concrete form construction continued for the Water Treatment Facility. Concrete was placed for
the sump floor. Off-site fabrication of the tank foundation formwork is complete with delivery
expected this week. Off-site fabrication for under-slab piping is complete. About 50 percent of
the under-slab piping has been installed with two of five field welds completed. The 12-inch fire
water line has been installed from the site boundary to the building foundation. Under-slab
electrical conduit has been placed and inspected. Off-site fabrication continued for the fire pump,
tank, and microfiltration unit for the Water Treatmnent Building.

Week Ending June 04, 2010

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project - _________

Installation of the import water line continued.
About 10,400 feet of pipe and fittings have
been installed to date. Overall. installation of
the import water line is about 90 percent
complete. Flushing and testing of the import
water line is expected to be performed in the
next two weeks.

Week Ending June 04, 2010
Fonms ae being placed tar pouring concrete for the tank
foundation at the Water Treatment Faclity in the 10.0K
Area.

Pressure testing of the 12-inch fire water and 4-
inch potable water lines along the southwestern
perimeter (inside the fence) of the 100K Area is
complete, Final cleanup of the roadway, re-
installation of roadway signs, and application of a top fill material to all disturbed areas is also
complete. Pot-holing and trench excavation for fire water piping Continued on the east side of the
105KW Reactor facilities.

Contractor submittals are being processed for installation of the fire water and potable water
lines for the remainder of the 100K Area with construction expected to start next week.

Construction continued for the Water Treatment Facility. Concrete was placed for the sump
walls. Concrete forms for the water treatment building stem walls and tank foundation were
constructed. The tank foundation form work is about 50 percent complete. The 4-inch potable
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EXCERPTS FROM CHPRC ARRA WEEKLY REPORTS
Compiled from IDMS, April 5, 2011

water line was installed from the site boundary to the building foundation, off-site fabrication
continued for the fire pump. tank, and microfilt-ation unit for the water treatment building.

Week Ending June 11, 2010

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
About 11, 100 feet of pipe and fittings have been installed for the import water line. Installation
of the import water line is approximately 99 percent complete. Flushing and testing of the line is
in progress. Contract changes are pending for the removal of excess rock/overburden from the
pipe route.

Construction is complete except for a few punch list items for the fire water and potable water
lines along the southwestern perimeter (inside the fence) of the I100K Area. Pot-holing and
trench excavation for fire wvater piping continued on the east side of the 105KW Reactor

facilities. About 550 feet of trench has been
All excavated for the fire water and potable water lines
7 47-for the Cold Vacuum Drying and 105KW facilities.

- A total of 440 feet of 8-inch fire water pipe was
installed, including a fire hydrant. Three sand
bedding compaction tests were completed and
concrete thrust blocks were poured on the east side
of the 105KW Reactor facility.

Week Ending June 11, 2010
-. .. A now lire hydrant was installed as part of the 100K Area fire

and potable water line construction.

Construction started on the fire water and potable water lines being installed for the remainder of
the IlOOK Area. Recent activities included excavating the trench. installing pipe, and backfilling
860 feet of 12-inch fire water pipe and 460 feet of 4-inch potable water pipe.

Construction of the Water Treatment Facility continued with construction of forms and rebar for
the water treatment building stem walls and tank
foundation. Forms were removed from the sump
walls. Installation of the under-slab piping was
completed and under-slab backfilling was
initiated. Off-site fabrication continued for the
fire pump, tank, and microfiltration unit for the
Water treatment building.

i LWeek Ending June 11, 2010
Recently installed piping for the Water Treatment Facility
that will provide potable water for the I100K Area. CHPRC
is constructing mhe facility with Recovery Act funding to
allow existing infrastructure to be removed, limiting
restrictions on future demolition and remediation work.
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Week Ending June 18, 2010

Itnfrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Flushing and testing of the import water line continued. Identified leaks are being repaired and
re-testing performed as needed. Contract changes are pending for the removal of excess
rock/overburden from the pipe route.

Punch-list items are being completed for the fire water and potable water lines along the
southwestern perimeter (inside the fence) of the I100K Area. Fire water and potable water line
installation continued in the vicinity of the 105KW Reactor facilities. About 800 feet of trench
was excavated and 740 feet of 8-inch firewater pipe was installed, including one fire hydrant. Six
sand bedding compaction tests, were completed and concrete thrust blocks wvere poured.

Construction continued on the fire water and potable water lines being installed for the remainder
of the I100K Area. About 1,240 feet of 12-inch fire water pipe and 1.000 feet of 4-inch potable
water pipe have been installed to date.

Construction of the Water Treatment Facility
continued. Concrete was poured for the water
treatment building stem walls and tank
foundation. Under-slab backfilling continued and
is about 50 percent complete, Off-site fabrication

4 continued for the fire pump, tank, and
microfiltration unit for the water treatment

building.-Weeki Ending June 18, 2010
Concrete is placed for the foundation for the Water
Treatment Facility tank in the IlOOK Area.

Week Ending June 25, 2010

Infrasvtructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Flushing and testing was completed on the import water line. Punch list items are being completed for the
fire water and potable water lines along the southwestern perimeter (inside the fence) of the lOOK Area.
Fire water and potable water line installation continued in the vicinity of the 105KW Reactor facilities.
About 940 feet of trench was excavated, and 720 feet of 8-inch firewater pipe and 90 feet of 6-inch
firewater pipe was installed, including another fire hydrant. Excavations are being backfilled.
Construction continued on the fire water and potable water lines being installed for the remainder of the
I 00K Area. About 1,900 feet of 12-inch fire water pipe and 1,460 feet of 4-inch potable water pipe have
been installed to date.

Construction of the Water Treatment Facility continued. Concrete was poured for the water
treatment tankt foundation. Under-slab backfllling continued and is about 90 percent complete.
Forms were constructed and concrete was placed for the Water Treatment Facility chemical
storage room pits. Off-site fabrication continued for the fire pum~p, tank, and microfiltration unit.

CHPRC ARRA Weekly Reports Page 9 of 21

Page 133 Surveillance Report Number S-~ 11 -EMD-PRC-00 1



EXCERPTS FROM C}IPRC ARRA WEEKLY REPORTS
Compiled from IDMS, April 5,2011

Week Ending June 25, 2010
Workers install rebar for the foundation of the chemical
storage moom pits that will be part of the lOO0( Area Water -

Treatment Facility. CHPRC is constructing the facility so
that existing Infrastructure can be removed and future
work in the 100K Area can continue with limited
resttctions.

Week Ending July 02,2010

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Final preparations for the import water line
continued. Work began for installing actuated
control valves, setting and backfilling around
valve housings, and removing blow-off valves
used for pressure testing and replacing them
with brass plugs. Punch-list items are being addressed for the fire water and potable water lines
along the southwestern perimeter (inside the fence) of the 100OK Area. Fire water and potable
water line installation continued in the vicinity of the 105KW Reactor facilities. So far, about
1,390 feet of trench has been excavated and 1,230 feet of 8-inch fire water pipe and 140 feet of'
6-inch fire water pipe have been installed. Excavations are being backfilled. with controlled
density fill and gravel. Construction also continued on the fire water and potable water lines
being installed for the remainder of the l OOK Area; about 2,440 feet of 12-inch fire water pipe
and 2,340 feet of 4-inch potable water pipe have been installed. including four road crossings.

Construction of the Water Treatment Facility continued. Under-slab backlilling for the building
was completed and rebar and concrete forms are being placed in preparation for pouring the
building slab. Building floor drains, trenches, and grating wre installed. Underground piping
was pressure tested. Building structural steel is being received and staged for construction. Off-
site fabrication continued for the fire pump, tank, and xnicrofiltration unit.

Week Ending July 09,2010
Infrastructure( Utilities Upgrade Project
Final preparations for the import water line continued; no fieldwork was conducted lasi week.

Punch-list items continue to be addressed for the fire
water and potable water lines along the southwestern
perimeter (inside the fence) of the I(10K Area

Week Ending July 09, 2010
Structural steel columns and m~of beams are Leing installed for
the water treatment buildiing in the 100K Area

- Fire water and potable water line installation
continued in the vicinity of the 105KW Reactur and
Cold Vacuum Drying Facility: about 1.870 feet of
trench has been excavated and 1.230 feet of 8-inch
fire water pipe, 4 10 feet of P1nc fre, water pipe,

M4 and 140 feet of 6-inch firewater pipe have been
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installed to date. Excavations are being backfilled with controlled density fill and gravel.
Construction continued on the fire water and potable water lines being installed for the remainder
of the IlOOK Area: about 3,110 feet of 12-inch fire water pipe and 2.340 feet of 4-inch potable
water pipe have been installed.

Construction of the Water Treatment Facility continued. Compaction of the under-slab backfill
for the building was completed in preparation for pouring of the building slab. Rebar and
concrete form installation for the water treatment building continued. The water treatment

building structural steel columns and roof beams are being installed. The storage tank floor and
first vertical wall ring were installed and tack welded. Site grading material is being imported
and staged for use.

Week Ending July 16, 2010
in~frastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Rock and soil piles remaining frm construction of the import water line are being removed.
Work to install actuated control valves. set valve housings and backfill around them, and remove
blow-off valves used for pressure testing and repiace them with brass plugs was completed.

Fire water and potable water line installation continued in the vicinity of the 105KW Reactor and
Cold Vacuum Drying Facility; about 2.,100 feet of trench has been excavated and 1,250 feet of 8-

inch fire water pipe, 430 feet of 12-inch fire
water pipe. and 140 feet of 6-inch fire water
pipe have been installed to date. Excavations are

jbeing backfilled with controlled density fill and
gravel. Construction continued on the fire water

I and potable water lines being installed for the
rmidrof the l OOK Area. about 4,490 feet of

12-ic fie water pipe, 2,340 feet of 4icif-inch
potable water pipe, and 120 feet tof 6-inch fire
water pipe have been installed. The fre water
and portable water installation for the remainder
of the I100K Area is about 80 percent complete.

Week Ending July 16, 2010)
Concrete for the buildinq slab was poured on the east and
west sides of the Water Treatment Facilty building being
constructed in the 10.0K Area.

Construction of the Water Treatment Facility continued. Installation of the water treatment
building structural steel columns and roof beams is complete. Rebar and concrete form
installation for the building slab is also complete. Concrete for the building slab was poured on
the east and west sides of the building. Building siding is being installed and is about 80 percent
complete. Construction of the storage tank continued. Site grading material continued to be
imported and staged for use.
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Week Ending July 23, 2010

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Pro/eca
Rock and soil piles from construction of the import water line are being removed and
consolidated for future transport to a previously used borrow pit. The design for the tie-in at the

42-inch export water line was revised and
approved.

Fire water and potable water line installation
iv < Y~~. continued in the vicinity of the 105KW Reactor

and Cold Vacuum Drying Facility; about 2,650
feet of trench has been excavated and 1,780 feet
of 8-inch fire water pipe, 430 feet of 12-inch fire
water pipe, and 150 feet of 6-inch fire water
pipe have been installed to date. Excavations arc
being backfilled with controlled density fill and
gravel.

Week Ending July 23, 2010
Installation of the wail and roof panels for the water
treatment building i the 100K Area is complete and
construction of water storage lank continues.

Construction continued on the fire water and potable water lines being installed for the remainder
of the 100OK Area: about 4.950 feet of 12-inch fire water pipe. 2,340 feet of 4-inch potable water
pipe. and 630 feet of 6-inch fire water pipe have been installed.

Construction of the Water Treatment Facility continued. Installation of the wall and roof panels
for the water treatment building was completed. Installation of the building wall insulation was
started. Construction of the water storage tank continued and is about 80 percent complete.

Week Ending July 30, 2010

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Rock and soil piles from construction of the import water line are being removed and

consolidated for future transport to a previously used
borrow pit.

SWeek Ending July 30, 2010
The roof of the Water Treatment Facility water storage tank is
installed. The 750, 000-gallon, dual-use tank will provide fire and
potable water to the 100K Area and allow existing infrastructure
to be removed to facilitate future remediation and demolition

Fire water and potable water line installation
Scontinued in the vicinity of the 105KW Reactor and

the Cold Vacuum Drying Facility; about 2.700 feet
of trench has been excavated and 2, 100 feet of 8-inch
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fire water pipe, 430 feet of 12-inch fire water pipe, and 165 feet of 6-inch fire water pipe have
been installed to date. Excavations are being backfilled with controlled density fill and gravel.

Construction continued on the fire water and potable water lines being instal led for the remainder
of the IlOOK Area; about 5,390 feet of 12-inch fire water pipe, 2,340 feet of 4-inch potable water
pipe, and 730 feet of 6-inch fire water pipe have been installed. This portion of the infrastructure
upgrades is about 95 percent complete.

Construction of the Water Treatment Facility continued with installation of building wall
insulation, forming and placing of equipment pads, and process piping installation. The diesel
fire pump was received and accepted. The tank roof and railings were installed an the water
storage tank.

Week Ending August 6, 2010

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Installation of the fire water and potable water line continued in the vicinity of the 105KW
Reactor and the Cold Vacuum Drying Facility: about 3,000 feet of trench has been excavated and
2,400 feet of 8-inch fire water pipe, 430 feet of 12-inch fire water pipe, and 165 feet of 6-inch
fire water pipe have been installed to date.

Pipe installation for the fire water and potable water lines for the remainder of the 100OK Area is
complete with a total of more than 9.500 feet of piping installed - 5,390 feet of 12-inch fire water
pipe, 1,046 feet of 6-inch fire water pipe, 2,342 feet of 4-inch potable water pipe, and 760 feet of
3-inch potable water pipe.

Construction of the Water Treatment Facility continued with installation of wall insulation and
process piping. The microfiltration unit was received and accepted. Construction of the water
storage tank is complete and preparations are being made for painting the tank,

Week Ending August 13,2010

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Installation of the fire water and potable water line continued in the vicinity of the 105KW
Reactor and the Cold Vacuum Drying Facility. Soil from trench excavation was loaded for
disposal. Trenches wvith pipe in place were backfilled with controlled density fill, and grvel wa
placed over the top of the fill. Flushing and testing were started for the recently installed fire
water and potable water lines for the remainder of the I100K Area.
Construction of the Water Treatment Facility continued with installation of building insulation
and process piping. Sandblasting was completed on the interior of the water storage tank and an
interior coating is being applied. Electrical installation was started on the water treatment
building.

Construction efforts for refurbishment of the A9 Substation continued. Installation of a new
conduit duct bank from the new Switchgear Building to two skids is complete. Pulling of cable
through conduit continued. The 230 kV switches were replaced during a clearance outage.
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Week Ending August 20, 2010

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Installation of the fire water and potable water line continued in the vicinity of the 105KW
Reactor and the Cold Vacuum Drying Facility (CVDF). Fire water pipe trenches were excavated
near the CVDF and bedding sand was placed in the trench. The locations for future tie-ins to the

existing fire water system were excavated. Flushing and pressure testing continued for the
recently installed fire water and potable water lines for the remainder of the I100K Area.
Construction of the Water Treatment Facility continued with process piping installation, interior
electrical installation, and interior framing and drywall for the water treatment building.
Underground conduit installation was completed and site finish grading continued. Application
of the interior coating was completed for the water storage tank. Exterior coating application
began and is about halfway complete.

Week Ending August 27,2010

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Installation of the fire water and potable water lines in the l OOK Area continued. Fire water pipe
trench excavation continued near the Cold Vacuum Drying Facility. Pressure testing continued
for the recently installed potable water lines for the remainder of the I100K Area.
Installation of process piping, interior electrical wiring, interior framing and drywall, and fire
sprinkler lines is in progress for the water treatment building that will be part of the Water
Treatment Facility. Application of the exterior coating is complete for the water storage tank.

Week Ending September 3, 2010

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Installation of the fire water and potable water lines in the l OOK Area continued. The tie-in to the
water line feeding the new system was completed and tested. Fire water and potable water trench
excavation and pipe installation continued near the Cold Vacuum Drying Facility. Bollards are
being installed to protect fire hydrants and valves installed throughout the 100OK Area.
Installation of process piping and interior electrical wiring continued for the water treatment
building that will be part of the Water Treatment Facility. The multi-stage service water pump
was received and is being prepared for installation. The microfiltration unit is being installed.
[Emphasis added]

Week Ending September 10, 2010

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Installation of the fire water and potable water lines in the l OOK Area continued. All field work
for the import water line is now complete with the exception of hydro-seeding of the pipe route.
Pipe installation continued near the Cold Vacuum Drying Facility for the 4-inch potable water
line, including placement of sand bedding in the trenches. All piping has been installed and
tested for the fire and potable water line in the remainder of the I100K Area with the exception of
future tie-ins after the Water Treatment Facility is ready. Installation of process piping and
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interior electrical wiring continued for the
water treatment building that will be part of the
Water Treatment Facility. Connections were
made to the raw water service line and the
Water Storage Tank was filled with 650.000
gallons of water. The Water Storage Tank
hydro-test was successfully completed. Site
finish grading continued.

Week Ending September 10, 2010
Filtration units ame being installed in the Water Treatment
Facility in the 100K Area.

Week Ending September 17,2010

linfravtructurc Utilities Upgrade Project
Installation of the fire water and potable water
lines in the l OOK Area continued. Trenching
and pipe installation continued for the 4-inch potable water line in front of Cold Vacuum Drying
Facility, Initiated hydro testing of 105KWV loop for the 8-inch fire line (four of six sections
completed satisfactorily). Installation of process
piping and interior electrical wiring continued for
the water treatment builIding that will be part of the
Water Treatment Facility. Site finish

grading continued and concrete was placed at the
entrances to the facilitiy (sic), Insulation is being
placed on the Water Storage Tlank.

Week Ending September 17, 2010
Insulation is being installed on the recently constructed Water
Storage Tank that is part of the new 100K Area Water
Treatment Facity. CHPRC is using Recovery Act funding to
construct the water treatment facility to allow existing
infrastructure to be removed to facilitate future cleanup
activities.

Week Ending September 24,2010

Infrasiructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Installation of the fire water and potable water lines in the I100K Area continued. Trenching and
pipe installation continued for the fire water line near the Cold Vacuumn Drying Facility (CVDF).
Preparations are being made for tying in the new lines to the 105KW facility and the CVDF.
Bacterial testing was successfully completed for a portion of the newly installed potable water
system elsewhere in the I 00K Area.
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Installation of process equipment and piping, electrical panels, and interior electrical wiring
continued for the water treatment building that will be pan of the Water Treatment Facility.
Insulation continues to be placed on the Water Storage Tank.

Punch list items continue to be worked and closeout paper work is being prepared for the A9
Substation Refurbishment.

Week Ending October 1, 2010

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Installation of the fire water and potable water lines in the l OOK Area is complete up to the tie-in
points. Preparations are being made for connecting the new fire water lines to the facilities in the
l OOK Area.

Installation of process equipment and piping. electrical panels, and interior electrical wiring
continued for the water treatment building that will be part of the Water Treatment Facility. The
microfiltration system is being tested, Instalation of insulation on the Water Storage Tank is
complete.

Week Ending October 8, 2010

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Installation of the fire water and potable water lines in the I100K Area is complete up to the tie-in
points. Preparations are being made for connecting the new fire water and potable water lines to
the facilities in the ILOOK Area. Bollards are being
placed around 105KW fire hydrants. Punch list
items are being addressed. Construction closeout
documents for the Import Water Line were
approved and signed. Construction closeout
documents are being prepared for other portions
of the fire water and potable water upgrades in
the I100K Area.

Week Ending October 8, 2010
The micriltration unit is installed and being tested in the
Water Treatment Building that is part of the Water
Treatment Facility, which is under construction in the 10OK
Area,

Construction of the Water Treatment Facility continued with installation of process piping,
interior electrical rough, and conduit, as well as site finish grading and top gravel placement.
Final electrical terminations were made and the motor control center panel and master plant
control panel were energized. Building interior and exterior lights were energized. Start-up of the
water filtration equipment began. Fire Marshal approval is being obtained for the fire pump, fire
suppression, fire detection, fire wall, and fire distribution system.
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Week Ending October 15, 2010

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Installation of the fire water and potable water lines in the l OOK Area is complete up to the tie-in
points. Punch list items are being worked. Preparations are being made for connecting the new
fire water and potable water lines to facilities in the IlOOK Area. Trench excavation is complete
for the future tie-in of potable water piping at the Cold Vacuum Drying Facility.

Electrical installation continued at the water treatment building. Items that need to be finished in order to
obtain Building Occupancy Permit are being completed for the water treatment building. A concrete
splash pad and landing were put in place at the water storage tank.

Punch list items are being worked and construction closeout documents are being prepared for
the A9 Substation Refurbishment and for the 13.8KV re-route.

Week Ending October 22,2010

infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Installation of the fire water and potable water lines in the IlOOK Area is complete up to the tie-in
points. Preparations are being made for connecting the new fire water and potable water lines to
the facilities in the I100K Area. Bollards are being placed around fire hydrants.

Electrical installation continued at the water treatment building. Items that need to be finished in order to
obtain Building Occupancy Permit are being completed for the water treatment building. Portions of the
potable water treatment system are being flushed.

Punch list items are being worked and construction completion documents are being prepared for
the A9 Substation Refurbishment. Soil resistivity testing is being performed in the A9 Substation
to confirm system safety.

Week Ending October 29,2010

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Installation of the fire water and potable water lines in the IlOOK Area is complete up to the tie-in
points. Punch list items are being worked and preparations are being made for connecting the
new fire water and potable water lines to the facilities in the 100OK Area.

Electrical installation continued at the water treatment building. Items that need to be finished in
order to obtain the Building Occupancy Permit are being completed for the water treatment
building.

Week Ending November 5, 2010

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Installation of the fire water and potable water lines in the IlOOK Area is complete up to the tie-in
points. Hanford Fire Marshall approval of the system is being obtained prior to proceeding with
fire water and potable water lines tie-ins.
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Electrical installation continued at the water treatment building. Asphalt was placed around the southwest
portion of the building. Items that need to be finished in order to obtain the Building Occupancy Perm it
are being completed for the water treatment building.

Week Ending November 12, 2010

Infrastruicture Utilities Upgrade Project
Installation of the fire water and potable water lines in the l OOK Area is complete up to the tie-in
points. Hanford Fire Marshall approval of the system is being obtained prior to proceeding with
fire water and potable water lines tie-ins.

Testing of the microfiltration unit proceeded at the water treatment building. Building electrical
design changes are being processed and crews are completing items that need to be finished in
order to obtain the Building Occupancy Permit.

Weeks Ending November 19 & 26,2010

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Installation of the fire water and potable water lines in the 100K Area is complete up to the tie-in
points. Hanford Fire Marshall. approval of the system is being obtained prior to proceeding with
fire water and potable water lines tie-ins.

Testing of the mic&rofiltration unit proceeded at the water treatment building. A portable safety
shower was filled and tested. Building electrical design changes are being processed and crews
are completing items that need to be finished in order to obtain the Building Occupancy Permit.

Week Ending December 3,2010

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Installation is now complete for the re-designed fire sprinkler system in the new Water
Treatment facility. Design of the fire alarm system for the facility and modifications to the water
tank have been approved for installation. Final modifications are being made to begin testing of
the potable water system. Crews have completed safety-related items required for obtaining the
Building Occupancy Permit. CHPRC drilled the first of two wells this week to provide additional
grounding to the A-9 substation.

Week Ending December 10, 2010

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Piping modifications and programming of the microfiltration system are complete for the Water
Treatment Facility. The preliminary Customer Acceptance Testing (CAT) of the microfiltration
system is also complete A final CAT will be conducted before the plant goes into sustained
operations. De-energization of the A-9 substation to complete close-out of punch list items was
completed. Drilling of the first two wells to improve substation grounding reached 81 feet of a
planned depth of 185 feet. Additional grounding cable was installed between the main grid and
the two grounding wells to enable tie-in of the wells once completed.
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Weeks Ending December 17-31, 2010

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Piping modifications and programming of the microfiltration system were completed following a
preliminary customer acceptance testin (CAT). Several punch list items were completed in the
A-9 substation, including labeling of panels and conduits. Drilling of the first of two wells to
improve substation grounding is 75 percent complete.

Week Ending January 7, 2011

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Customer acceptance testing of the microfiltration system is complete. The plant began a six-day
operations test on Jan. 9 to demonstrate compliance with the State of Washington drinking water
standards. Installation of the fire alarm system is ongoing in the plant. The drilling of the first of
two grounding wells for the new A9 substation is complete with the second well beginning this
week.

Week Ending January 14, 2011

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
The second of two grounding wells for the new A9 substation began this week; drilling
progressed to a depth of 69 feet of a planned total depth of 189 feet. The six-day operations test
was completed on Jan. 13 to demonstrate compliance with the State of Washington drinking
water standards. Installation of the fire alarm system is ongoing in the plant Modifications to the
multi-purpose water storage tank and punch list items on the micro-filtrations system are planned
for this week.

Week Ending January 21, 2011

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
The second of two grounding wells for the new A9 substation was drilled to a depth of 130 feet
of a planned total depth of 189 feet. Following the successful operations test of the
microfiltration system, the water storage tank was drained and National Fire Protection
Association compliant level and temperature sensors were added to the tank. The fire alarm
system is installed with only minor adjustments remaining. Phone and data wiring is being
installed in the plant.

Week Ending January 28, 2011

infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
The second of two grounding wells for the new A9 substation was completed to its total depth of
190 feet. For the new water system, a final modification to the water storage tank was completed.
Work is ongoing in the water treatment facility to complete installation of the fire walls, the fire
alarm system, communications and data infrastructure, electrical upgrades, and mechanical
punch list items.
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Week Ending February 4,2011

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
The two grounding wells for the new A9 substation were tied into the substation grounding grid.Testing and cut-over of the substation's transfer trip communications system was completed. Themulti-purpose water storage tank was leak tested, the diesel fire pump installed, and the buildingsprinkler system pressure tested. Work is ongoing in the water treatment facility to completeinstallation of the fire was, the fire alarm system, communications and data infrastructure,electrical upgrades, and mechanical punch list items.

Week Ending February 11, 2011

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Installation of the fire alarm system and an additional electrical panel and transformer wascompleted. Work is ongoing in the water treatment facility to complete installation of the firewas, data and communications, power to the office trailer, mechanical punch list items,ventilation upgrades for the facility, and the secondary delivery system for emergency fire water.Testing of the service water pumps and preparatory work for tie-in to the potable water and firewater systems to I100K buildings are in progress. Completion of final punch list items for thenew A9 substation is in progress.

Week Ending February 18, 2011

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Infrastructure and utilities upgrades neared completion this week, with testing of the A-9substation, tire-wall construction in the Water Treatment Facility control room areas, and finaltesting and tie-ins of the new potable- and fire-water systems ongoing.

Week Ending February 24, 2011

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Infrastructure and utilities upgrades continued nearing completion this week, with final pressure-testing of all new fire hydrants completed. Final construction and completion of punchlist itemsin the Water Treatment Facility, as well as fur-ther fire-system testing, is ongoing.

Week Ending March 4,2011

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Infrastructure and utilities upgrades are nearing completion, with final pressure-testing of all newfire hydrants completed. Final construction and completion of punchlist items in the WaterTreatment Facility, as well as further fire-system testing, is ongoing.

CHPRC ARRA Weekly Reports 
Page 20 of 21
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EXCERPTS FROM CHPRC ARRA WEEKLY REPORTS
Compiled from IDMS, April 5,2011

Week Ending March 11, 2011

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Flow- and pressure-testing of the new l OOK Area fire-protection loop was completed, as was
final construction and trouble-shooting in the Water Treatment Facility.

Week Ending March 18,2011

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Fire sprinklers are back in service for all applicable 100OK facilities. The construction team is
making final modifications to allow for the disinfection of the new potable water system to begin
next week.

Week Ending March 25,2011

Infrastructure Utilities Upgrade Project
Final staging of equipment and facilities for the full-time operations crew at the new l00K Water
Treatment Facility are in progress, as preparations for super-chlorination of the new potable-
water system continued. The new 100OK fire-protection system is now complete and fully
operational, and new control power transformers have been installed at the A-9 substation.

CHPRC ARRA Weekly Reports Page 21 of 21
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EXHIBIT 24

Meeting with Washington State Department of Health
Office of Drinking Water, Spokane, Washington

May 18, 2010

Attendees:
WDOH: Michael Wilson, PE - Regional Engineer; Sam Perry -Technology Specialist (via phone)
CHPRC: Moses Jaraysi, Allan Cawrse, Brian Dixon

Introduction
The meeting began at 1:00PMV with the parties introducing themselves. Moses Jaraysi explained that
CHPRC had requested the meeting in the Interest of developing a better working relationship. A
discussion of the various DOE offices at Hanford, the prime contractors, and work scope ensued.

Use of Membrane Filter Technology
Sam Perry joined the meeting via telephone because WDOH presumed that we wanted to discuss the
PALL membrane technology proposed for the 100K system. WD014 reiterated that the PALL system is
considered alternative filtration technology, but they are comfortable with the technology. In the case
of the 100K system, they have waived the requirement to do a pilot study prior to constructing the full-
scale filtration study. WDOH provided a copy of a Department memorandum with background
information and required operating parameters for the PALL Microza- microfiltration system. WDOH
indicated that they will require:

* Furl-scale operational testing during commissioning.
" The addition of Indirect Integrity Monitoring (particle counter or laser turbidimeter).
* Direct Integrity Monitoring (pressure decay test).

WDOH noted that the Construction Documents will include a Test Report to document the results of the
operational testing during the system startup.

Project Report
WDOH discussed the requirements for a project report and suggested that the December 2009 version
of the Department's Water System Design Manual be used as a guide in preparing the information
needed for the Project Report. WDOH indicated that they are expecting the project report for their
review and approval. In the case of the 100K system WDOH may need the full 35 days to complete their
review. CHPRC expressed appreciation for the expedited turnaround with email approval of the project
report for the water main extension supporting the Unsecured Core Area. The time constraints imposed
by the short duration of funding for ARRA projects makes timely approvals an important part of project
success. CHPRC noted that some construction was initiated prior to formal approval.

General Discussion
CHPRC asked for clarification about water purveyor responsibilities and how they would like to see roles
and responsibilities implemented at a large DOE site with multiple drinking water systems and
contractors. WDOH indicated that their primary concern is to have a point of contact for each water
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system. There was also some dliscussion about what constitutes the commencement of construction.
WDOI4 confirmed that while construction I s not defined, it is intended to mean to build or Install any
component that is part of the drinking water system. WAC regulations do not allow for construction
prior to written approval from WDOH. If a person starts construction before the project report Is
approved, they take are assuming risks, including the risk of needing to remove a component that Is not
approved in the project report. For example, if a 10 inch distribution main is installed and WDOH
determines that a minimum 12 inch main is needed, the 10 inch line would need to be replaced with a

*12 inch line before the project could be used.

The meeting adjourned at 2:20PM
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iivz~o~pprEXHIBIT 25
Root Cause Analysis Report

Potential Adverse Trend -
Environmental Regulatory Requirements for Construction Projects Not Met

EM-PRL--CPRC-GENLAREAS-2010-0013

October 19,2010

Root Cause Team Lead: 10c' 4  M4.ba loci, Date: L)L3JL '
EN Dodd MI

Environmental Manager: / ( h. L -ti Date: 'Ii IJ )
PW Martin

Responsible Manager: __________________ Date: 11-/-/D
DP Kimball IK.H Donr

ESRB Chairman AZ4 7Date:
VM Pizzuto, Vice President, CIRRC
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1.0 EXECUJTIVE SUMMARY
Since May, 2010, the CHPRC has identified two instances where .projects were found to have
initiated construction on a project before the environmental documents were submitted and/or
approved by authorizing agencies. These instances are noted in CR-2010-1340, initiation of
potable water line construction prior to a Washington Department of Health approval, and CR-
2010-1608, Iitiation of 100-K Area Water Theatment System construction prior to completion of
environmenal compliance reviews/approvals. On June 8, 2010, CHPRC issued Occurrence
Report EM-RL-CPRC-GNELAREAS-201 0-0013, "Initiation of Construction Activities on Water
System Installations Prior to WD)OH Approval" to document this issue as a management concern
and ensure a higher level review and analysis was performed (reference CR-20 10-1657).

The problem statement was defined as:

Based on recent events, it is evident that important environmental requirements and
constraints on activities are not being considered in the planning and execution of project
schedules.

A root cause analysis was performed and the root causes were identified as:

o Required environmental permits and authorizations were not sufficiently identified
during the project planning phase, including the dates approvals were needed in
comparison to the dates construction activities would commence.

o Individuals believed that an environmental, regulatory "at-risk" position was acceptable
to the regulators and the CH-PRC, and was necessary for meeting the accelerated project
schedule.

2.0 EVENT DESCRIPTION/NARATIVE
The event considered in this evaluation is a combination of the two events that occurred at 200
East and l OOK. In summary both events resulted in the execution of project scope without the
proper environmental documentation being approved as required. Similar failures in two separate
projects by two different teams of project management personnel resulted in the generation of
Occurrence Report EM-RL-CPRC-GENLAREAS-201OO0I3 and this root cause analysis. The
summary information from each of the events is provided below.

200 East
On May 3, 2010 a new drinking water system installation at the 200 East Area was found to have
begun construction prior to obtaining required written approval of the Project Report from the
WDOH. The Project Report had been submitted to WDOH and approval was imminent Upon
discovery, work on the drinking water system was stopped, WDOH was contacted and approval
was obtained via email on May 4, 2010.

Upon identification of the 200 East Area event the following immediate actions and/or corrective
actions were implemented (Reference CR-2010-1340):

*Central Engineering Manager and the EPC Vice President were notified and installation
work was stopped.
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*MSA Water Utilities, the organization that is the drinking water purveyor for this location
discussed the urgent need for an approval' of the Project Report with the WDOH
engineer. The WDOH engineer issued an email approval for the project on May 4, 2010
alowing work to restart.

*A lessons learned document was developed by MSA and distributed,
*Apparent causes were identified as:

o A3133C06 - Individual underestimated the problem by using past events as basis
o A4B ICO I - Management policy guidance/expectation not well-defined

understood or enforced.
*An investigation of other projects (Extent of Condition Review) identified the

construction of a now combination fire suppression and temporary drinking water system
at l OOK Area with a similar issue to the 200 East event (see below).

10OK:
On May 18, 20 10, it was determined that construction had begun prior to submission and
approval of the Project Report by WDOH for the temporary drinking water system at l0OK. On
May 26, 2010, it was also determined that the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
categorical exclusion (CX) had not been obtained prior to start of construction on the combined
fire and drinking water import line. DOE was contacted and the CX approval was obtained on
May 27, 2010 from the DOE Hanford Site NEPA Compliance Officer. The Project Report was
submitted to WDOH for review and approval on June 8, 2010. In neither cas was the drinking
water system installation completed or placed into service prior to obtaining the required
approvals.

Upon identification of the l OOK area event the following immediate actions and/or corrective
actions were implemented (Refierence CR-2010-1608):

" Following initial discovery the Vice President of Environmental Program and Strategic
Planning immediately raised the concern with the Vice President, D&D, and evaluations
of project compliance were initiated.

" Following discovery of the incomplete NEPA review, the DOE NEPA Compliance
Officer was notified of the situation. He signed the CX on May 27, 20 10, completing the
NEPA review. The DOE NEPA Compliance Officer requested that this issue be
addressed in a CHPRC Management Assessment or equivalent.

" Two review meetings were conducted with IlOOK to identify any other outstanding
environmental requirements. As a result of this review, a request was made to CHPRC
Environmental Protection Air Subject Matter Expert (SME) to evaluate air permitting
requirements for an emergency diesel fire pump.

* During the week of June 1, 2010, work was suspended on portions of the project that
clearly required WDOH approval.

* On June 2, 20 10, the Project Report was formally transmitted to WDOH for review and
approval.

The combination of the two separate events was determined to be a significant issue -
noncompliance with the requirements of WAC 246-290-110(2) and -125(1); 1OCFR 1021.210(b);

Page 4 of 17

Page 151 Surveillance Report Number S-i 1-EMD-PRC-001



and PRC-PRO-EP-15333, Sections 5.4 and 5.7. The two events also represented a management
concern worthy of reporting into ORPS and Occurrence Report EM-RL--CPRC-GENLAREAS-
2010-0023 was issued on June 8, 2010. A Condition Report was developed to capture the ORPS
report and to document the broader programmatic evaluation. The following immediate actions
and/or corrective actions were implemented:

" CHPRC Environmental Protection met with WDOH to clarify regulatory requirements
" A briefing workshop was provided to Environmental Compliance Officers on drinking

water system regulatory requirements..
* PRC-PRO-EP-15333 was amended to strengthen and clarify drinking water system

requirements.
" A Lessons Learned session was conducted with MSA on joint issues pertaining to the 200

East drinking water system construction. MSA will develop and issue a Lessons Learned
by October 1, 20 10.

CHPRC performed a Root Cause Analysis considering both the 200 East and the l OOK events.
The analysis considered the information from the 200 East event report and included discussions
with personnel knowledgeable about the event. The information from the 200 East event was
combined with the analysis of the 100K event to determine the root causes for the both events.
The root causes identified and the correcive actions developed support the resolution of the
management concern.

3.0 EXTENT OF CONDITION / GENERIC IMPLICATIONS
Based on a review of the documents provided and the root and apparent cause determination an
extent of condition review should be conducted:

*Require all project managers to review their projects to ensure that schedules are
sufficiently detailed and that all necessary environmental documents are completed and
approved prior to implementation of activities.

4.0 PRECURSORIHISTORICAL REVIEW
No historical precursor events were found related to this issue.

5.0 EVALUATION OF ASSESSMENT PERFORMANCE
There were no surveillances performed that would have identified this issue.

6.0 PROBLEM ANALYSIS

6.1 Analysis Description
The Phoenix Assessment technique was used. The process uses eight questions:

* What are the consequences?
*What is the significance?
*What set up the situation?
*What triggered the event?
*What made the consequences as bad as they were?

*.What kept the consequences from being a lot worse?
* What should be learned from it?
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*What should be done about it?

Attached is a timeline developed in preparation for the root cause analysis, and revised as
a result of the discussions at the meeting. This timeline was used to evaluate the
activities in development of a comparative timneline. The comparative timeline was then
used to develop the missed opportunity matrix. Using the comparative timeline and the
missed opportunity matrix, a combination of the Phoenix questions and the "Five Whys"
technique were used to determine the apparent causes from the contributing causes and
ultimately to determine the root causes.

Root Cause Team members were:
Edwin N. Dodd M - Root Cause Analysis Leader
Karen F- Morris - Assistant Root Cause Analysis Leader
Dottie L. Norman - Demolition &Decommissioning (D&D) Environmental Director
Steven M. Moore - D&D Maintenance
Daniel P. Kimball - Engineering, Project and Construction (EPC) ESH&Q Manager
Max L. Edington - EPC Project Manager
Usama, (Sam) E Wajeeh - EPC Project Engineer
Allan E. Cawrse - Environmental Protection (EP) Director
Richard H. Engelmann - EP, Regulatory Services and Reporting Manager
Stephen T. Smith - Environmental Quality Assurance, Manager
Paul W. Martin - EPIEPC Environmental Manager
Jeannie R. Seaver - EP Water SME
Fen M. Simmons - EP Air SME

6.2 Human Performance Issues (11?I)
Human performance issues were identified in each of the conditions evaluated.
Specifically, there was an assumption based on prior experience that verbal
communication and informal process implementation with regulators was adequate to
ensure compliance with requirements. This HPI issue was noted in both the 200 East and
I100K conditions.

The human performance issue is addressed in corretive actions I and 2 identified in the
Attachment A, "Corrective Action Plan".

6.3 Root Cause(s)
Using the Phoenix Analysis process and the "Five Why s", two root causes were
identified for the adverse condition:

RC-01

Management expectations were not clearly understood concerning unacceptability of
proceeding at risk concerning environmental, regulatory approvals. Also PRO-PRO-EP-
15333 had not explicitly defined drinking water approval process and that no work may
be started until all documents are approved. It was also not clear if PRC-PRO-EP-15333
was appropriately used by personnel to ensure compliance. Also regulations and
procedures did not clearly definie what constituted "construction".

Furthermore, the Environmental Activity Screening Form (EASF) checklist did not have
the drinking water requirements checked as applicable to the I100K project.
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A4BIC0l - Management policy guidancelexpectations not well-defined understood or

enforced.

RC-02

Individuals relied on past experience with WDOH regulators and previous drinking water
installation projects outside of Hanford and the DOE Complex. Due to this experience
individuals believed that:

* WDOH would informally allow the simultaneous preparation and review of the
Project Report while construction activities such as excavations and placement of
material commenced

" An environmental, regulatory "at-risk" position was acceptable to the regulators
and the CHPRC

" Risk was believed to be in termsg of project cost and schedule as opposed to
environmental compliance since regulators appeared to be not concerned.

The "at-risk" position was also considered necessary to meet the fast-track project
schedule. WDOH confirmed to CHPRC that they know and mayinformally allow
projects to proceed at-risk even though the regulations do not allow for this interpretation.

A3B3C06 - Individuals underestimated the problem using past events as a basis.

6.4 Contributing Causes(s)
The project schedule was revised and but did not contain line items for permits or provide
sufficient detail with regard to the development of environmental documents and
obtaining regulatory approvals.

While the Project environmental staff were regularly involved by attending project status
and schedule meetings the involvement did not result in the identification of additional or
changed environmental requirements or the inclusion of specific approvals in the project
schedule. The result was that as the project evolved there was no recognition in the
project documentation that environmental permits were requir-ed for the project.

It was determined by the root cause team that at a minimum the involvement of the
Project environmental staff should have resulted in the recognition that the schedule was
not adequate and needed revision to identify the required permits prior to authorization of
construction. The procedures as written as the time of this issue did not require revision
of the EASF as the project evolved..

A4135C09 - Change related documents not developed or revised.

There were several changes in the project management staff and to the project schedules.
It was determined that the change management process was inadequate to ensure the
continuity of the project through these changes

The lead engineer in the project was provided insufficient environmental assistance for
the amount of activities he was assigned to perform. The lead engineer had experience
with the installation of other water systems and that WDOH would informally allow
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construction activities to proceed "at-risk" ahead of written approval. This at-risk
interpretation, the number of activities assigned to the project engineer and the project
schedule contributed to accepting an at-risk position. No additional concurrence of this
at-risk interpretation was pursued.-

"The root cause team also determined that the involvement of the water subject matter
expert was late in the project. Involvement of the water SME earlier in the project would
have ensured that the necessary permits were identified and they would have been
captured in the project documents such as the schedule and project plan.

A4B4C07 - Too many concurrent tasks assigned to worker.

A4BSC07 - Effects of change on schedules not adequately addressed.

" There was a failure to recognize and provide sufficient planning for the drinking water
system regulatory requirements. Additionally, the EPC Project Review Board (PRB) had
an opportunity to evaluate the 100K project. However, the PRB performs a very high
level review. The PRB does not review 100%/ of the environmental documentation and
in this case, did not conduct an in depth permitting review. Had the PRB performed a
more detailed review it is expected that the missing environmental permits/documents
would have been identified -and construction would not have been authorized.

A3B3C04 - Less than adequate review based on assumption that process assumptions
will not change.

7.0 CORRECTIVE ACTIONS

7.1 Immediate Actions
Immediate actions identified in the timeline and the CRs discussed above were
determined by the root cause team to be adequate to address the issues with the 100K
project An Apparent Cause Analysis had already been completed for the 200 East area
event and the causes identified were consistent with those identified in the subsequent
1 00K event Corrective actions were already addressed for the 200 East area event.

7.2 Corrective Actions:
See Attachment A for the Corrective Action Plan.

8.0 LESSONS LEARNED
A Lessons Learned addressing condition CR-2010.1340 will be developed by MSA and
published in the Hanford information Lessons Learned Sharing (HILLS) system by October 1,
2010.

A Lessons Learned addressing the adverse trend indentified in CR-2010-1657 will be developed
and submitted to the CHPRC Lessons Learned Coordinator by November 19, 2010 for
consideration for publication in HILLS.

9.0 DOCUMENTS REVIEWED
* CR-2010-1340
* CR-2010-1608
" CR-2010-1657
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" PRC-PRO-EP-15333, Environmental Protection Processes, Revision 0, Change 7
" PRO-PRO-EP- 15335, Environmental Permitting and Documentation Preparation,

Revision 0, Change 4
" Project Review Board Meeting Synopsis - IlOOK Utility Upgrades Task 1, April 7, 2010
" Project Review Board Meeting Synopsis - IlOOK Utility Upgrades April 21, 2010
" Timeline for 100K Water Treatment System Issue (CR-201 0-1657)
* PRC-CHRT-PM-40249, Project Review .Board Charter, Revision 0, Change 0
* PRC-PRO-PM-24S89, Project Initiation and Execution: Revision 1, Change I
" DOE 0 413 .3A, Change 1, Program and Project Management for the Acquisition of

Capital Assets
" DOE G 413.3-12, US. Department 0./Energy Project Definition Rating Index Guide for

Traditional Nuclear and Non-Nuclear Construction Projects.
* DOE G 413.3-8, Environmental Management (EM Cleanup Projects
" Office of Environmental Management Project Definition Rating Index (EM-PDRI)

Manual, February 200 1, Revision I

ATTACHMENTS

" Timeline for I100K Water Treatment System Issue

lOOK Water

Treatnreit Systemn I&i

o Comparative Timeline for l OOK Water Treatment System Issue

Corrparatfiveie
Table 072710.d=o

o Missed Opportunity Matrix

Kissed Opportunity
Matrix for CR-2010-l

o Diagram of Causal Relationships

CR-2O10-1657 09121
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Kennedy, Colburn E EXHIBIT 26
'VI: Edington, Max L

Tuesday, May 18, 20103:33 PM
Kehler, Kurtis L

_C: Kennedy. Colburn E, Norman, Dote L, Wajeeh. Usama E
Subject; 100K Water System Replacement Project

K~urt,

Per our earlier discussion, we have reviewed the status of the 100K' water system replacement project relative tothe
applicable regulations of the State of Washington Department of Health. The following is a brief history and status.

On October 6, 2009 a meeting was conducted with Mike Wilson of the Department of Health (DOH) at the regional
office in Sciokane attended by representatives of CHPRC, ARES, and DOE. At the meeting, CHPRC and ARES presented
the fast-paced project to install a microfiltration treatment plant that eliminated the current feed from the Columbia
River. It was agreed that ARES would submit a request to waive the normal Treatablity pilot study by using the
justification that the same PALL Corporation microfiltration technology is in place at the Pasco water treatment facility.
The waiver request was submitted to DOH on January 11, 2010. On February 17, 2010 DOH responded in a letter
approving the waiver of the pilot study.

Although we have been in communication with DOH on the project, State code WAC 246-290-110 requires that a project
report to be submitted prior to water system construction, exp'cansion, or improvement. Our current schedule has a
submittal date for our project report on May 28 for RL concurrence and subsequent submittal to DOH. We are on track
to meet the submittal date. However, as we are also in the early stages of construction on the treatment plant and
water distribution system, we are not compliant with requirement WAC 246-290-110,

.owing CHPRC senior management's meeting earlier today with DOH, we have been directed to continue with our
construction activities. Whereas it is apparent that DOH may not be fully pleased with commencing construction prior to
the receipt and concurrence with the project report, it is not a critical misstep. Therefore, at this time we will thoroughly
review all of our project requirements, work to submit our project report as early as possible, and engage DOH further
on our project status.

Let me know if you require more information.

Max
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EXHIBIT 27
CH2MIHjLI

Plateau IRemedletion Coniaxy

Po amx 1600

C142MVHILL RiC*NW4 WA
4100 Plateau Ruinadlation Company 32

June 1, 2010 CHPRC-1 000439

Mr. M. D. Wilson, Regional Engineer, Eastern Regional Office
Office of Drinking Water
State of Washington Departmnent of Health
16201 E. Indiana Avenue, Suite 1500
Spokane Valley, Washington 99216

Dear Mr. Wilson:

SUBMITTAL OF PROJECT REPORT FOR I OOK POTABLE WATER FACILITY

Please find attached the Project Report for the I100K Potable Water Facility, as required by WAC 246-
290-110, for your review and approval.

The existing and operational I100K Water Treatment Facility will remain in operation during operational
testing to determine effective prelpost filtration chlorine (sodium. hypochlorite) dose rate and coagulant
(aluminum chlorohydrate) dose rate. A formal approval fi-r the State of Washington Department ofHealth will be obtained prior to establishing the new water treatment system as its sole source of potable
water production at the l OOK Area.

We anticipate that the attached documnent. will provide the necessary informnation to make a determination
for the approval of the I100K Potable Water Facility.

Matters pertaining to this letter have been discussed with E. M. Bowers of U.S. Department of Energy,Richiland Operations Office (RL). You may contact me at 376-556, or your staff may contact U. E.Wajeeb at (509)373-1930 or by e-mail at Usama E Waieeh(@)rl.stov with any questions regarding this
matter.

Sincerely,

J Lehew II

esident and

::ec/lu~v~n JUN 03 2010
Attachment EPARTMEiNT OF EALTH

cc: E M. ower, RLEASTERN REGIONAL OFFICE

L. Erickson, RI
K. L. Flynn, RL
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Kertrodx, Colbum E EHBT2

F ~ J~YSL, Msts
Wednesday, June C2. 2010 11.38 M
Let*%Y, Athn G: K"W~ Kunis L Kenndy, Colbwim E

Cc: Caw"s. Mweu E
Subject: FW- Fire Systemn App~cOx=*t

Gvod m-Ofnipg al,

Bsdon the rev~w below, -we can 'IOW C~nfl"r thalt -e Fire SySten Is riOt under CHls @Lnowty. Thlere are
oaf's & f m system malw I-ave Cumi pufoose bctt, pr~a0~e water anem Fine Sy'sternx fhtse have +C* =cmtoly Wid

This IJces not .inang" 00r path ton.VaM as tisc.,4ssed yestarlay, We need ic 904 this Proligt Feport ;,Pwmki)
inio DOH's nands as soon, as coskl Ondti nar a weec sMouldi be taking to DOH it, person- in the mean tkne
vwe can gc ahead win tlie Fxre System installtuon ocuding the Ouiding), bu;, should siow dowfl on trie
dvqkrU w~ater syjstern, ur,'4 we have DOH's approvai:

M3

From., Cawrse, Allan E
c-nt; Weanesday, June 02, 2010 6:31 AM

Swensun, Pay.mcnd T; Sea~er, Jee Rt
Ergekmanfi, Ridwd H; Won, Brian 2; Jarays, Moses; aer'asen, Staney I

Subjcct Re- Fire System Apoombfty

(b)(5)

From,* Sweno;, fvaymod T
Tw. Seaver, 2 ennle R- Cawrse, Allan E
Cc, Engetrann, Rdci 4-; Ob, Brtat 3;araysl, Moses; 9ffenson, Raymond 1:, Bensinswe, 5tanley 3
Sen~t: Tue 3Jn 01 18:0e:33 2010
Subject RE- Fire Systwm Aoptlcablity

(b)(5)
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Raymond Takcashi Swenson
Sensor Cou-ssel

CH2U HD Pteau Remediaalon Company
,land, I~asriqoi.

r-09-37,3-0334 Fax
RayrnodT7_wenorg..pay

This eMail MY Contain mateia that Is confidentiel, priVlsgd and/ior attorey work produc for the Sol* use of
the Intended reipient. Any review, reliance or distributin by others or forwarding withou express pormission
is Strictly prohibited. If you are not tde Itended recpiet pheae contact the sender and deleb aln copies.

From- Seanver, 3ennie k
Sent: Tuescay, )ute 01I, 2010 1:37 PM
To* Cawre, Man E; Sweroon, Rarmod T
Cc: Engelmarin, Richard 1, Dbmn, Brian 3; 2araysi, Moses
Subect- R--- Fre 5ysterr Applicabdly

(b)(5)

3u5, FYI fort Ray in z~ W~s It-Kkir~g into it.

From: Cinvr~e, Ailan E
-umt: Tuesday. 3une 01, 2010 !:17 wM

;Swenson, Rarmornd T
,-c Engefrnann, Rdiam~ H; Seaver, Jence R; Dixon, Bran 3; iiay Moses
Subjt Fire System Apokabillty
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Ray,

wit! be heading oz, to 1OOK ieta tom-Orrw. Smt wajeeh, the pmtjeci eagimme is tied UP getting te pwret Weont
.Oday - so tomorrow is the Olan. arlan Is shoot for about a i;30PU sit- down~ out there to ro over rem~eenCt1

(b)(5)

Let me kniow yfour Vwvg~hts ~ ~ jjjjjjjjjjjjj
Thx A]

'.ateau Remediation Company
.#2 Stevens Cenle,

509 376-31143 foesk)
(b)(6)
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EXHIBIT 30

STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
EASTERN DRINKING WATER REGIONAL OPERATIONS

16201 East Indiana Avenue, Suite 1500, Spokane Valley, Washington 99216-2830
TOD Relay 1-800-833-6388

June 16, 20 1.0

Usama Wajech, PE
CH2M Hill
P0 Box 1600
Richland, WA 99352

Subject: Energy, Dept Of/100K; PWS ID #00177J; Benton County
l OOK Area Water Treatment System Project Report; DOH Project # 10-0207B

Dear Mr. Wajech:

We received the documents for the above-named project on June 03,2010. We are now reviewing these
documents.

To better track your project, we have assigned it a unique project number: #10-0207B. Please use this
number on nil future correspondence about this project.

We are authorized by state regulations to charge a fee for reviewing water system plans, reports, and
construction documents. I have enclosed a copy of our fee schedule.

We will send you an invoice for this fee after our initial review of your engineering documents. Payment
is due at that time. The base fee includes our initial review, and review of one resubmittal if needed. If
additional reviews are needed, we will send you a separate invoice.

Thank you for giving us the opportuity to serve you. We look forward to working with you to ensure
your community has safe and reliable drinking water at the tap. Please call me at (509) 329-2117, if you
have any questions.

Sinc y,

ic el Wilson,
R onal Engine
Office of Drinking Water
Division of Environmental H4ealth

Enclosure

cc: Benton-Franklin County Health District; Benton
Steven Moore, Department of Energy I100K
Valori Adams, DOH Compliance Coordinator

Notice' Anyne who begins construction om a project without all required approvals may be subject to a penalty of up to $, 000
per service connection, and may be required to expose system components for our inspection at their own expense. The
Department of Health may be unable to accept any component that is installed or cons, ruct ed prior to approval.
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EXHIBIT 31
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June 23, 2010 CHPRC-1000504

Mr. M. D. Wilson, Regional Engineer, Eastern Regional Offcee
Office of Drinking Water
Washington State Departznent of Health
16201 E. Indiana Avenue, Suite 1500
Spokane Valley, Washington 99216

Dear Mr. Wilson:

SUBMMIAL OF CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS FOR I100K POTABLE WATER FACILITY

CH2M HILL Plateau Remediazion Company (CHPRC) Project Team is providing you with construction
documents for the 100K Potable Water Facility, as required by WAC 246-290-120, for your review
arnd approval. The construction documents provided will supplement the Project Report
submitted to your office for review on June 3, 2010.

Enclosed are the following drawings and specifications:
1. Four (4) copies of the I100K Area Water Line and Water Filtration Drawings
2. Four (4) copies of the I100K Water Treatment Facility Plan Drawings
3. Four (4) copies of the 100K Export Water Tine Drawings
4. Four (4) copies of the Construction Specification for I OOK Fire Protection and Water Lines
5. Four (4) copies of the Construction Specification for I100K Water Export Line
6. Four (4) copies of the Construction Specification for 100K Water Line and Filtration System
7. Four (4) copies of the Procurement Specification for Water Storage Tank
8. Four (4) copies of the Procurement Specification for Microfiltration System

You may contact me at 376-4153, or your staff may contact U. E. Wajeeh at (509) 373-1830 or by e-mail
at Usaina E Waieeh~l.Rov with any questions regarding these submnittals.

Sincel

Max L. Edington
Project Manager
l00K D&D

uew/snle

Enclosure

RL - E. M. Bowers L. Erickson K. L. Flynn
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EXHIBIT 32

STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
EASTERN DRINKING WATER REGIONAL OPERATIONS

161201 Eas1 Indiana Avenue, Suite 1500, Spokane Valley, Washington 99216-2830
TDD Relay T-800-833-6388

July 8, 2010

Usama E. Wajeeh, PE
CH2M Hill Plateau Remediation Company
PO Box 1600
Richland WA 99352

Subject: Energy, Dept of/I 00K; PWS ID # 001 77J; Benton County
I100K Area Water Treatment System Project Report; DOH Project #1l0-0207B

Dear Mr. Waj eehi

The Department of Health (DOH) Office of Drinking Water has reviewed the project report received
in this office on June 3, 2010, for the new membrane facility. The following comments must be
addressed before I can complete my review:

I1. The Project Report needs to be stamped by a Professional Engineer licensed in the state of
Washington.

21 Water for fire protection, nuclear safety and service water is pumped from the same storage
tank (RW-TK-1) that provides raw water to the new water treatment plant. Has across-
connection specialist reviewed the fire and service line designs? Is backflow prevention
(using DOH-approved backflow assemblies) needed to prevent contamination of the raw
water storage tank?

3. The Export Water Line will be the water source for the new treatment plant. Therefore, the
minimum temperature and maximum pH observed in the Export Water Line (Table 4- 1)
should be the values used in the CT calculations instead of the data from l OOK's existing
Columbia River withdrawal point. Please redo the CT calculations using the Export Water
Line values and verify that the proposed contact Volumes provide adequate inactivation.

4. The current design requires two different peak flow measurements for the CT calculations:
the flow from the post-chlorination tank (PW-TK-PCI) and the flow from the potable water
surge tank (PW-TK-CWI). The instrumentation diagrams show a flow meter (FM-201)
downstream of the potable water surge tax*k but no flow meter is shown downstream of the
post-chlorination tank

5. Cross-cannection control measures are required to prevent chemicals from the cleaning
process from contaminating the feed or filtrate streams. A double block and bleed valving
arrangement with a drain to waste or a removable spool is commonly used. Please refer to
Section 7.3.4 Cross-Connection Control of EPA's Membrane Filtration Guidance Manual
(EPA 81 S-R-06-009).
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Usama Wajeeh
) July 9,20 10

Page 2

6. Please move the combined filter effluent turbidimeter to the combined filter effluent line
upstream of post-filtration hypochlorite injection.

7. The ability to isolate the 2,500 gallon and 12,000 gallon tanks must be provided.

8. The schedule indicates that some potable water components have been or are being installed.
Please note that anryone who begins construction on a project without all required approvals
may be subject to a penalty of up to $5,000 per service connection [WAC246-290-050(7)],
and may be required to expose system components for our inspection, at their expense. DOH
may be unable to accept any component that is. installed or constructed prior to approval.

Design Suzzestions (no resnonse is required):

9. The design and operations could be simplified by eliminating the FW-P-MF and PW-P-CT
pumps (and the related FW-TK-COl and PW-TK-PCl tanks) and use the RW-P-FD pumps
to pump directly from the raw water storage tank (RW-TK- 1), thru the membranes, to the
potable water surge tank (P W-TK-C WI).

10. The 6-inch contact pipe (882 LF) design is based upon a Reynolds number that provides
turbulent flow. While this is correct, a 12-inch diamete 'r (approx. 222.LF) pipe (or similar
diameter) would be acceptable because of the high length to width ratio. This would reduce
the amount of pipe needed to be installed.

11. The CT monitoring and calculations could be simplified by having just one inactivation
sequence using the contact pipe.

Thank you for this opportunity to review and comment on your project. Please format your response
so there is a one-to-one correspondence with the comments numbered above.

In accordance with WAC 246-290-990, the review of engineering documents is subject to a review
fee. Enclosed please find an invoice for $710.00.

Please contact me at (509) 329-2117, if you have any questions concerning this letter.

Sincerely,

Michael D. Wilson, PE
Regional Engineer
Office of Drinkting Water
Division of Environmental Health

Enclosure: Invoice

cc: Benton-Franlin Health District

Steven M. Moore, Department of Energy
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EXHIBIT 33

) STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
EASTERN DRINKING WATER REGIONAL OPERATIONS

16201 East Indiana Avenue, Suite 1500, Spokane Valley, Washington 99216-2830

TOO Relay 1-800-833-6388

July 22, 2010

Usama Waj eeb, PE
CH2M Hill - Plateau Remediation Co
Po Box 1600, MS:X3-69
Richland, WA 99352

Subject: Energy, Dept OF'l00K, PWS ED #00177J; Benton County
Construction Documents Far l00K Potable Water Facility; DOHl Project # 10-0207C

Dear Mr. Wajeeh.

We reeived the documents for the above-named project on July 01, 2010. We are nowmrviewing thee

documents.

To better track your project we have assigned it a unique project number: #10-0207C. Please use this
number on all future correspondence about this project.

We are authorized by state regulations to charge a fee for reviewing water system plans, reports, and
construction documents. I have enclosed a copy of our fee schedule.

We will send you an invoice for this fee after our initial review of your engineering documents. Payment
is due at that time. The base fee includes our initial review, and review of one resubmittal if needed. If
additional reviews are needed, we will send you a separate invoice.

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to serve you. We look forward to working with you to ensure
your community has safe and reliable drinking water at the tap. Please call me at (509) 329-2117, if you
have any questions.

Sinc ely,

M i el Wilson,
Regional Engineer
Office of Driniting Water
Division of Environmental Health

Enclosure

cc: Benton-Franklin County Health District; Benton
Steven Moore, Department of Energy/OOK
Valori Adams, DOHl Compliance Coordinator

Notice: Anyone who begins construcion on a project without all required approvals may be subject to a penalty of up to £5,000
per service connection, and may be required to expose system components for our inspection at their own expense. The
Department of Health may be unable to accept any component that is installed or consructed prior to approval.
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SPlatbau Remediation Company992

July 22, 20 10 CHPRC- 1000573

Mr. M. D. Wilson, Regional Engineer, Eastern Regional Office
Office of Drinking Water
Washington State Department of Health
16201 E. Indiana Avenue, Suite 1500
Spokane Valley, Washington 99216

Dear Mr. Wilson:

SUBMITTAL OF WDOH PROJECT REPORT COMMENT RESPONSE FOR I100K POTABLE
WATER FACILITY

CI{2M ILL Plateau Remnediation Company (CHPRC) received your comments from the review of the
Projectreport dated June 8, 2010 and discussed with WDOI- in subsequent conversations on July 8, 2010.
See below answers to your questions in the order received: -

1 . A replacement Cover Page for the Project Report stamped anid signed by the Design
Agent's Washington State licensed Professional Engineer is attached.

2. 'Mr. Michel Langevin (Cross-Connection Control Specialist; Cert. # 005328) has
reviewed the 1lOOK project drawing set for the new K Area water system and identified
two separate backflow preventers that are in the system: PW-BP-301 (drawing H-1-
91512 sheet 7 & H-1-91514 sheet 4) & PW-BP-302 (drawing H-1-91514 sheet 5). Both
of these are identified in the P&ID legend (H-1-91 512 sheet 1) as reduced pressure back
flow preventers and, as such, offer the highest level of backflow protection available
from mechanical devices. 'Both of the backflow preventers are identified as 1 inch
FEBCO model 680's (see note 3 on drawing H-i1 -91514 sheet 4 and note 4 on drawing H-
1-91514 sheet 5). A 2010 listing of Washington State Department of Health approved
backflow preventers did not include any FE13CO 680 models in it. The intention ot the
project was to indicate a FEBCO 860 to be installed. The construction drawings will be
revised to reflect the necessary change.

3. A new Chorine Contact Time (CT) calculation using recent raw water quality data for the
Export Water Line (Source S03) has been generated as a supplement to the original and is
attached. It is noted that the high pH of 9.9 was observed in early summer of 2007, and
over the recent years pH values have declined steadily. It is also noted that periods of
high PH are not coincident with periods of low water temperature. Finally, the attached
calculation uses the maximum system flow rate of 50 gpln. Thus the results are
considered to represent a very unlikely "upper bound worst case" operating scenario for
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Mr. M. D. Wilson CHPRC-1 000573
Page 2

the new facility. Results show that for the current design, under this operating scenario,
required disinfection can be achieved at residual chlorine concentrations of 2.0 zng/L.

4. It is proposed that the CT calculations for reporting/compliance purposes fix the
residence time associated with PW-TK-PCI at 4 minutes; the corresponding flow rate is
the system maximum of 50 gpm. Under this approach, no additional flow meter is
required. Operating scenarios associated with a flow rate of 50 gpm are presented in the
origial calculation and its supplement (attached).

5. Double block and bleed valves on the feed and filtrate lines for both microfiltration units
will be installed as recommended. Reference attached Piping & Instrument Diagram (--
1-91512), Sheets 4 and 5.

6. Only one (1) inicrofiltration unit will be operational at any given time; they will not be
operated simultaneously. Thus, the turbidity meters in their current locations will
accurately document filtrate turbidity; there is no "combined filter effluent".

7. This comment is interpreted to mean that bypasses should be installed so that the faciity
may continue to provide potable water during tank maintenance activities (if necessary).
These bypasses will be installed and residual chlorine levels will be adjusted as necessary
during these activities. Reference attached Piping & Instrumentation Diagram (H1-1-
91512), Sheet 6.

8. Comment noted.

If you have questions, fiel free to contact me at 376-4153, or your staff may contact U. E. Wajeeh at
(509) 3"3- 1830 or by e-mail at Usama E Waieeha)r.gov with any questions regarding these submittals.

Max L. Edmngton
Project Manager
IOOK D&D

uew/mle

Enclosure

RL E. M. Bowers L. Erickson K. L. Flynn
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EXHIBIT 35
STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
EASTERN DRINKING WATER REGIONAL OPERATIONS

16201 fast Indiana Avenue, Suite 15O00 Spokane Valley, Washington 99216-2830
TOD Relay 1-800-633-6388

August 3, 2010

Usama E. Wajeeh, PE
CH2M Hill Plateau Remediation Company
PO Box 1600
Richland, WA 99352

Subject: Energy, Dept of/l OOK; PWS ID #00 177J; B enton County
1OOK Area Potable Water Facility Construction Documents
DOH Project #10-0207C

Dear Mr. Waj eeh:

The Department of Health (DOH) Office of Drinking Water has reviewed the constrction
documents received in this office on July 1, 2010, for the new membrane facility. The following
comments must be addressed before I can complete my review:

Specifications:

1 . There is no detailed information regarding start-up, testing, and operation of the entire
treatment facility, once it is completed. Most constructions documents include a separate
section of the specifications that addresses overall commnissioning of the facility. Please
provide a separate section on facility commissioning that identifies start-up and testing

repnibilities, procedures (such as pressure, leakage, and bacteriologica tsting), dsosa

of test water, and certification of completion.

2. Section 13122, Process Tanks. Provide specifications for disinfecting and testing the
finished water tanks. We recommend that AWWA Standard C652 or similar construction
standard be used in revising this section of specifications.

3. Section 15100, Process Piping Systems. Provide specifications for disinfection and
bacteriological testing of the potable water piping. We recommend using the AWWA C651
standard.
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Usama Wajeeh
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Page 2

Drawints:

4. Provide revised drawings showing the double block and bleed valving arrangement as
proposed in Item 5 from your July 22, 2010, project report comment response letter.

5. Provide revised drawings showing the bypass for tanks PW-TK-PCI and PW-TK-CWI as
proposed in Item 7 from your July 22, 2010, project report comment response letter.

6. Temperature information is needed to calculate the CT required to comply with the Surface
Water Treatment Rule. Please provide instrumentation to measure the temperature at the
same location as where the post filtration chlorine residual and pH are taken.

7. Provide the access hatch and vent details for the post-filtration tanks. The hatch needs to be
sealed to prevent the entry of contaminants and the vent must have a down-turned opening
covered with a 24-mesh non-corrodible screen.

8. The end of the overflow pipe for the post-filtration tanks needs to be screened or covered
with a flapper valve to prevent entry of rodents, insects, etc.

9. For backflow protection, the tank overflows.(and other similar discharges) must have an air
gap of at least two pipe diameters between the free flowing discharge end of a potable water
supply pipeline and the overflow rim of an open receiving vessel. Please include this note on
the drawings. An example of this is where the tank overflow pipe discharges into the
recycle sump.

Other:

10. An operations program that describes how the water treatment plant will be operated must be
prepared and a -draft submitted prior to the completion of construction. (Please refer to WAG
246-290-654(5) and Chapter 12 of the Water System Design Manual for details that should
be included in the operations program).

Recommendations:

Membrane filtration plants can be very noisy. It is strongly recommended that an
enclosed space with a desk be provided for the operator to monitor the process and
complete all necessary reports.
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Usama WaJeeh
August 3,20 10
Page 3

* If there is not a facility nearby, a restroom should be provided for the operators.

" Particle counters, as well as other means of indirect integrity monitoring, are prone to
high readings, due to entrained air in the first few weeks following start-up of a new
facility and following periods of lack of use. It is strongly recommended that bubble
traps be installed on the feed line to the particle counters similar to those installed on
other nearby membrane facilities.

" Drain valve(s) installed at low points in the new 12 inch RW line to facilitate draining
(such as at Sta 12+00 on Drawing No. H-l1-91184-3).

Thank~ you for this opportunity to review and comment on your project. Please format your
response so there is a one-to-one correspondence with the comments numbered above.

In accordance with WAC 246-290-990, the review of engineering documents is'subject to a
review fee. Enclosed please find an invoice for $710.00.

Please contact me at (509) 329-2117, if you have any questions concerning this letter.

Sincerely,

Michael D. Wilson, PE
Regional Engineer
Office of Drinking Water
Division of Environmental Health

Enclosure' Invoice

cc: Benton-Franklin Health District

Steven M. Moore, Department of Energy 1600/K
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EXHIBIT 36

STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
EASTERN DRINKING WATER REGIONAL OPERATIONS

16201 East Indiana Avenue, Suite 1500, Spokane Valley, Washington 99216-2830
TOO Relay 1-800-833-6388

August 5, 2010

Ussma Wajeeh, PE
CH2M Hill Plateau Remediation Co.
PO Box 1600
Richland, WA 99352

Subject:. Energy, Dept of/l OOK,; PWS ID#h 001771; Benton County
10OK Area Water Treatment System; DOH Project #1 0-0207B; APPROVAL

Dear MNr. Wajech:

The engineering report for the above project received in this office June 3, 2010, together with
the comment responses received July 27, 2010, has been reviewed and, in accordance with the
provisions of WAC 246-290, is hereby APPROVED.

If you have any questions please feel free to contact me at (509) 329-2117.

Sincerely,

Michael Wilson, PE
Regional Engineer
Office of Drinking Water
Division of Environmental Health

cc: Benton-Franklin Health District
Steve Moore, Department of Energy, I100/K
George Simon, DOH WFI Administrator
Valori Adams, DOH Compliance Coordinator
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EXHIBIT 37

STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
EASTERN DRINKING WATER REGIONAL OPERATIONS

16201 East Indiana Av'enue, Suite 1500, Spokane Valley, Washigton 99216-2830
TDD Relay 1-800-833-6388

September 15, 2010

Usarna Whjeeh, PE
CH2M Hill Plateau Reniediation Co
PO Box 1600
Richland, WA 98352

Subject: Energy, Dept of/l OK PWS 1D# 001 77J; Benton County
Const Does for 100K Potable Water Facility; DOH Project #10-0207C
APPROVAL

Dear Mr. Wajeeh:

The plans and specifications for the above project received in this office July 1, 2010, together with the
response to comments received August 25,2010, have been reviewed and, in accordance with the
provisions of WAC 246-290, are hereby APPROVED.

As required in WAC 246-290-04 - Within sixty days following the completion of, and prior to the use
of, the above project or portions thereof, the attached Construction Report must be completed by a
professional enginee and returned to this department.

WAC 246-290-120 provides that if the certification of completion has not been submitted within two
years of the date of this letter, tis approval will become null and void unless you take action at that time
to arrange for an extension of the approval period in the mianner prescribed.

In addition, you ar required to submit a revised Water Facilities Inventory (V/Fl) at the timec of
certification in order that this new reservoir may be properly liste on your WFL

If you have any questions please feel free to contact me at (509) 329-2117.

Sincerely,

Michael Wilson, PE
Regional Engineer
Office of Drinking Water
Division of Environmental Health

Enclosures: Construction Completion Report

cc: Benton-Franildin Health District
Steven Moore, Department of Energy 100OK
George Simon, DOH V/Fl Administrator
Valori Adams, DOHl Compliance Coordinator
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3

January27, 2011 CHPRC-l 100226

Mr. M. D. Wilson, Regional Engineer, Eastern Regional Office
Office of Drinking Water
Washington State Department of Health
16201 E. Indiana Avenue, Suite 1500
Spokane Valley, Washington 99216

Dear Mr. Wilson:

Subject.- Department of Energy 100K Water Treatment Facility PWS MD# 00 177J; Benton
County; Operational Performance Testing Report DOH Project #I 0-0207D

In accordance with the Operational Testing Procedure (OT?) for the new I100K Water Treatment Facility
submitted to the State of Washington Department of Health (WDOH) on August 11, 2010 and approved
with comments by WDOH per email on September 15, 2010, please find enclosed the OperationalPerformance Testing Report and associated attachments for your review and approval. The report displays
that the water treatment facility consistently met State of Washington drinking water standards for the
duration of the testing period.

In order to meet very strict timeframes for the project, CHPRC is requesting quick response from WDOH
in regard to this report. We look forward to discussing these results with WDOH and conlinning that the
new treatmrent plant is ready to produce and distribute potable water to the l OOK area.

You may contact U. E. Wajeeb at 509-373-1830 or me directly at 509-376-4153 with any questions
regarding this matter.

M.L. Edington

Area Manager, 100K D4

uew/lik

Attachment I

cc: S.M. Hahn
S. Perry, WDOH
S.N. Balone

DEPARTMENT OF HEALT-H
EASTERN REGIONAL OFFICE
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EXHIBIT 39

STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
EASTERN DRINKING WATER REGIONAL OPERATIONS

16201 East Indiana Avenue, Suite 1500, Spokane Valley Washington 99216-2830
TDD Relay 1-800-833-6388

February 1, 2011

M. L. Edington, Area Manager
CH2M Hill Plateau Rernediation Co
P0 Box 1600
Richland, WA 99352

Subject: Energy, Dept OfRIN&K PWS ID #00177J; Benton County
0TT Report; DOH Project # 10-0207E

Dear Mr. Edington:

We received the. documents for the above-named prj ect on January 27,2011. We are now reviewing
these documents.

To better track your project, we have assigned it a tmique project number: #10-0207E. Please use this
number on all future correspondence about this project

We are authorized by state regulations to charge a fee for reviewing water system plans, reports, and
construction documents. I have enclosed a copy of our fee schedule.

We will send you an invoice for this fee after our initial review of your engineering documents. Payment
is due at that time. The base fee includes our initial review, and review of one resubmittal if needed. If
additional reviews are needed, we will send you a separate invoice.

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to serve you. We look for-ward to working with you to ensure
your community has safe and reliable drinking water at the tap. Please call me at (509) 329-2117, if you
have any questions.

Sinely,

ic 1 Wilson,
Regional Engineer
Office of Drinking Water
Division of Environmental Health

Enclosure.

cc: Benton-Franklin County Health District;, Benton
Steven Moore, Department of Energy / 100K
Valor-i Adams, DOH Compliance Coordinator

Nottce: Anyone whow begins construction on a project wihout all required approvals may be subjecr to a penalty ofuzp to S.5,000
per service connection, and may be required to expose system components for our inspection at their own expense. The
Deportment of Health may be unable to accept any component that is installed or construct ed prior to approval
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EXHIBIT 40

STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
EASTERN DRINKING WATER REGIONAL OPERATIONS

16201 East Indiana Avenue, Suite 1500, Spokane Valley, Washington 992 16-2830
rDD Relay 14800-833-6388

February 18, 2011

M.L. Edington, Area Manager
CH2M Hill Platean Remediation Co
PO Box 1600
Richland, WA 99352

Subject: Energy, Dept of! /1001C PWS ID# 00177J; Benton County
Operational Performance Testing Report; DOH Project #s l0-0207D-10-0207E
APPROVAL

Dear Mr. Edington:

The engineering report for the above projects received in this office August 10, 2010, and
January 27,2010, has been reviewed and, in accordance with the provisions ofWAC 246-290, is
hereby APPROVED.

WAC 246-290-990 authorizes a schedule of fees to be implemented for review of pling
engineering, and construction documents. The Department of Health's (DOH) total cost t
review this engineering report is S408.00. An invoice is enclosed.

Please note that a draft 0 & M Manual (Operations Program wnder WAC 246-290-654(5)) must
be submitted to DOH for review and approval before final approval of the new membrane
filtration facility can be issued and water produced for public consumnption.

If you have any questions please feel free to contact me at (509) 329-2117.

Sincerely,

Michael Wilson, PE
Regional Engineer,
Office of Drinking Water
Division of Environmental Health

Enclosures: Invoice

Cc: Benton-Franklin Health District
Steven Moore, Department of Energy, 100/K Water Purveyor
George Simon, DOH WFI Administrator
Valori Adams, DOH Compliance Coordinator
Bryony Stasney, DOH Water Quality Adnistator
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EXHIBIT 41

STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
EASTERN DRINKING WATER REGIONAL OPERATIONS

16201 East Indiana Avenue, Suite 1500, Spokane Valley, Washington 99216-2830

TDD Relay 1-800-833-6388

March 10, 2011

M. L. Edington. Area Manager
CH2M Hill Plateau Rernediation
PO Box 1600
Richland, WA 99352

Subject: Energy, Dept Of/100K, PWS ID #00177J; Benton County
Operation And Maintenance Manual; DOH Project # 11 -0313

Dear Mr. Edingtan:

We received the documnents for the above-named project on March 04, 2011. We are now reviewing

these documents.

To bette track your project, we have assigned it a unique project number~ #11-0313. Please use this
number on ail future correspondence about this project.

We are authorized by state regulations to charge a fee for reviewing water system plans, reports, and
construction document. I have enclosed a copy of our fee schedule.

We will send you an invoice for this fee after our initial review of your enginieering documents. Payment
is due at that time. The base fee includes our initial review, and review of one resubmittal if needed. If
additional reviews are needed, we will send you a separate invoice.

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to serve you. We look forward to working with you to ensure
your community has safe and reliable drinking water at the tap. Please call me at (509) 329-21 17, if you
have any questions.

Office of Drinking Water

Division of Environmental Health

Enclosure

cc: Benton-Franklin County Health District; Ben
CH2M Hill - Plateau Remediation Co
Steven Moore, Department of Energy 100K
Sheila Hahn, Department of Energy
Valori Adams, DOH Compliance Coordinator

Notice. Anyone who begins construction on a project wvithout all required approvals may be subject to apenalty of up to 5,000
per service connection, and may be required to expose system componentsfor our inspection at their own expense. The
Department of 1-eaith may be unable to accept any component that as installed or constructed prior to approvat
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WaJeeh, Usamna E EXHIBIT 42
From: Edington, Max L

nt: Wednesday, March 16, 2011 8:16 AM
. Wajeeh, Usama E; Green, Mary A (Mary Ann)

Subject: FW: Energy, Dept of/lOOK; PWS ID# 00177, Benton County: Membrane WTP Start-Up
Approval

Attachments: Revised Membrane Filtration Unit Form.xlsx; 2807_001 .pdf

From: Wilson, Michael /EH (DOH) rmailto:Michael.Wilsontadoh.wa.plovI
Sent: Tuesday, March 15, 2011 6:16 PM
To: Edington, Max L; Moore, Steven
Cc: Perry, Sam A (DOH)
Subject: Energy, Dept of/100K; PWS ID# 00177, Benton County: Membrane WTP Start-Up Approval

Max and Steven:

0 & M Manual Review

We completed our review of the O& M manual that was received in this office on March 4, 2011. 1 have two
comments,but nothing that will prevent the start-up of the new membrane WTP. My comments are:

1. Appendix A, Monitoring Report Forms. There was a typo in Note 4 of the "Membrane Filtration Unit
M~onthly Report" form that I had enailed to you. Note 4 incorrectly makes reference to "Note 5" on this same
form. Note 4 should read:

A pressure decay test (PDT) must be conducted at least once each day that the membrane filratlon undt Is used. An'
addillonal POT Is required If an Indirect Integrity threshold described i Nole 6 Is exceeded.

Lkilea the LRV is calculated and greater than the minimum required LRV of 3.0 bg, Vieaslexlnjian etlobe POT is
D.005 Pe41mm

A corrected copy of the "Membrane Filtration Unit Monthly Report" form is attached for your
use.

-<Revised Membrane Filtration Unit Form.xlsx>>

2. Appendix D, Water Treatment Alarm Response.

a. The particle count of the fitter effluent should have an alarm setpoint of 30 counts/mI or less. An
additional pressure decay test is required at least once every four hours of operation if particle counts exceed
the control limit of 30 counts/mI for 15 or more minutes.

"The transmembrane pressure high setpoint should be set at 30 psi instead of 35 psi. The maximum
.insmembrane pressure is 30 psi.
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Please make the above changes in your Draft 0 & M manual. You do not need to resubmit the 0 & M manual
for our review.

rNater Treatment Plant Start-up

Please complete and submit the attached Construction Completion Report (CCR) form. The CCR will certify
that the project has been completed according to plans and specifications which were approved by this office.
After I receive the CCR. I will ive you permission by email that the WTP may be placed into service. A formal
approval letter will be sent to you after my email approval, The completed CCR form may be emailed back to
me.

<2807_001.pdf >

Filtration Credit

Based on the design of new potable water facility, the Department will grant your system the following
removal credit: 3.0 logs Cryptosporidium, 3.0 logs Giardia lambia cyst, 0.0 logs virus

As a result of the above filtration removal credit determination, your disinfection system must provide the
following levels of inactivation to meet the overall Surface Water Treatment Rule treatment requirements:
0.5 log Giardia lamnblia cyst, 4.0 logs virus

Start-up Recommendations

3ased upon start-up observations at other membrane facilities, your membranes may have excessive particle
lounts over 30 counts/mI until the membranes relax. Particle counts over the 30 counts/mI threshold require
an additional pressure decay test at least once every four hours of operation. In all likelihood, these high
particle counts are not indicative of a fiber, potting, or seal failure. Rather than the water system being over
concerned about the high particle counts, we recommend that you do direct integrity tests every four hours of
operation during the first month or until the membranes relax and the finished water particle counts are
routinely less than 20 counts/mI.

Please contact me if you have any questions and I look forward to receiving your Construction Completion
Report form.

Michael D. Wilson, PE
Regional Engineer
Office of Drinking Water
Washington State Department of Health
16201 E. Indiana Avenue, Suite 1500
Spokane Valley, WA 99216
phone: (509) 329-2117 - fax: (509) 329-2104
michael.wilson ci)doh .wa-oov

We have moved to a new location[ Please note our new address and telephone numbers.

ablic Health - Always Working for a Safer and Healthier Washington

Visit our web site at www.dohwa-gov/ehr)/dw

2
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Barnes, Brett M

From: .iansky, Michael T EXHIBIT 45
Sent: Monday, April 26, 2010 7:45 AM
To: Barnes, Brett M; Norman, Dottie L
Subject: RE: Notice of Cultural Resources Clearance for the installation of the I100-K Area Raw

Watellne HCRC#2009-600-01 8
Attachments: 10000095ECR-2009-600-018 -[1001251008] - REGULATORY INFO - BIOLOGICAL

REVIEW OF THE 100-K RIVER WATER ISOLATION PROJECT, ECR #2009-600-018

Yo, Brett and Dottie,

Please see attached. Now, with the CRR I need to close with Woody on the CX..shall follow-up with you and Dottie this
week.

Thank you. MT Jansky

From: Barnes, Brett M
Sent: Monday, April 26, 2010 7:25 AM EXHIBIT 4
To: Jansky, Michael T
Subject: FW: Notice of Cultural Resources Clearance for the Installation of the 100-K Area Raw Waterline, HCRC#2009-
600-018

Mike, don't know if you received this yet. ...and can you address Dottie's question. Thanks. Brett

From: Norman, Dottie L
Sent, Friday, April 23, 2010 12:17 PM EXHIBIT 43
To: Barnes, Brett M; Story, Scott W
Subject: FW: Notice of Cultural Resources Clearance for the Installation of the 100-K Area Raw Wateuline, HCRC#2009-
600-018

Has the ecologic review been completed also (i.e., included in CRR review or independently) or is that still outstanding?

From: Teynor, Thomas K
Sent: Thursday, April 22, 2010 4:16 PM
To: Kennedy, Colburn E; Norman, Dottle L
Cc: Balone, Steven N; Kehler, Kurtis L; Swartz, Mike
Subject: FW: Notice of Cultural Resources Clearance for the Installation of the 100-K Area Raw Waterline, HCRC#2009-
600-018

FYI

From: Rodriguez, Annabelle L EXHIBIT 54
Sent., Thursday, April 22, 2010 4:13 PM
To: Story, Scott W; Kennedy, Colbumn E
Cc: Balone, Steven N; Teynor, Thomas K; Rodriguez, Annabelle L; Prendergast-Kennedy, Ellen L
Subject Notice of Cultural Resources Clearance for the Installation of the 100-K Area Raw Waterine, HCRC#2009-600-
018

Good Afternoon,

In compliance with 36 CFR 800, a National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), Section 106 assessment for the
subject project has been completed for the U. S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations (DOE-RI) Cultural
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Barnes, Brett M

From: Jansky, Michael T
Sent: Tuesday, May 25, 2010 7:47 AM
To: Russell, Woody
Cc: Engelmann, Richard H; Barries, Brett M
Subject: RE: CX FOR K AREA Utilities Reroute

Ye, Woody,

OK. I shall get that together this week.

Thank you. MrJansky

From: Russell, Woody
Sent: Tuesday, May 25, 2010 7:45 AM
To: .Jansky, Michael T
Subject- RE: 0X FOR K AREA Utilities Reroute

Mike,

It is approvable, it needs the clearance form and CX # and then I can sign.

Woody

From: Jansky, Michael T EXHIBIT 47
Sent: Tuesday, May 25, 2010 6:15 AM
To: Russell, Woody
Subject- RE: 0X FOR K AREA UtIlrdes Reroute

Yo, Woody,

Is the CX approved? If so, could you please fax me the signature page?

Thank you. MT Jansky

From: Russell, Woody
Sent Monday, May 24, 2010 10:29 AM
To: Jansky, Michael T
Subject: RE: 0X FOR K AREA Utilities Reroute

Good to go - Sorry, I did not get back to you sooner.

From: Jansky, Michael T EXHIBIT 46
Sent Monday, May 24, 2010 6:39 AM
To: Jansky, Michael T; Russell, Woody
Subject: RE: C( FOR K AREA Utilities Reroute

Ye, Weedy,

Any thoughts regarding this April 28 request?

Please advise. Thank you. MVT Jansky
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From: Jansky, Michael T
Sent: Wednesday, April 28, 2010 12:27 PM
To: Russell, Woody
Subject: C( FOR K AREA Utilities Reroute

Yo, Woody,

Attached for your approval is an activity-specific 0X for 100 K Area Utilities Reroute.

Also attached for your files are the cultural, ecological, and siting documentation.

Please advise If you have any comments/questions regarding this activity.

Please fax me the signed approval page.

Thank you. MTJansky

2
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Categorical Exclusion for 100 K Area Utilities Reroute
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington

Proposed Action
The U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office (RL), needs to accelerate decommissioning
and demolition (D&D) of the 100 K Area ancillary facilities, 100 K Area waste site remediation, and
105-K East and 105-K West reactor disposition. The proposed activities would provide for the isolation
of 100 K Area utilities to facilitate achieving cold and dark conditions for facilities subject to D&D and
remediation. The proposed activities would include the elimination of raw water withdrawals from the
Columbia River by closing the 183-K East waste supply station and installing a temporary supply system
to provide water and not interfere with D&D activities. Electrical systems also would be re-routed to
facilitate the D&D of tunnels.

Location of Action
l00.K Ar ea, Hanford Site, Richland, Washington (Figure 1).

Description of Proposed Action
Approximately 11,000 feet of raw water transfer line would be installed, tieing into an existing water line
south of the 100 B Area to the southwest corner of the 100 K Ar~ea (Figures 2 and 3). The water line
would be continued north to the 142-KW Building and rerouted to provide water to two fire hydrants at
the 01 5-KW Building and to the balance of the 100 K Area. Water lines would be installed within the
exterior of the 100 K Area. The system would be provided with a heating system to prevent freezing.
Water filtration would involve use of portable filtration units providing a minimum of 50 gallons per
minute (189 liters per minute) to provide sanitary water supply for approximately 15 trailers, portable
restrooms, and shower trailers. Trench excavation could reach a depth of 4 feet or more and up to 4 feet
wide or more.
Electrical utilities would be consolidated and re-routed to avoid interference with on-going demolition
activities. The existing 100 K Area electrical system is sized to support the operation of two large river
water pumps, continuous operation of raw water pumps, two reactors, and various support facilities. The
100 K Area substations are fed electrical power by large towers providing 230 kV supply. Distribution of
electricity between substations is conducted via tunnels, which are to undergo D&D.

Minor modifications to the heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) system in the
I 00-KW Basin also would be provided for worker protection and comfort during continued operations.
The current working environment involves radiological airborne contamination in a hot and humnid
environment; the HVAC upgrades would keep the work area below airborne radiation requirements.

The proposed activities are scheduled to start in FY 2009 and be completed in FY 20 10. Total project
costs are estimated to be no greater than $1,000,000, with a funding source under the American Recovery
and Rein vestment Act of 2009.

Categorical Exclusion (CX) to be Applied
The following CX is listed in Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 1021, "National
Environmental Policy Act lrnplementing Procedures'" Subpart D, Appendix B, published in the Tuesday,
July 9, 1996, 61 Federal Register 36222:

I of 8
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) B 1.26 Siting, construction (or expansion, modification, or replacement), operation, and
decommnissioning of small (total capacity less than approximately 250,000 gallons per day)
wastewater and surface water treatment facilities whose liquid discharges are externally
regulated, and small potable water and sewagc treatment facilities.

ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA

Since there arc no extraordinary circumstances that may affect the significance of the environmental
effects of the proposal, the proposed activity meets the eligibility criteria of 10 CFR 1021.4 10(b), as
shown in the following table. The proposed activity is not "connected" to other actions with potentially
significant impacts [40 CFR 1508.25(a)(1)], or with cumulatively significant impacts
[40 CER 1508.25(a)(2)], and is not precluded by 10 CFR 1021.211.

The "Integral Elements" of 10 CFR 1021 are satisfied as discussed below.

INTEGRAL ELEMENTS 10 CFR 1021, SUBPART D, APPENDIX B
Would the Proposed Action: Comment or explanation:

Threaten a violation of applicable statutory, regulatory, or permit No applicable laws, regulations, or orders would
requirements for environment, safety, and health, including be violated by the proposed actions.
requirements of DOE and/or Executive Orders?

Require siting end construction or major expansion of waste Wastes generated during the proposed action
storage, disposal, recovery or treatment facilities (including would not require expansionimodfication of
incinerators)? The proposal may include categorically excluded existing waste management facilities.
waste storage, disposal, recovery or treatment actions.

Disturb hazardous substances, pollutants, contaminants, or No. There would be no uncontrolled or
CERCLA-excluded petroleum and natural gas products that unpermitted releases.
preexist in the environment such that there would be
uncontrolled or unpermitted releases?

Adversely affect environmentally sensitive resources including. None of the environmentally sensitive resources
but not limited to: listed (I through vii) will be adversely affected.
(i) Property (e.g., shea, buildings, structures, objects) of Note that the National Historic Preservation Act,

historic, archeologicai, or architectural significance Section 108 assessment, was completed on
designated by Federal, satee, or local governments or April 22,2010 (email, Annabelle Rodriguez, RL, to
property eligible for listing on the National Register of Scott Story and Colbumn Kennedy, CHPRC,
Historic Places 'Notice of Cultural Clearance for the Instellation of

(ii) Federally-listed threatened or endangered species or their the 1 00-K Area Raw Waterline,
habitat (including critical habitat), Federally-proposed or HCRC#200M-80-01B.' A finding of *No Historic
candidate spacies or their habitat or state-listed Properties Affected" has bean determined for this
endangered of threatened species or their habitat project.

(ill) Welands regulated under the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C.
1344) and floodplains

(iv) Federally- and state-destignated wilderness areas, national
parks, national natural iandmarkcs, wild and scenic rivers,
state and Federal wildlife refuges, end marine sanctuaries

(v) Prime agricultural lands
(vi) Special sources of water (such as sole-source aquifers,

wellhead protection areas, and other water sources that are
vital in a region)

(vii) Tundra, coral reefs, or rainforests?I

2 of 8
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CULTURAL AND BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES REVIEWS
Cultural and biological reviews were conducted to address the proposed raw water line.

A cultural resources review (MCRC#2009-600-0 18) has been conducted for the 100 K Area raw
waterline. On March 18, 20 10, the Hantford Cultural Resources project submitted their findings and
oncluded that a determination of "No Historic Properies Affected" be made, because neither the cultural
resources identified (one prehistoric archaeological site and one prehistoric isolate) are eligible for the
national Register of Historic Places. Appropriate monitoring for cultural materials will be conducted
during all work activities.

A biological review specifically for the project has been conducted (Letter, M. Sackachewsky, PNNL, to
S. Story, FFS, -Biological Review of the 1 00-K River Water Isolation Project," ECR #20094-600I01,"
dated January 12,2010). Therein, recommended mitigation activities included rninifnzation of
disturbance of sagebrush habitat and minimization of off-road travel. Based on compliance with the
aforementioned recommendations, no adverse impacts to protected species, priority habitats, or other
biological resources of concern would be expected to result from the proposed action.

Compliance Action: I have determined tha the proposed action meets the requirements for the
referenced CX Therefore, using the authority delegated to me by DOE Order 45 1. IB, Change 1, 1 have
deftermined that the proposed activities may be categorically excluded from fofllier National
Environmental Policy Act of 1-969 (NEPA) review and documentation.

Signature/Date: .A
R. W. Russell
Hanford NEPA Compliance Officer

cc:

B. M. Barnes, CHPRC
M. T. Jansky, CHPRC
C. E. Kennedy, CHPRC
A. L. Rodriguez, RL
R. S. Weeks, PNNL

3 of 8
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The folowing checklist summarizes environmental impacts that were considered:

Impact to Air

Would the proposed action: f YES NO

1. Result In more than minor and temporary gaseous discharges to the environment? X

2. Release other than nominal and temporary particulates or drops to the atmosphere? X

3. Result In more than minor th~ermal discharges? X

4. Increase offslte radiation dose to >0.1 mrem (40 CFR 61 Subpart H)? X

Impact to Water

Wouid the proposed action: YES NO

5. Discharge any liquids to the environment? X

6. Discharge heat to surface or subsurface water? X

7. Release soluble solids to natural waters? X

8. Provide Interconnection between aquifers? X

9. Require Instatlation of wells? X

10. Require a Spill Prevention Countermeasure and Control Plan (40 CFR 112 and X
761)?

11. Violate water quality standards (WAC 713-200, Table 1)? X

Impact to Land

Would the proposed action: YES NO

12. Conflict with existing zoning or lend use? X

13. Involve hazardous, radioactive, PCB, or asbestos waste? X

14. Cause erosion? X

15. Require an excavation permit?X

16. Disturb an undeveloped area? X

-General

Would the proposed action: f YES NO

17. Disturb Arid Lands Ecology or Wahluke Slope Reserves? X

18. Cause other than a minor increase In noise level? X

19. Make a long-term commitment of large quantities of nonrenewable resources? X

20. Require new utilities or modifications to utilities? X

* 21. Use pesticides, carcinogens, or toxic chemicals? X

* 22. jRequire a radiation work permit? X

4 of 8
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Items marked "yes" in the Environmecntal Impact Checklist located above, are addressed in the following
paragraphs:

5. Water could be used for dust suppression during excavation activities.

13. Small amounts of radioactive waste (e.g., ilters from HVAC modifications) would be appropriately
disposed.

15. An excavation permnit would be required before removal of soils under the liner.

16. Approximately 11,000 feet of soil disturbance outside the 100 K Area fence line would be required
for tie-in to an existing raw water transfer line.

20. The proposed activities involve modification/re-routing of utilities.

22. A radiation work permit would be required due to the potential to encounter radiological
contamination during excavations/utility modifications.

5 of 8
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Figure 2. Proposed Water Line Tie-in
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EXHIBIT 49
EM-RL--CPRC-GENLAREAS-20l 0-0013 NOTIFICATION/FINAL

Occurrence Report
After 2003 Redesign

Plateau Remediation General Facilities

(Name of Facility)
Balance of Plant - Infrastructure (Othier Functions not specifically listed in this Category)

(Facility Function)
Hanford Site CH2MHILL Plateau Remediation Company

(Site) (Contractor)
Name: V. M. Pizzuto
Title: COO, CHPRC Telephone No.: (509) 373-0293

(Facility Manager/Designee)
Name: NYE, LYNN S
Title: OCCURRENCE REPORTING COORDINATOR Telephone No.: (509) 372-0251

(Originator/Transmitter)
Name: Date:

(Authorized Classifier (AC)

I. Occurrence Report Number: EM-RL--CPRC-GENLAREAS-2010-0013

Initiation of Construction Activities on Water System Installations Prior to WDOH Approval

2. Report Type and Date: NOTIFICATION/FINAL

T -Date__ Time -

INita Updat: - 1608/2010 2039 (ETZ)J
1Latest Update: !0/82l 03 EZ

Final: - - { 6/08/2010 03 EZ

3. Significance Category: 4

4. Division or Project: Multiple

5. Secretarial Office: EM - Environmental Management
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5. Secretarial Office: EM - Environmental Management

6. System, Bldg., or Equipment: Construction / Water System Installation

7. UCNI?: No

8. Plant Area: Multiple

9. Date and Time Discovered: 06104/2010 15:10 (PTZ)

10. Date and Time Categorized: 06/04/2010 15:10 (PTZ)

11. DOE HQ OC Notification:

DatePerson Notified Organization

NA NA NA N

12. Other Notifications:

Dt LI uPerson Notified 0 aiton
06/4/01 1654(PZ)J.E. Trevino DO E-RL

13. Subject or Title of Occurrence:

Initiation of Construction Activities on Water System Installations Prior to WDOH Approval

14. Reporting Criteria:

10(2) - An event, condition, or series of events that does not meet any of the other reporting criteria, but
is determined by the Facility Manager or line management to be of safety significance or of concern to
other facilities or activities in the DOE complex. One of the four significance categories should be
assigned to the occurrence, based on an evaluation of the potential risks and the corrective actions
taken. (I of 4 criteria - This is a SC 4 occurrence)

15. Description of Occurrence:

On May 3, 2010, a new potable water system installation at the 200 East Area was found to have begun
construction prior to obtaining required written project report approval from the WDOH. This project
report had been submitted to WDOH and approval was pending. Upon discovery, work on the drinking
water system was stopped, WDOH was contacted, and approval was immediately obtained. An
investigation of similar projects identified one project for the construction of a new combination fire
suppression and temporary drinking water system at 100K Area with a similar issue. On May 18, 2010,
it was determined that construction had begun prior to approval of the project report by WDOH (the fire
system does not require WDOH approval). In this case, the approval of the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) Categorical Exclusion (CX) submittal was determined to have not yet been obtained.
This CX approval was immediately obtained, and the project report submitted to WDOH for approval.

mhflnl:file://C:\Docurnents and Settings\Dale.Jackson\Local Settings\Temporary Internet F... 5/12/2011
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In neither case was the drinking water system hooked up or put into service prior to obtaining the
required approvals.

Following discussion with the involved projects, CHPRC Management, and CHPRC support
organizations, this series of issues was determined to be of sufficient concern to warrant submittal of a
Management Concern, 10(2) SC 4 Occurrence Report.

16. Is Subcontractor Involved? No

17. Operating Conditions of Facility at Time of Occurrence:

N/A

18. Activity Category:

01 - Construction

19. Immediate Actions Taken and Results:

- A meeting is to be held WDOH to review the work plan for the IlOOK Area.

20. ISM:

1) Define the Scope of Work

21. Cause Code(s):

22. Description of Cause:

23. Evaluation (by Facility Manager/Designee):

24. Is Further Evaluation Required?: No

25. Corrective Actions
Local Tracking System Name: Corrective Action Management

26. Lessons Learned:

mhtmnl:file://C:\Documents and Settings\Dale.Jackson\Local Settings\Temporary Internet F... 5/12/2011
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27. Similar Occurrence Report Numbers:

28. User-defined Field #1:

29. User-defined Field #2:

30. HQ Keyword(s):

0 lA--Inadequate Conduct of Operations - Inadequate Conduct of Operations (miscellaneous)
0O1E-Inadequate Conduct of Operations - Operations Procedure Noncompliance
OIR-Inadequate Conduct of Operations - Management issues
12B-EH Categories - Conduct of Operations
14C-Quality Assurance - Quality Improvement Deficiency
14E--Quality Assurance - Work Process Deficiency

31. HQ Summary:

On May 3, 2010, installation of a new potable water system at the 200 East Area was found to have
begun before obtaining the required written project report approval from the State of Washington
Department of Health (WDOH). This project report had been submitted to the WDOH and approval was
pending. Upon discovery, work on the drinking water system was stopped, WDOH was contacted, and
approval was immediately obtained. An investigation of similar projects identified one project for the
construction of a new combination fire suppression and temporary drinking water system at the l OOK
Area with a similar issue. On May 18, 2010, it was determined that construction had begun before
approval of the project report by the WDOH (the fire system does not require WDOH approval). In this
case, the approval of the National Environmental Policy Act Categorical Exclusion (CX) submittal was
determined to have not yet been obtained. This CX approval was immediately obtained, and the project
report submitted to the WDOH for approval. In neither case was the drinking water system hooked up or
put into service before obtaining the required approvals. A meeting with the WDOH is planned to
review the IlOOK Area work plan.

32. DOE Facility Representative Input.

33. DOE Program Manager Input:
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1. Execution Approach Overview

1.1 Introduction
CH2M Hill Plateau Remediation Company (CHPRC) has received American Recovery and Reinvestment
Act (ARRA) funding to support infrastructure projects that will assist in the acceleration of closure
activities at the IlOOK Area site. ,The I100K Infrastructure Project is divided into the following thre major
subprojects:

* l OOK Reactor Power Isolation Subproject
* 100K River Water Infrastructure Isolation Subproject
0 1 05K-West Basin Airborne Contamination Remediation Subproject

The purpose of this Project Execution Plan (PEP) for the 100OK Infrastructure Project is to define the
methods and means to accomplish the Project within established cost and schedule baselines, as well as to
define the roles and responsibilities between organizations. This is the final revision to this Project's PEP
since it is in the completion of constniction phase with no follow-on tasks required.

1.2 Project Background
The I100K Area is expediting Deactivation and Decommissioning (D&D) of existing facilities in order to
remove contamination that has or may have caused fuirther harm to the environment and to reduce the
overall footprint of the Site. Completing the scope of the IlOOK Infrastructure Project will allow
continuing 100K Area facility operations to continue while minimizing the impacts to D&D operations.
The project will install approximately 27,000 feet of potable and non potable (fire suppression supply)
water line, a 750,000 gallon capacity raw water tank, high volume fire water pumps, and a new
microfihiration potable water treatment plant to support the existing I100K facilities. In addition, a new
electrical substation with modifications to the 13.8 kV power distribution system and isolation of the A7
substation is being accomplished to facilitate D&D requirements. Further, a new heating, ventilation, and
air conditioning (HVAC) system is being installed at the KE basins to provide an enhanced work
environment to spport D&D Operations.

1.3 Justification of Project Need
The l OOK Area D&D effort will require the termination of existing utilities that support ongoing facility
operations. Therefore, replacement utilIity systems (potable and non-potable water and electrical power
distribution) are required to support the D&D mission.

1.4 Project Description
1.4.1 Project Scope

The three Subprojects encom pass the entire ILOOK Area as depicted on Figure I -1.
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1.4.1.2 100K River Water Infrastructure Isolation Subproject
The objective of this Subproject is to eliminate the use of the IlOOK East Sedimentation and Water
Filtration Systems, eliminate withdrawal of water from the Columbia River, and fully isolate water
supply/pressure to piping in the majority of the l OOK Area. A new raw water supply line originating
from the 100B area export water line will be installed and provide water for the 100K Area fire protection
system and a new potable water plant at a design flow rate of 1,500 gallons per minute (gpm). The
potable water plant will be sized to support the continuing K-West Basin operations (including the Cold
Vacuum Drying Facility (CVDF), and sludge treatment and removal activities. Approximately 27,000
linear feet of underground high density polypropylene (HDPE) piping will be installed and the potable
water plant will be sized to accommodate a 750,000 gallon storage tank and have a potable water design
flow rate of 50 gpm.

1.4.1.3 K- West Basin Airborne Contamination Remedietion Subpmject
The K-West Basin Airborne Contamination Remediation Project involves installation of multiple HVAC
units to better regulate temperature in the building and to improve air quality in the work area. Legacy
(Glycol-based) heaters and evaporative coolers will be disabled once the new HVAC equipment comes
.online.

Currently the K-West Basin building utilizes two roof exhausters for ventilation and provides no filtration
capability. A very old Glycol boiler system has been in place and provides limited heating capability, and
existing evaporative coolers do not have enough capacity to cool the large Basin area. Thus, the building
frequently is uncomfortable for workers and made even more so by the additional personal protective
equipment (PPE) required due to frequent Airborne Radiation Area (ARA) postings.

The new HVAC filtration systems, equipped with high-efficiency particulate (HEPA) filters, will pull air
from the Basin envelop, condition the air, remove airborne (particulate) contamination, and return the air
back into the Basin at a design flow rate of 3,600 cubic feet per minute (cfin). This recirculation strategy
means there will be no impact on the buildings airborne effluent permit. This new HVAC system is for
operational convenience and will not perform as a safety significant, safety class or defense in depth
function.
1A.2 Major system components and functions:

The major systems to be replaced or modified for this project include:

* l00K Reactor Power Isolation Subproject
o 13.8 kV Electrical Line Poles - Provides aerial support for electrical wire and switches
o A9 Substation - Houses electrical switchgear, controls, SCADA and station service

(batteries, etc.)
* l OOK River Water Infrastructure Isolation Subproject

o Import water line - Provides raw water to the l OOK Area
o Fire water lines - Distributes raw water for fire prevention
o Potable water lines - Distributes potable water to offices and operating facilities
o Diesel engine driven fire pump - Transfers water from water tanks under specified

demand rates
o Microfiltration plant - Provides sanitary water for trailer, restrooms, shower trailers
o Multi-purpose 750,000 gallon water tank
o Water treatment plant housing the microfiltration plant and distribution pumps and

equipment
0 K-West Basin Airborne Contamination Remediation Subproject

1-3
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o Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning - Provides coaling and heating
o Duct Work - Transfers air flow inside the 105K-West basins
o HEPA Filters - Provides filtration of the air stream

1.4.3 Major Interfaces
1.4.3.1 Primary Project Interfaces
The primary interfaces for this project between the Department of Energy Richland Operations Office
(DOE-RL), U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), CH2M HILL Plateau Remediation Company
(CHPRC), Mission Support Alliance (MSA), and Washington Departments of Ecology (WDOE) and
Health (WDOH) are shown below in Table 1- 1, along with a brief description of their expected
contributions

Table 1.-1. Primary Project Interfaces

Interface Organization CohtributinutoProject

MSA~lecresI Utilities (EU) MSA Coordinates project electrical service activities, as
required

I OOK Operations Ct-PRC 100K Project Coordinates project activities to eliminatc potential
interfereces, disniption of operational activities,
provides lock-out/tag-out, and ensures a safe and
healthful working cndition

DOE DOE-RL Oversight and review by the Facility Representative and
Facilities Project Director.

Federal & State Regulators EPA, WOE, anid Regulatory oversight of project activities
WDOH

1.4.3.2 Facility Specffc interfaces
Interfaces between the modifications made by the L OOK Engineering Design Support Project and those
aspects of the current facility implementing procedures are described below:

" The 100K Operations Manager and shift manager both have specific responsibilities for overseeing
overall facility operations. The I100K Operations organization is the final authority for what work
is or is not authorized in the facilities via the Construction Work Authorization Envelope (CWAE)
and daily work releases.

" The CWAE is in place between the EPC Project Manager and the Fluor Federal Services (FFS)
Construction Manager and describes the work scope, work control process, safety and quality
assurance requirements, and emergency contact information. Work is released on a daily basis by
the lead construction field work supervisor in the field against the construction work package yin a
Work Release for Construction/Service Organization (WRCSOF).

" The faility Design Authority, as a member of the l OOK Operations organization, will be
responsible for the development of the Acceptance Test Plant, Operations Test Plan, and related
work packages.

" Coordination between the project team and the MSA EU management and operations personnel
regarding the upgrade project in the A9 substation and I100K-East switchyard as a whole.
Significant coordination is required around equipment and installation quality and acceptability
standards, outages, tie-ins, procedure development SCADA development, and project handover for

1-4
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operations. Weekly technical and bi-weekly management meetings have been established to
coordinate these activities.

* Hazardous materials management will comply with facility requirements with material saftiy data
sheets in the work area.

* Emergency preparedness program requirements are as described in the CHPRC Emergency
Preparedness Program site procedure.

" The l OOK Operations organization will be responsible for the execution and management of the
facilities once the new systems and associated equipment are ready for continuous operation. EPC
Construction will be in a support role at that time. The 100K Engineering Organization will be
responsible for providing permits for specific activities as required (i.e., excavation, construction,
relocatable structures, occupancy).

" The 1OOK Engineering Organization will be responsible for providing Nuclear Safety support
including application of the Unreviewed Safety Question (USQ) process.

1.5 Project Management Structure and Integrated Project Teams
This section describes the l OOK Infrastructure Project organization and its interfaces with the CHPRC
Project Breakdown Structure (PBS) Management Organization and the DOE.

1.5.1 Department of Energy
The l OOK Infrastructure Project is part of PBS RL-0041, River Corridor Closure Prcject, that is managed
by a designated DOE Federal Project Director (FPD) and an Integrated Project Team (IPT).

The assigned DOE-RL Central Plateau Federal Project Director (FPD) for the PBS serves as the single
point of conitact between Federal and contractor staff for matters relating to this PBS and its execution.
The FPD focuses on budget and spending, nuclear safety, industrial health and safety, fire protection,
environmental protection, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance, quality assurance,
material control and accountability, safeguards and security, and programmatic and legal requirements.

The FPD reports directly to the Assistant Manager of Central Plateau. The FPD has overall responsibility
for their EM Clean-up Project activities including subprojects, monitoring the technical/scope, cost, and
schedule baselines through all phases; providing oversight of design, constructability and operations
reviews; ensuring communications occur as defined in the Communication Matrix; and ensuring that all
DOE Order 413.3A, Program and Project Management for the Acquisition of Capital Asset requirements
are met, as applicable.

1.5.2 CHPRC PBS Management Organization
The CHPRC D&D Organization is responsible for management and execution of PBS RL-0041.
D&D is responsible for the identification of the subproject need, providing top level functions and
requirements, and identifyig subproject constraints. They also establish subproject budgets and
schedules and are the internal client to CHPRC's EPC management of the l OOK Infrastructure Project.

1.5.3 EPC Project Organization
Thbe l00K Infrastructure Project is managed by a full-time Project Manager who is held accountable for
project technical, budget, and schedule performance by the CHPRC Vice President of EPC. During the
life of the project supplemental resources will be added to the Project Team as shown in the
organizational structure below (Figure 1-2).

1-5
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accordance with the guidance provided in JIRC-PRO-HR-02 1, Obtaiining Personnel Resources, and using
Staffing Worksheets as appropriate. Construction craft will be obtained using the site labor agreement
requirements. In addition, the project will employ the services of a Design Engineering firm, ARES, who
will provide a full-time Engineering Lead during the engineering and design phase of the project.

1.6 Roles and Responsibilities
The following addresses key positions on the pro ~ect and their initial roles and responsibilities listed
below will evolve as the project progresses.

1.6.1 100K Infrastructure Project Manager
The EPC Project Manager reports to the CH-PRC I100K Projects Director/CAM, and is responsible for the
following actions as outlined in PRC-PRO-PM-24889, Project Initiation and Execution:

" Identification of'Project Team's staffing requirements, including required support from the core
functional organizations (Business Services; Project Controls; Environment, Safety, Health and
Quality Assurance (ESI-&QA), Environmental Compliance, Records Management, and EPC
Engineering)

* Preparation of the Project Execution Plan (PEP)

1-6
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" Ensuring ISMS/EMS requirements and principles are integrated into project execution activities

" Management of the development and acceptance of the project cost estimate, schedule and
Performance Measurement Baseline (P MB)

" Coordination with the CH-PRC Procurement Organization for needed subcontracting and purchasing
actions

" Coordination with the I100K Projects Organization to ensure that the project functions and
requirements are completely defined and understood

* Management of project engineering and design activities to ensure compliance with project
requirements

* Ensuring that CHPRC's Nuclear Safety Program "Safety Basis Requirements" is complied with as
applicable to the subproject and that DOE-S1'D- 1189, Integration of Safety into the Design Process,
requirements are met as required.

* Ensuring that applicable environmental regulatory requirements and documents are complied with
during project execution

* Ensuring that Hanford S ite safeguards and security requirements are adhered to or are integrated into
the design if the subproject involves work in a protected area, or involves the modification of a
security system or boundary.

" Coordination of required project reviews and approvals

" Monitoring and reporting of project cost and schedule performance, reporting against designated

performance indicators, and preparation or input to monthly and project reporting

" Ensuring that appropriate audits, management assessments, and corrective actions are developed and
implemented to correct unfavorable cost/schedule variances or deviations from project technical
requirements

" Ensuring project construction, fabrication, and procurements meet project requirements

" Ensuring that the CHPRC Worker Safety and Health Program requirements are adhered to during
project execution

* Issue event reports, make notifications of events, and lead investigations

* Establishing and maintaining project record files in accordance with CHPRC Records Management
procedures

* Management of project close-out and turnover process to the PBS Manager

1.6.2 Design Engineering, ARES
The design-engineering subcontractor, ARES, is responsible for:

* Validating functional and engineering procedural requirements

" Reviewing and making recommendations for equipment selection commonality based upon existing
operating systems

* Performing engineering design

1-7
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" Providing general review and comment at design reviews for identifying engineering best practices,
compliance of the design to the Functional Design Criteria (FDC) requirements and applying lessons
learned from previous design activities

" Identify' long lead procurements

" Co ordinate preparation of required permits

" Ensure drawings, calculations, and other engineering documents are entered into the project file

" Maintain and update project schedule for engineering activities on a weekly basis

" Process design change notices, engineering change notices, requests for clarification information, and
resolve project non-conforrnances as needed

" Facilitate resolution of design issues identified during construction and perform inspections and other
services during construction as requested by the EPC Project Manager

1.6.3 Project Engineer
The Project Engineer reports directly to the IlOOK Infrastructure Project Manager and is responsible for
the following:

0 Coordinate all engineering actions and gaining compliant release of the engineering deliverables

* Coordinate with engineering staff to resolve any engineering/technical issues that arise during design
or construction

a Support the Construction Manager via timely resolution of technical issues that arise during the
construction/excavation phase of this project

* Develop and support execution strategies that ensure that the constuctor/subcontractor performs the
work as specified and as are shown on the engineering drawings

* Coordinate with the IlOOK Area Chief Engincer to obtain necessary review and approval resources
(such as Design Authority reviews, Nuclear Safety unreviewed safety question (USQ) screens)

* Support project by coordinating with ARES or other vendors to obtain necessary technical
deliverables

0 Support Construction Manager and Project Manager as requested with areas of expertise

1.64 Construction Manager
The Construction Manager is matrixed and reports to the IlOOK Infrastructure Project Manager as well as
the EPC Vice President The Construction Manager is responsible for the following actions:

* Implement procurement/construction activities in accordance with the subcontracted statement of
work

" Manage day-to-day construction activities and coordinate the efforts of field leads

" Be accountable for project-approved construction cost and schedule baseline

* Implement priority of construction activities within project schedules

* Assure resources are readily available to support work activities

1-8
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" Assign actions for incoming construction contract correspondence

" Request, evaluate and approve Request for Proposals

* Review Design Change Notices and Facility Mtodification Packages (FMPs) for construction impacts

* Maintain and flulfill contract requirement

" Review subcontractor invoices as requested

* Review and approve construction change requests

" Maintain senior supervisory watch qualification

" Obtain field work supervisor qualifications as required

* Participate in constructability reviews

* Ensure successflI completion of all Construction Acceptance Testing

1.6.5 Field Work Supervisor
The Field Work Supervisor reports directly to the Construction Manager and is responsible for the
following:

" Attend plan of the day meetings

" Assure work control and documentation is up to date and accurate and that work is defined, and
understood with the proper work controls in place to protect the worker and the environment

* Oversee Contractor activities to assure compliance to statement of work requirements, design
requirements and technical specifications

" Maintain an up to date set of field log books

* Complete Daily Activity Reports

" Take photographs of key activities/evolutions, as agreed upon with the Project Manager, and maintain
up to date photo files

* Review schedule performance and recommend change(s) as appropriate

* Ensure work control documentation has been subjected to Nuclear Safety review and the USQ
process prior to commencement of work

* Ensure Fire Marshal Permits are obtained prior to commencement of work

1.6.6 Construction Safety
The EPC Safe-ty Representative is matrixed to the EPC 100K Infr-astructure Project Manager and is
responsible for the following actions:

* Work directly with the Construction Manager, task leads, Buyer's Technical Representative (BTR)
and subcontractors to identify and correct unsafe conditions; and provide technical review to various
documents

* Ensure that construction activities are reviewed proactively to promote safe work conduct and
adherence to the CHPRC "Target Zero" safety goal

1-9
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" Perform weekly and monthly safety inspections with craft resources, construction management,
project management, and 100K Area safety and management personnel

* Assist in developing construction plans/approaches that foster a safe work environment

" Interface with project industrial hygiene and radiological protection supervisors

" Review and approve subcontractor safety plans

" Assist subcontractors through safety oversight of subcontractor activities

* Maintain a direct link with the project safety representative's own functional organization to ensure
that timely and adequate support is available

1.6.7 Project Controls Lead
The Project Controls Lead is responsible for the f1ollowing actions:

" Update field schedule on a weekly basis and update project schedule on a monthly basis or as directed
by the l OOK Infrastructure Project Manager

" Provide a critical path schedule to the Project Manager on a weekly basis or as directed

* Provide labor reports, subcontractor cost reports, material, equipment and other cost reports related to
project activities on a monthly basis or more frequently as requested by the Project Manager

* Assist with schedule, budget and status and recommending corrective action(s)

" Assist with the correct status and reporting of earned value

1.6.8 Procurement Lead
The Procurement Lead is responsible for the following actions.

* Provide procurement strategy advice and technical procurement assistance

* Obtain vendor prequalif ication

" Issue Request for Proposals (REPs), subcontr-act Statement of Work (SOW), etc

" Provide bid proposal processing support

" Provide commercial evaluation for project construction subcontracts, technical service agreements,
and major equipment procurement

* Maintain project procurement change log

" Manage and negotiate subcontract changes

" Provide inputldirection to the Buyer's Technical Representative (BTR) and IlOOK Infrastructure
Project Manager

1.6.9 Buyer's Technical Representative
The Buyer's Technical Representative supports the Project Manager and Construction Manager with
interfacing with the contractor(s). Key activities include:
* Completing Davis Bacon applicability review(s)
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" Developing/coordinating preparation of the subcontract Statement of Work (SOW) including the
detailed work scope description; identify'ing technical, Environmental, Safety, Health, & Quality and
Quality Assurance (QA) requirements; identifying subcontract personnel requirements, subcontract
submittals and ; performance schedule; and securing funding from the project sponsor

* Identifying the level of Site clearance, security, and training required for subcontractor personnel to
have access to the worksite

" Developing a list of activities/work tasks, deliverables and submittals described in the SOW that can
be used to support proposal pricing or contract invoicing

" Participating in the development of selection criteria

" Work with Procurement to establish thc approvals, logistics and coordination necessary for the
appropriate invoice/payment/performance review process (considering the contract type and scope of
work) to ensure payments will be made for work completed and in accordance with the contract

* Prepare non-competative procurement Justifications

* Review property and material on hand before ordering new

* Evaluating offers or proposals and records evaluation on Technical Evaluation forms

" Developing subcontractor oversight plans in conjunction with QA, as applicable

" Ensure submittals required prior to mob~ilization or prior to on-site work have been approved,
coordinate the internal review and approval process of technical submittals and concur on all formal
deliverables

* Act as the single technical point of contact for the Contract Specialist (CS) by providing the interface
with the Design Authority (DA), QA, Integrated Safety Management System (ISMS), Environmental
Management System (EMS) and any other site functions which may affect the subcontract

* Monitor subcontractor work progress against the subcontract's perfonnance schedule and monitor
their technical, quality, environmental, safety, and health performance

*Work with the responsible Manager to facilitate and mitigate the effects of changes or technical
direction

* Notify Procurement of any issues regarding the acceptability of the work, quality, timeliness or other
issues relating to work performance

* Execute invoice review and approval process (e.g., verify that work hours (or delivered services) are
acceptable for payment

" Document the list of government Property provided to the subcontractor, maintain consistent tracking
of Government property in possession of the subcontractor; and coordinate, in conjunction with
Procurement disposition of Government property following subcontract completion

" Upon verification that the contractor's work is complete and has met nil requirements of the contract
provide a written notice of "final acceptance' to Procurement.
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1.6.10 Project Records
The Project Record Files Manager supports the Project Manager and is responsible for the process of
project file management in accordance with PRC-PRO-IRM-83 10, Document Control Processes, and
PRC-PRO-IRM-232 Project Files Management. Specific responsibilities include:

* Develop and/or customize the Project Records Index (PRI) - Site Form A-6002-5 10 - in accordance
with project specific directions received from the Project Manager

" Update the PRil as documents are received and maintain the master copy of the PRi in the official
project file throughout the life of the project

" Ensure that all activity documents obtain a uniquie number for tracking and accountability

* Perform document receipt filing, access control, indexing, maintenance, and retrieval of official
project file throughout the life of the project

" Ensure that information is processed through the integrated, document control function at the time it is
generated/approved

" Ensure that CHPRC and subcontractor (e.g., architect/engineer, construction) documents are provided
to the Document Control System Administrator as they are completed and become records

" Ensure that architect/engineer record documents (e.g., drawings, specifications) are placed under
CHPRC configuration control before initiating the associated construction activity

" Control access to active project files in locked cabinets by monitoring or limiting entry to those
identified by the project manager on a Project Files Access List (PEAL) - Site Form A-6004-207)

" Post and monitor the Personnel Authorization Access List (Site Form A-6004-206) at each project
files location and update as required during the life of the project

" Track all received engineering documents, revision status, and all Design Change Notices (DCNs)
and submittals affecting each document

" Maintain a pending-approval file for all in-process and partially approved documents and /or
coordinates the approval process. Ensures that final, approved documents are provided to the
Document Control System Administrator for the official project file

" Assist with project closeout activities

1.6.11 Project Quality Assurance Engineer (QAE)
The Project QAB reports to the project manager and is responsible for providing support to all aspects of
the project to assure that project performance is in accordance with this Project Execution Plan. Specific
Responsibilities include;

" Reviewing technical plans, procedures, and technical documents to ensure that quality requirements
have been addressed

" Developing and implementing a project surveil lance and oversight schedule and periodically
reporting the results to the project manager

" Identifying issues that hinder project performance and working with project staff indentify and
implement solutions
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" Identify,'ing and tracking the resolution of non-conforming hardware issues

" Working with the project manager and BTR provide periodic oversight of subcontractors

* Reviewing vendor documentation and procurement documents as appropriate

* Ensuring appropriate receipt inspection activities occur for designated procurements

" Coordinating with the construction manager to ensure appropriate inspection activities are taking

place

1-13
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2. Tailoring Strategy
CHPRC is applying a tailoring approach toward the application of DOE Order 413.3A requirements for
all CHPRC EM projects. Tailoring is based upon the risk, size, and complexity of the project. DOE-STD-
1189, Integration of Safety into the Design Process, similarly addresses tailoring in the context of nuclear
safety throughout the phases of the project such that all of the standards are met, yet tailored to the cost,
complexity, and risk; project type; past experience; and lessons learned. DOE Order 4 13-3A requires full
implementation of DOE-STD- 1189 requirements for the design and construction of new or modification
of existing Hazard Category (HC) 1, 2, and 3 nuclear fa~cilities (as defined in 10 CFR Part 830). The
CHPRC tailoring approach integrates the approaches and principles described in these DOE guides and
standards into its EM projects.

The CHPRC PBS management organization defines the subproject requirements; the EPC organization
manages the execution of the subproject as a support service to the respective CHPRC PBS Manager; and
then turns the completed Project/facilIity/system over to the PBS Manager for operations. EPC has
developed two procedures; PRC-PRO-PM-24889, Project Initiation and Execution, and PRC-PRO-PM-
25000, Project Execution Plans, to describe the implementation of the requirements and principles of
DOE 0 413.3A and its associated Implementation Guides for each subproject that EPC manages.

2.1 l00K Infrastructure Project
The IlOOK Infrastructure Project has a Total IProj ect Cost (TPC) of less than $ 100 M and per PRC-PRO-
PM-24889, the DOE Construction Decision (CD) process described in Order 413.3A is not applicable.
However, some elements of DOE-STD- 1189 are applicable for the 100K-West Basin Airborne
Contamination Remediation subproject since it involves work both outside and inside of an existing HC-2
Nuclear facility.

Therefore. Appendix 1 contains a checklist which provides the listing of documents required by DOE
Order 413.3A organized by project execution phase, and captures the basis of this tailoring strategy
applied to the l OOK Infrastructure Project.

2-1
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3. Integrated Baseline

3.1 Scope Baseline
The following is the scope baseline for design and construction of the 100K Infrastructure Project.
* Relocation of twenty-three 13.8 kV Electrical Line Poles and re-stringing of the inter-connecting 13.8

kV power line

" Installation of a 230 kV to 13.8 kV substation

" Installation of 27,000 linear feet of underground piping for the import water line and potable and non-
potable water distribution system for the I 0(1K Area

" Erection of a 750,000 gallon multi-purpose water storage tank

* Installation of a water treatment plant with a design capacity of 50 gpm

" Installation of 700 linear feet of HVAC ductwork and three separate HVAC/HEPA skid units with a
combined design flow rate of 3,600 cfmn

3.2 Schedule Baseline
The schedule baseline is developed and available for review with the IlOOK project control organization.
Key schedule dates for the l OOK Infrastructure Project are provided in Table 3-I1.

Table 3-1. Schedule Baseline

100K Infrastructure Milestone Description Baseline Date
Subproject

K-West Basin Airborne Transition to I OOK Area Operations September 3 0, 20 10
Contamination Remnediation
-Subproject
IOOK Reactor Power Isolation Transition of Power to the A9 Substation September 30, 2010

-Subproject
River Water Infrastructure Transition of water service to the new water September 30, 2010
_Su!r oect treatment and distribution system _________

IOOK Infrastructure Project Completion of transition of all three September 30, 2010
______________________subprojects to I 00K Area Operations _________

3.3 Cost Baseline
The Cost Baseline for the l OOK Infrastructure Project is captured in WBS 041.02.06.0 1.01 and
041.02.07.01 and is summarized in Table 3-2 below.

Table 3-2. Cost Baseline

IWBS Number WBS Description Cost Baseline
041.02.07.01.01 l00K Closure Support Facilities Subproject $350.0
I041.02.07.01.02 100K Reactor Power Isolation Subproject $6,433.4
041.02.07.01.03 1lOOK River Water Infrastructure Isolation $14,974.9

Subproject

3-1
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041.02.06.01.01.04 K-West Basin Airborne Contamination S 1,622.4
Remediation Subproject

-Total $23,380.7
Note:

inm Thousands

3.4 Funding Profile
The Engineering Design, Construction, and Acceptance Testing of the 100K Infrastructure Project occur
between FY 2009 and FY 2010 and the funding profile is shown in Table 3-3. Costs in FY2009 were for
project scoping and conceptual design with the majority of the project costs planned to occur in FY2O1O.

Table 3-3. Funding Profile for the l00K Infrastructure Project between FY2009 and FY2011

WBS Number WBS FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 Total
Description _____

D41.02.07.0 1.01 l OOK Closure $350.0 $0.0 $0.0 $350.0
Support
Facilities

041.02.07.01.02 100K Reactor $753.9 $5,679.5 $0.0 $6,433.4
Power Isolation

Subproject____
041.02.07.01.03 100K River $1,402.7 $13,572.2 $0.0 $14,974.9

Water
Infrastructure

Isolation
Subproject_____

041.02.06.01.0 1.04 K-West Basin $639.8 $982.6 $0.0 $1,622.4
Airborne

Contamination
Remediation

Subprojec _______ _______

Total S______ 3,146.4 I S20,234.31 $0.0 1$23,380.7
Note:
$ in Thousands _____ __________ ______

3.5 Life Cycle Cost
The tota life cycle cost of the 100K Infrastructure Project is estimated at $ 23,380,700. This value
includes only the above cost baseline as operations and maintenance of the installed subproject systems is
budgeted and tracked in the overall PBS 041 Baseline for the IlOOK Area.

3.6 Baseline Change Control
The Project will utilize the CHPRC project baseline control procedures for baseline change control in
accordance with PRC-GD-PC-40076, Baseline Change Control Implementation Guide, and PRC-PRO-
PC-40074, Basieline Change Control Procedure. The Project Manager will work with the Project Control
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Representative to assure compliance to requirements and EPC Management expectations ame achieved
when dealing with baseline change control issues.

The CHPRC Project Control Procedures and Imp lenmentation Guides applicable to this PEP are listed in

Table 3-4.

Table 3-4. Project Control Procedures

Procedure Number Titde
PRC-GD-PC-40075 Cost Estimating and Budgeting Implementation Guide

PRC-GD-PC-40076 Baseline Change Control Implemnentaion Guide

PRC-GD-PC-40077 Scheduling Implementation Guide

PRC-GD-PC-40080 Risk Management Implementation Guide

PRC-GD-PC-40082 Work Authorization Implenentation Guide

PRC-GD-PC-40084 Baseline Performance Implementation Guide

PRC-GD-PC-40085 Estimate At Completion Implementation Guide

PRC-GD-PC-40094 Monthly Reporting Implementation Guide

PRC-MP-PC-40087 Organization

PRC-PRO-PC-40070 Work Scope Planning Procedure

PRC-PRO-PC-40072 Cost Estimating and Budgeting Procedure

PRC-PRO-PC-40073 Scheduling Procedure

PRC-PRO-PC-40074 Baseline Change Control Procedure

PRC-PRO-PC-4D086 Estimate at Completion Procedure

PRC-PRO-PC40W5 Earned Value Management System I nternal Surveillance Procedure

3-3
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4. Project Management

4.1 Project Reporting
The I100K Infrastructure Project will implement CHPRC's Earned Value Measurem ent System (EVMS).
This system provides scheduled progress, completed progress, actual costs, and performance status using
a pro-established method, or "rules of performance," for taking percent complete against baseline
activities for both design and field execution schedules.

The Project also implements CHPRC's project reporting requirements (Refer to PRC-GD-PC-40094,
Monthly Reporting Implementation Guide) and since the Project is pert of PBS RL-41, monthly inputs
will be provided for inclusion in the PBS level monthly performance reports. In addition, a monthly
meeting with the IlOOK Vice President will be held to discuss:
* Key Work Activities & Current Status
* Accomplishments
0 90 Day Look Ahead
a Major Issues
0 Project Risk/Contingencies
*0 Support Needed

Project Controls performs variance analysis and forecasting, prepares estimates at completion and
trending analysis, and prepares monthly reporting to assist project management in controlling the project
baseline. As needed, corrective actions are developed to maintain or improve success in reaching project
schedule and funding targets.

4.2 Risk Management
The project will follow guidance from PRC-GD-PC-40080, Risk Management Implementation Guide,
when determining the risk associated with this project. Risk will be evaluated against the risk value
criteria matrix shown below in Table 4-I1.

4-1
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Table 4-1. Risk Value Criteria Matrix

~ ~L: CONSEQ

NEGLIG;IBLE iM -ARGINAL ISIGNIFICANT NEAR- CRITCAL
jon t SI iVil noa _T imfiant CRITICAL Severec impact

ni~i~al i eetnc degradation in Impact to to ultimate
cono cquence. obieccties, nieing ultimate goalsobjectives.

7250K S2 01( to objectives, goals/objectives Project stopped!
project lif - SI 'M project IM, to SlOM likely canceled or
C rt clcost It !-cycle cost prilc~t life- >SIOMto swoe/ittdinig

intpi.:t and no inioact or cycle cost S50M project pulled.
11 whedule Li,,o-critijjak 1impact or life-cycle cost >$50M project

inipact, p,!li .icheduic recoverable slip impact or lif&;-yelle cost
impact. to enfiirceable enforceable or .impact o

or mneouvized incentivized enforeable or
roilestone. milestontes* in incentivized

jeopardly. milestones*

(5) Very Low \ldeat iNb

(4) Likely Low \hoderatt Noderate

(3) Medium [.ow lNov oderate "Moderate

(2) Low Lw ov LoN Moderate Moderate

(I ) Very Low Lov 1,0% [ow Low Moderate

Project risk associated with this phase of-the I001K Inirasitucture Project are defined and categorized as
follows:

0 Electrical Shock/Dcat: from hiph voltula work.
Risk Ranked: Probability: Critical: (nisequcc,: Verv Low:. Outcome: Moderate

0 Collapse of trench dtli og excavation A ith personnel inside:
Risk Ranked: Prohalily: Critical: Conicquecc: VerY Low. Outcome: Moderate

0 Discovery of hazardouis materiais',rodiological contamination during excavation activities:
Risk Ranked: Probahil iv: Medium: Consequene: Margtinal; Outcome: Low

& Skin contamination dmringo HVAC iriSlallationl activities:
Risk Ranked: Probahlilay Very Low: Consequence: Mairginal; Outcome: Low

0 Personnel Injury Resuliing- fromn surikine zo'aznst or struck by an object
0 Risk Ranked: Probabili Low; Conseq~uence: Marginal: Outcome: Low

4.3 Engineering and Technology Readiness
The project does not re ulire, engitiecrim.: and technology development and deployment. Existing methods
and means will be used to perform wrorkc
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4.4 Alternative Analysis and Selection
The scope of the project does not require an) alternal ve analysis and selection to be performed for the
scope of work defined within this PEP. The project did perlborm a value engineering review and evaluated
alternatives for each of the subprojects and incorporited the results into the completed design.

4.5 Value ManagementlValue Engineering
A value engineering meeting was held in September 2009 to scope out the 100K Reactor Power Isolation
subproject approach with the I 00K Infrastructure Project Team and DOE-RL. The meeting discussed
alternatives methods to aiccomplish wvork and agreed on a preferred alternative and implementation
strategy.

4.6 Environmental Regulatory Strategy
For environmental activiis associated I th EPC ad ivities, implementation of PRC-PRO-EP-1533S,
Environmental Permittinei and Document: ion Pre 'paation. will be reviewed byv the Proiect Environ mental
Compliance OffLice'T7 i 'p (i r
provided such that thre is no im1pact to projct activie.

4.7 Integrated Safety Management
The project will implement and participate in the established CHPRC processes for Integrated Safety
Management Systeml/Environmental Ivinagemern System (I SMSIEMS) as described in PRC-M1P-MS-
003, Integrated Safety Management Svstent/Environineital M'vanagement System Description (ISMSD).
Therefore, a standalone strategy is not pianned to be developed for ihis project.

The 100K Infrastructure Pz-Ject Organizational siruenire and associated roles and responsibilities have
been established to meet the requiremnentS of PRC'-MlP-PM-401 87, Engineering. Projects & Construction
Integrated Environmental. Safety and I leaith Manapement Roles, Responsibilities, and Functions. This
includes adopting the followinig three g itling principles related to responsibilities.
" Line management is responsible for safety.

" Clear roles and responsibilities arc defined.

" Competence is comincii surate withI rcspons ib ilit ies.

Implementation of ISMSIEMS on the I 00K Infrasmructure Projet includes the following key
plans/strategies.
" ISMS/EMS Qualities and Policy Communication and Comipliance Verification - Environmental,

safety. health, and quality aspects of the CIIICR and saf'ety-related information will be clearly
communicated to the project workforce, inciodin ' subcon tractors, and the I100K Infrastructure Project
will implement action, to ensture that activities ore carried out consistent with the policies.

" Communication tmf C! IPRC ISMS/1EMS quafliie:. and policies, and safety-related information will be
communicated to the w'orkforce and sobeontactors through multiple means.

- CHPRC company-wide trainine and conmmtunications to the workforce.
- Inclusion of ISMS/fI3MS and proj*e,,ct specific safeti' reqtuirements in subcontractor requirements

documents, including required reAing and specific targeted training as required.
- Participation in periodic CHPRC corporate ievi iws/amdns of the l00K Infrastructure Project

workforce and subcontractors for ciapliauiec to ISNISEM S and other safety requirements.
- Periodic I100K Infrasi ructure l'rojei internali rcviews'a Ld its of workforce and subcontractors for

compliance to ISMS.11AS and Oilier safety requirenicots.
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"Work scope Definition, BudgetinglPrioritization and Resource Allocation - The IlOOK Infiastructure
Project will utilize established CH-PRC systems, policies, and procedures for work scope definition,
budgeting/prioritization, and resource allocation. All work scope activities are captured in the
subproject WBS and are resource-loaded and budgeted. Work scope being performed by
subcontractors is defined in subcontract specific Statements of Work and are tied back to the WBS.
In circumstances during work scope execution when resources (labor or other) are under competing
priorities within the Cl IPRC, prioritization decisions are made by CHPRC Senior Management. In
no case will the resource allocation prioritization issues be allowed to result in work activities being
done in a manner that compromises worker, public, or environmental safety.

" Hazard Identification, Analysis, and Categorization - Section 4.7.3 of this PEP describes the prcject's
plans for project hazard idenitification, analysis, and categorization.

" Ensuring Work is Performed Within Established Controls - The 100K Infrastructure Project will
implement the requirements of PRC-RD-WKM-8524, Supervision of Fieldwork, to ensure that all
field work activities tire performed with established controls for job hazard protection.

" Feedback and Continuous lmprovementlCorrective Actions - The practices of feedback, continuous
improvement, and corrective actions are embodied within CHPRC's Corporate ISMS/EMS policies
and implementing procedures. The 100OK Infra structure Project will fully implement these policies
and procedures for all project activities.

" CHPRC Management Reviews of Project ISMS Implementation - Consistent with the CHPRC
ISMS/EMS system, C[ II'RC conducts periodic reviews of ISMS implementation on all CHPRC work
activities, including the 100OK Infrastructure Project. These reviews will be scheduled by CHPRC
management and coordinated with the I100K Infrastructure Project Manager for support of the review.

4.7.1 Industrial Safety and Occupational Health
CHPRC administers the IS MS/EMS and the DOE Voluntary Protection Program (VPP) on all its projects.
The ISMS/EMS and VPP Fuinction together, creating a work environment where management and
workers team together to integrate Environmental Safety and Hlealth (ES&H) requirements into their
work planning and execution activities. The ISM S/I--MS program provides a systematic and structured
approach to integrating ES&H into work planning and execution, while VPP promotes excellence in
occupational safety and health protection. The following procedures shown in Table 4-2 are the Industrial
Safety and Occupational HeIalth implementation documents that will be used in performing work on this
project.

Table 4-2. Floor Level Implementation Documents

PRC-GD-WKM-12116 Work Planning Guide
PRC-GD-WKM-17132 Automated Job Hazards Analysis Process Gulde
PRC-GD-WKM-079 Job Hazard Analysis
PRC-MP-CN-28049 Construction Procedure Manual
PRC-PRO-WKM-12115 Work Management

In addition, the following are potential safety hazards associated with executing this project:
" Working in and around heavy equipment
" Working in hot and cold working environments
" Working in remote locations

" Working with industrial hand tools and compact ing equipment
* Working around rodents and insects
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" Moving heavy items
" Working in awkward positions
" Uneven walking and working surfaces
* Radiological Hazards
* Working with hand tools
" Working with materials with sharp edges
" Working in and around high voltages

4.7.2 Nuclear Safety
The LOOK Area Project Nuclear Safety organization is responsible in establishing nuclear safety controls
over processing, handling and storage of radioactive or hazardous materials to ensure the safety and
health of the workers, public and the environment. This organization ensures processes for the planning.
development, review, approval, implementation and maintenance of safety basis documentation and
hazard controls are in accordance with 10 CFR 830, Subpart B. That includes but is not limited to 1)
determining whether a facility modification is a major modification; 2) planning and developing the
hazard analysis, accident analysis, and hazard controls for a new or existing facility or activity; and 3)
establishing, implementing, and maintaining the documented safety analysis and hazard controls,
including technical safety requirements, to ensure adequate protection of the public, workers, and the
environment. As part of these responsibilities, the I100K Area Project Nuclear Safety organization
reviewed the appropriate sections of DOE-STD-l 189, Integration of Safety Into the Design Process,
Section 1.3, to determine if the project scopes involved in the l00K Infrastructure Project were subject to
the requirements necessary for the applicability of DQE-STD-l 189. As a result of this review, DOE
approval was required for relief from the Technical Safety Requirements for the 105K West Airborne
Contamination Remediation subproject at the 1 05K-West Basin (Hazard Category 2) facility. The other
two subprojects did not impact a Hazard Category 1, 2, or 3 facility.

Additionally, the l OOK Project employs a robust USQ review process, as described in AP NS-4-00 1,
Unreviewed Safety Questions. In addition, Unreviewed Safety Question (USQ 0082-2010)determined
there were no changes required to the l00K Area Safety Basis as a result of all three 100K Infrastructure
subprojects.

4.7.3 Hazard Analysis
Hazard analysis is performed on a daily basis (e.g., EI'C Construction activities will discuss the work to
be performed on a daily basis). The job hazard analysis will be part of the daily pre-evolution briefings to
ensure that hazards are identified and the corresponding mitigation measures are defined and understood
by the workers prior to work execution. Modifications to the work plans will be made as necessary with
input from workers and stupervision. No work will be allowed if the proper safety precautions have not
beew taken or there is a concern on how to safely execute the task at hand. It is anticipated that residual
diesel fuiel and some hexava lent chromium may be present in some of the underground excavation during
installation of the fire water loop around 105K-West. Appropriate industrial hygiene screening
equipment will be used and revisions made to existing work packages and job hazard analysis before
work will be allowed to commence for these contaminated arcas.

In addition, there are no safeguards and security issues (e.g. materials) associated with this project.
However, guiding principles associated with safeguards and security (e.g. badging, OPSEC, postings,
etc.) will be followed.
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4.8 Configuration Management
The following procedures form the basis for implementing configuration management on the l00K
Infrastructure Project. The list is not intended to be all inclusive, but provides the fundamentals for
configuration management rcquirements.

* PRC-PRO-EN-20050, Engineering Configuration Management
" PRC-PRO-EN-440, Engineering Document Change
* PRC-PRO-EN-8O 16, Design Change Notice Process
" PRC-PRO-EN-8O 17, As-Built Verification Process
" PRC-PRO-EN-2001, Facility Modification Package Process
" PRC-PRO-EN- 16406, Engineering Vendor Information Process
" PRC-PRO-EN-709, CAD and Drawing Development and Control Process for Engineering Drawings

4.9 Records Manag~mentIDocument Control
The Document Control and Records Management Plan is a collection of standards and implementing
documents as described PRC-MP-IRM-401 19, Document Control and Records Management Plan.

CHPRC generates and preserves records, ensuring that records contain adequate and proper
documentation of the organization, functions, policies, decisions, procedures, and essential transactions
performed under contract to the DOE. These records are designed to provide the information necessary to
protect the legal and financial rights of the U.S. Government, CHPRC, and the public directly affected by
the activities performed and managed by CHPRC.

All CHPRC record matcrialI will be identified, generated, authenticated, maintained, controlled and
disposed of in accordance with the requirements and direction provided by the Document Control and
Records Management Plan and the subordinate implementing procedures.

The corresponding procedures for managing controlled documents and records are provided in PRC-
PRO-IRM-83 10, Document Control Processes, and PRC-PRO-1RM- 10588, Records Management
Processes. The Project Document Control Lead acts as the point of contact (POC) and interfatce with
Document Control System Administrators and aithoring organizations. In addition, all project files will
be provided within the Inrtegrated Document Management System (IDMS) website.

4.10 Systems Engineering
The System Engineer Prograim is managed under procedure PRC-PRO-EN-1633 1, System Engineer
Program and is not applicable to this project as this project does not deal with defense nuclear facilities;.

4.11 Earned Value Management System
The Project Controls Lead will work with the l00K Infrastructure Project Manager to establish and
maintain baseline scopes, schedules, and budgets. Timely updates and justification for variances and
adverse earned value are provided as part of the monthly project reports.

Use of earned value will be implemented on the project using established CHPRC processes. The 100K
Infrastructure Project has an approved baseline (see above Sections 3.2 and 3.3) and the project has
established a field execution schedule that is linked to the baseline schedule. Project controls and
performance reporting will be completed consistent with the established CHPRC (monthly) processes and

4-6
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the project holds weekly project review meetings to status the engineering design and field execution
schedules.

4.12 Quality Assurance
The CHPRC Quality Assurance Program (PRC-MP-QA-599) identifies its commitment to contractual
requirements. It establishes requirements, assigns responsibilities, and describes the management systems
established to ensure the quality of our activities and products. The QAP is the top-level quality assurance
document of C1HPRC, and compliance is mandatory. Implementation of the QAP is accomplished through
company-wide procedures and instructions.

The project will implement the CHPRC QAP requirements using a graded approach. The project QA
representative will determine, with the IlOOK Infrastructure Project Manager and Engineering/Design
Authority, the level of a graded approach with concurrence of' the Vice President of EPC.

The Project Management Team will be responsible for ensuring quality workmanship and will implement
quality control measures that are necessary to ensure work conforms to design requirements, procedures
and work practices.

This project is considered an Enhanced Commercial quality level for procurement related activities.
Enhanced commercial is assigned to items and services that are important to project mission and represent
sufficient risk that controls beyond standard commercial practices are considered necessary to ensure the
item or service is suitable for its intended purpose. Examples where enhanced commercial would be
assigned include:

* General Service (GS) items and associated services posing a low project risk, but based on
engineering evaluation, require additional controls beyond standard comimercial practices.

* Any item or service with the potential to cause radiological harm (in the present or thie furture) which
has not been designated as quality class 1 or 2

* Items where independent verification is required by national consensus standard (e.g. AWS DIl,
ANSI B3 1.1, ASME Section VIII) which have not been designated as quality class I or 2.

4.13 Project Reviews
The IlOOK Infrastructure Project has both formal and informal reviews as the design, procurement and
construction progresses. These included 30 and 90 percent design reviews, weekly BTRlEngineering
Design subcontractor mcetings, weekly Construction progress status meetings, and monthly project
cost/schedule performance status reviews. All of these reviews were conducted in accordance with
established processes and programs identified in the a pplicable CHPRC procedures.

In addition, the cost, schedule, and technical baselines were reviewed using the CHPRC Project Review
Board (PRB) process (reference PRC-CHRT-PM-40249).

4.14 Communication Management Plan
Activities that require communication to stakeholder and other interested parties will be provided to EPC
Project Manager who will follow the necessary protocols for issuance.

Presentations requested by EI'C to Regulators or other offsite parties will be reviewed by CHPRC
Communications Group and cleared for release prior to issuance. The 100K Vice President will make the
determination for EPC participation in any meeting requested by DOE, Regulators or Stakeholders.

4-7

Page 235 Surveilance Report Number S-1 I-EMD-PRC-001



EPC-40524, REVISION I

JULY 21, 2010

5. Project Acquisition Strategy
The vision of the project is to create a project del ivcry process that communicates expectations and roles
and responsibilities, while being flexible to manage continuous project maturity which completes work in
a safe manner, while maintaining environmental compliance throughout ali phases. The l OOK
Infrastructure Project is on a very fast timescale which inhercntly requires a significant amount of
integration and ability to adjust to changing situations.

5.1 Design and Engineering Phase
The design engineering scope consists of the appropriate drawings, specifications, and supporting
engineering documentation for the acquisition and con structionlinstallation associated with the three
subprojects. . The design objective is to provide a complete package from which the facility and
associated subsystems can be safely and cost-effectively completed within the required schedule. This
will be completed assuring the following is obtained:

* Assure quality and safety aspects are incorporated into the design and field activities

" Utilize electrical utilities experience to assure that past successes and improvements are defined in the
FDC;

* Provide deliverablcs that meet all of the project's 17unctional, regulatory, safety, quality, cost,
schedule, and programmatic requirements. Coordinate engineering work to ensure that the end
product will align with other ongoing operations/activities;

" Assure trained, qualificd and dedicated personnel are available to support the current schedule

" All design media is checked by an independent, qualified individual.

The l OOK organization is responsible for providing the IlOOK Infrastructure Project design requirements
as documented in the Functional Design Criteria (FDC'). The I 00K organization will also provide a
summary level review of the completed design to cnstire compliance to the FDC (KBC-4 1961).

5.1.1 DesignlEnginee ring Strategy

Design Engin eering was performed by a CHPRC pre-selected subcontractor, ARES Corporation, who
worked under a negotiated, fixed price contract. ARI.S provided design engineering services in
accordance with statement Of Work requirements and provided a Professional Engineer stamp when the
design was completed. Design reviews were performed to assure that the design approach met the FDC
and project expectations. Comments identified during the design reviews were reviewed and resolved
with the appropriate discipline involved. Any issues that were not resolved were provided to the l00K
Infrastructure Project Manager for resolution. ARE S responsibilities included:
* Development of functional criteria and obtaining the applicable 100K Design Authority concurrence

* Conducting 30 and 90 percent design reviews following the principles defined in PRC-PRO-EN-
8336, Design Verification

* Final designs were reviewed and stamped by a 'Inofessional Engineer in the State of Washington

" Developed Procurement and construction specifications for each subproject

* Developed a construction inspectionlevaluation plan
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Identified long lead procurements items at about the 60% design phase and obtained concurrence
from the appropriate I100K Design Authority

5.1.2 Design Verification
The project conducted 30 and 90 percent design reviews following the principles defined in PRC-PRO-
EN-S336, Design Verification. Final design was reviewed and stamped by a Professional Engineer in the
State of Washington.

5.1.3 Research and Development
This project did not require any research and development activities.

5.1. Technical Configuration Baseline
The configuration baseline for technical requirements was identified in the FDC.

5.2 Procurement Strategy
5.2.1 Procurement

Each subproject was subcontracted out with its own statement(s) of work to address the specific
requirements, deliverables and expectations. The Project Manager in conjunction with the Construction
Manager and BTR developed statement(s) of work in accordance with PRC-PRO-AC-186, Statement of
Work. The statement of work was reviewed by the appropriate disciplines to assure requirements and
expectations are achieved. Once the internal project team had completed their review and comments
incorporated, the statement(s) of work were sent to CI-IPRO Procurement for final review and issued for
bid to the existing basic ordering agreement contractors. When bids were received, the Project Manager,
Construction Manager, BTR, and selected subject matter expcrts reviewed the bids. Bid evaluation was
based upon company safety performance, cost, schedule, and previous work experience. Once a selection
was recommended by the review team, the l OOK Infrastructure Project Manager informed the Vice
President of EPC of the selection and recommendation. Concurrence by the Vice President of EPC was
obtained and CHPRC Procurement was notified of the concurrence.

The following summarizes the procurement strategy that was implemented for each of the three
subprojects.

" l00K River Water Infrastructure Isolation Subproject:
- Watts Construction was subcontracted to install the import raw water line and the fire and potable

water lines inside thc l OOK area
- GA Grant was subcontracted to install the new water treatment plant
- PALL Corporation was subcontracted to provide the microfiltration water treatment plant

equipment
- Hughes was contracted to Provide the emergency diesel fire water pump.
- Installation of the Fire water lines around thc I Ot)K-West Reactor was self-performed using a Task

Charge Authorization (for EPC direct-hire work through Fluor Federal Services) due to the
potential of uncovering hazardous or radioactive materials during any subsurface excavations

* K-West Basin Airborne Contamination Remediation Subproject:
- EMI was contracted to provide the HVAC/HEPA filter skid units
- GA Grant was subcontracted to install the ductwork inside the 105K-West Basin
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- General exterior site preparation for the 105K-West Basin was self-performed using a Task Charge
Authorization (TCA)

100K Reactor Power Isolation Subproject:
- In order to minimize coordination efforts, a turnkey des ign/build subcontract was awarded to EPC

Services for design, procurement and installation of the skid-mounted substation in the A9
switchyard

- A separate subcontract was awarded to Fowler to install the 13.8 kV electrical lines
- Installation of ducts and pull] boxes in the A9 switchyard was self-performed using a Task Charge

Authorization

The key procedures that were applied to all the above procurcement activities are as follows:
" PRC-PRO-AC- 186, Statement of Work
" PRC-RD-AC-103 20, Acquisition System Requirements
* PRC-PRO-AC-l 6405, Submittal Management
" PRC-PRO-AC-123, Material Request Process.

5.3 Construction Strategy
A kick off meeting was held with each of the above rceferenced Construction Contractors after the notice
of award was given. The meeting reviewed the project expectations, project performance, and identified
any specific or unclear requirements.

Each Contractor provided submittals; obtained submittal acceptance and completed pre-requisite training
prior to work execution as wis defined in the statement of work. Once all the pro-requisite requirements
were met, the contractor mob ilized and commenced construction operations.

The EPC Construction Manager is the overall responsible party for coordinating the daily construction
work and assuring that all work activities are organized and planned in a safe and efficient manner while
maintaining regulatory and environmental compliance. In addition, the Contractor, BTR and
Construction Manager meet routinely to review project cost and schedule performance. Schedules were
reviewed and updated weekly. Cost performance was reviewcd monthly.

The EPC Field Work Supervisors (FWS) will support the Construction Manager and ensure that daily
pre-job briefings are conducted, work assignments arc identified, and subcontractor performance
expectations are communicated efflectively.

An EPC Quality Control engineer will visit the construction site to provide an independent assessment to
assure that design requirements are being implemented properly. In addition, an EPC Project Safety
representative will review construction activities and provide feedback for implementing continuous
safety improvement throughout the project's construction.

At the completion of each subcontracted scope of work, a joint walk down between EPC Construction
Services and the subcontractor will be conducted to ensure that all items have been completed in
accordance with the design and specification requirements. Open issues that are declared "pre-start" will
be corrected prior to initiation of the acceptance testing.

5-3
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5.3.1 Ucense and Permitting
EPC Construction Services also obtained the required site permits/approvals for all work activities,
including those required to support the construction subcontractors. The following is a summnary of the
permits and approvals that were required:

* Electrical Installation Permit
* Electrical Service Request
" Hanford Site Excavation Permit
" Radiological Work Permits
* Utility/Building System Outage
* Hazardous Energy Control (LockottTagout)
" Hot work permit
" Road Closure Notifications
" Fire Marshal Permit

5A4 TestinglStartuplrurnover
EPC will conduct the required testing to assure items kind components have been properly installed. Item
that are found deficient willI be treated as a non-conformance and will be managed and tracked until
completion. During startup activities coordination wit h the l OOK Project Team will be required to assure
proper safety controls and safety basis requirements are not compromised. Startup and testing activities
will be performed under an approved work control plan that is reviewed and concurred by the 100K Work
Release Representative prior to initiation of testing and startup activities. Start-up and testing activities
will be subject to the USQ process. Testing involving the fire pump and associated systems will be
conducted by trained and qualified personnel.

5.5 Acceptance Testing
EPC Construction Services will perform a Construction Acceptance Test (CAT) for the project. The
Construction Manager, Field Engineer, Construction Inspector along with the appropriate Design
Authority wI verify and validate that systems and processes were constructed in accordance with design
requirements and their performance is as intended.

If non-conformances are identified, test deficiency reports will be prepared and the review team will
categorize them as either pre or post start issues. AllI pre start up issues will be completed prior to turnover
to operations using an approved work control process. Post start issues will be completed on an
accelerated basis with the intent of having them resolved within a 30 day window. Concurrence will be
obtained by the applicable Design Authority for items that will take longer than 30 days to complete..

An Acceptance Test Plan (ATP) will be prepared and issued by the EPC Design Agent The ATP will
have the IlOOK Area Operations Group input during its development and once approved, the ATP will be
used to perform and validate that all the systems arc working as intended. The test plan defines each type
of test (Factory Acceptance Test, Construction Acceptance Test, Engineering Inspections, Acceptance
Test Procedure, and OperationalI Test Procedure), and the test types each major piece of equipment will be
subjected to.

The l00K organization will he responsible for the devclopment, issuance and training to any new
procedure or processes. Acceptance testing activities will be subject to the USQ process. Testing
involving the fire pump and associated systems will be conducted by trained and qualified personnel.
Non-conformances involving fire protection systems will be designated as post-start issues only with the
approval of the Hanford Fire Marshal's Office.

5-4

Page 239 Surveillance Report Number S-i l-EMTD-PRC-001



EPC-40524, REVISION I
JULY 21, 2010

At completion of the ATP, equipment operating mnanuals, records, warranties, etc will be assembled and
provided to the IlOOK Operations Group and a Construction Completion Document (CCD) will be
prepared and issued to formally turn over each stibproject from EPC to the l00K Operations Group so
that they can begin operationalI testing..

The operational testing will be performed to verify and validate procedures and provide training for
faility operators, as appropriate. The I100K Area Facility Engineering will develop and issue an
Operational Test Plan (OTP) that will be implemented by the 100OK Operations organization. After
completion of the OTP, the systems will be ready for permanent operations. During performance of
Operation Test Plan, the EPC construction forces willI be available via a Construction Work Authorization
Envelope (CWAE) to complete non-critical ATP punchlist items or to assist in the resolution of technical
issues with the equ ipmen t.
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6. Project Closeout

6.1 Objectives
Project closeout is initiated once the construction has been completed and the project fa~cilities are
operational and commissioned. Closeout will document the final status of the project, including the
performance measures at completion of the project.

The primary objectives of project close-out include:

" Settling all outstanding issues and completing finalI negotiations with the client or contractors
regarding change orders, claims or adjustments

" Transferring all required property, project documents and engineering information to the customer.

" Issuing the Project Completion Report and the Project Profile to record project history, performance,
and to identify lessons learned to aid fture projiccts

In addition, planning for close-out will begin at project initiation and will be performed in compliance
with the requirements of the prime contract. Prc~ect close-out will have the participation and concurrence
of all key project personnel

6.2 Organization and Responsibilities
The 100K Infrastructure Project Manager is responsible for implementing the close-out of the project. A
project close-out responsibility checklist will be prepared, which will identify the individuals or groups
that need to assist or provide input on the key areas oF project close-ut.

The Construction Completion Document, (Site Form A-6002-656) will be issued to the l OOK Area
Operations Group indicating that the work is mechainicAy complete and ready for commissioning and
start up. The CCD will be completed to transfer custody of each subproject from EPC to the IlOOK Area
Operations Group upon completion of the ATP. Pkiiehlist items deemed not required for operations may
be finished after the CCD is completed upon approval by both the l00K Infrastructure Project Manager
and the l OOK Vice President.

6.3 Transfer and Disposition of Property and Records
Prior to completion of the project, the l00K Infirastructure Protiect Manager, Document Control Lead, and
the 100K Area Operations Group Manager will review the retention schedule and reconfirm, by category,
the disposition of the records generated duiring the duration of the project

6.4 Project Completion Report
The project will be documented in a Project Comp lei ion Report, which will summarize all aspects of the
project. The l00K Infrastructure Project Manager is responsible for the report preparation, review, and
distribution. Planning for the preparation of the Project Completion Report will begin at project initiation
with the assignment of responsibilities and identificalion of documents to be retained.

In addition. a key inclusion in the Project Complctioni Report is a discussion of Lessons Learned, which
can aid future projects in improving project execution.

6-1
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APPENDIX A

Project Tailoring Strategy
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EXHIBIT 51
CH2MVH ILL

INTEOFFIE M MORA DUMPlateau Remedlation Company

32400-QPA-2010-01 3

Date: April 14,2010

To: K. A. DOrT, H13-23

From: r . Turner, Manager of Performance Oversight

Subject: FINAL REPORT. INDEPENDENT ASSESSMENT OF ENGINEERING,

PROJECTS AND CONSTRUCTION, CHPRC-PO-IA-10-02

The CHPRC Performance Oversight Organization conducted an Independent Assessment at
Engineering, Projects and Construction. 'The scope of the assessment included organizations,
facilities, and activities within the Sludge Treatment, Construction, and all active projects. The
performance-based assessment was conducted to evaluate the Project's implementation of
programs, procedures, and policies as they relate to conduct of work. The assessment was
conducted during the second quarter of fiscal year 20 10.

The attached final report presents and discusses 8 findings and 4 opportunities for improvement,
The Condition Reports, which are referenced within the body of the final report, provide details
for the issues and must be resolved following the process in PRC-PRO-QA-052. Issues
Management.

If I can be of assistance to you, please contact me at 376-2144.

dtlmrc

Attachment

cc: J, 1. Allen, HS-22 M. W, Manderbach, 134-60
1. A. Archuleta, 1-1-43 P. M. McEahern, H8-20
M, T. Bachand, H3-23 M. A. Nickle, R4-03
M. R. Calvert, H8-22 L. S. Nye, 1-8-20
D, W. Clark, R3-50 M. J. Ostrom, H3-21
M. W. Clayton, H8-22 J. R, Freeman-Pollard, 1-13-23
B. S, Hardr, H8-22 V. M. Pizzuto, H7-30
M.W. Johnson, A3-06 D. Thornton, H8-22
S. M. Kelley, 1-1-22 D, L. Vance, 1-8-22
D. P. Kimball. 1-13-231 "CHPRC Correspondence
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The CH2M HILL Plateau Rernediation Company (CHPRC) performance Oversight
Organization conducted an independent assessment at Engineering, Projects and Construction
(EPC). The scope of the assessment primarily focused on organizations, facilities, and activities
within the Sludge Treatment, Construction, and active projects. Same EPC interface activities
with other CHPRC projects were included in the scope of the assessment.

The performance-based assessment was conducted to evaluate the Project's implementation of
programs, procedures, and policies as they relate to conduct of work. The assessment focused on
the adequacy, compliance, and in-field execution of work activities and processes that support
the Project's mission. The in-field portion of the assessment was conducted during the period of
March 8 through 19, 2010.

EPO routinely demonstrated the ability to perform work activities in a safe manner. The EPC
project management systems were functional with some programs very effective and sonme still
reflecting the maturing status of a recently restructured organization with new leadership. TheEPO management team was very experienced and exhibited a high level of leadership. This was
demonstrated through their in-field presence observing and monitoring work activities and by
actively participating in the Plan-of-the -Day, Construction Forces Weekly Safety/Planning
Meeting, and the Monthly Subcontractor Safety Meeting. Interviews with project personnel
indicated that information was communicated fairly well up and down the organizational ladder.
Also, communication/interface with other CHPRC projects (i.e. customers) was effective andperformed on a routine basis. Field observations indicated that work teanms were generally well
informed about matters having the potential to impact their activities. EPC personnel had an
understanding of management's expectations and their performance objectives.

The EPC project had programs/processes in place that supported its current mission. Many of
these programs were well-documented and maintained, with some being very effective.
However, some of the programs reflected the status of a project recently restructured and in the
process of going through a transition. As an example, the Emergency Preparedness and
HAZCOM programs were not well implemented.

During the assessment the following findings and opportunities for improvements were
identified:

Findings:

*A deficiency was identified that related to loglceeping practices, as required by PRC-PRO-
OP-24382 (CR-2010-1077).
Miscellaneous Tags Log was not well maintained (CR-2010-1073).

*EPC had not fully integrated Emergency Preparedness (EP) throughout the Project as
required by PRC-PRO-EM-7647, Emergency Preparedness Program Requirements (CR-
2010-1078).

*Deficiencies in training records relating to EP and Sludge Treatment Project (STP) Testing
Coordinators (TC) were identified (CR-2010-1079).
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*Deficiencies were identified in the implementation of the Project Execution Plan (PEP)
process as required by PRC-PRO-PM-24889, Project Initiaion and Execution (CR-20 10-
1080).

*A written, well defined and effectively implemented Hazardous Conmmications
(HAZCOM) Program did not exist at the EPC Project as required by PRC-RD-SH- 13299,
Hazard Communication. (CR-2010-1081).

*Deficiencies were identified in the implementation of the Chemical Management and
HAZCOM Programs at MASF (CR-2010-1082).

*Data from periodic safety inspections was not reviewed, tracked, and trended as required by
PRC-RD-SH-7652 (CR-2010-1083).

Opportunities for Improvement

* EPC needs to develop programs and/or improve on the implementation and administrative
maintenance for many of its existing programs (CR-2010-1085).

8 EPC Project was not making the best available use of the CRRS process (CR-2010-1086).
* The EPC Project overall, had a fragmented Quality Program structure in place to support the

requirements of CHPRC Quality Assurance Program (CR-2010-1088).
* EPC Occupational, Safety, and Health (QS&H) personnel were reluctant to utilize the Issues

Management process to document and track to closure identified problems (CR-20 10-1 089).

CROSS-CUTTING IS SUE

Cross-Cutting Issues generally reflect potential deficiencies observed in more than one
assessment area and represent a common theme throughout the report. Cross-cutting issues
identify those few select programmatic issues considered most important and represent areas
where improvement will reap the greatest benefit.

Prowam Maintenance

As a result of the weaknesses identified during the assessment, one cross-cutting issue was
developed in the area of program maintenance. The EPC project had programs/processes in
place that supported its current mission. Many of these programs were well-documented and
maintained, with some being very effective. However, some of the programs reflected the status
of a project recently restructured and in the process of goinlg through a transition. As an
example, the Emergency Preparedness and HAZCOM programs were not well implemented.
Senior management at the project, and the assessment team endorse, the need to develop
programs and/or improve on the implementation and administrative maintenance for many of its
existing programs. While EPC routinely demonstrated the ability to perform work activities in a
safe manner, failure to address this issue could limit its performance. This conclusion is
supported by the following examples identified during the assessment (CR-2010-1085):

*A deficiency was identified that related to logkceeping practices, as required by PRC-PRO-
OP-24382 (CR-2010- 1077).
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*EPC had not fully integrated Emergency Preparedness (EP) throughout the Project as
required by PRC-PRO-EM-7647, Emergency Preparedness Program Requirements (CR-
2010-1078).

*Deficiencies were identified in the implementation of the Project Execution Plan (PEP)process as required by PRC-PRO-PM-248 89, Project Initiation and Execution (CR-201 0-
1080).

*A written, well defined and effectively imrplemented Hazardous Communications
(HAZOOM) Program did not exist at the EPC Project as required by PRC-RD-SH- 13299,
Hazard Communication. (CR-201 0-108 1).

*Data from periodic safety inspections was not reviewed, tracked, and trended as required by
PRC-RD-SH-7652 (CR-2010-1083).

*EPC Occupational, Safety, and Health (OS&H) personnel were reluctant to utilize the Issues
Management process to document and track to closure identified problems (CR-2010-1089).

1.0 PURPOSE AND SCOPE

The purpose of this independent performance-based assessment was to evaluate EPC's
implementation of programs, procedures, and policies as they related to conduct of work. Thisperformance-based assessment focused on the adequacy, compliance, and in-field execution of
work activities and processes that supported the project's mission.

The scope of the assessment included organizations, facilities, and activities within the SludgeTreatment, Construction, and all active projects. Some EPC interface activities with other
CHPRC projects were included in the scope of the assessment. The assessment was a cross-cutting evaluation of project work activities. CHPRC programs, procedures, and policies
provided the framework for assessment activities.

This assessment was conducted in accordance with PRC-PRO-QA-9662, Independent
Assessment Process, Revision 1, and the associated assessment plan thiat described the overallassessment process, objectives, and criteria. The assessment methodology consisted of reviewsof programs and procedures specific to: review of applicable project/facility procedures,program documents, and work planning documents; observation of meetings, work planning
activities, and operations/construction evolutions; walk-downs/inspections of facility work areas;
and interviews.

Performance objectives for this assessment consisted of verifying conformance to established
and applicable requirements such as those associated with: Worker Safety and Health Plan,Environmental Management System. Quality Assurance, Training, and Emergency Management.
In addition, the implementation of work control and conduct of operations to verify theeffectiveness of the project's execution of work activities and feedback mechanisms were
included as performance objectives for this assessment.
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2.0 ASSESSMENT AREA EVALUATIONS

2.1 Management Systems

The EPO project management systems were functional with some programs very effective and
some still reflecting the maturing status of a recently restructured organization with new
leadership. Examples of effective management systems included the Weekly Senior Staff and
Weekly Production meeting. These meetings were very effective in providing management
status, relative information, and feedback related to expectations, changes, goals, and general
philosophy of operations.

The EPC management team was very experienced and exhibited a high level of leadership. This
was demonstrated through their in-field presence observing and monitoring work activities and
by actively participating in the Plan-of-the -Day, Construction Forces Weekly Safety/Planning
Meeting, and the Monthly Subcontractor Safety Meeting. Interviews with project personnel
indicated that information was conmmicated fairly well up and down the organizational ladder.
Also, communication/interface with other CHPRC projects (i.e. customers) was effective and
performed on a routine basis. Field observation indicated that work teams w~ere generally well
informed about matters potentially impacting their activities. EPC personnel had an
understanding of management's expectations and their performance objectives.

The EPC project had programs/processes in place that supported its current mission. M any of
these programs were well-documented and maintained, with some being very effective.
However, some of the programs reflected the status of a project recently restructured and in the
process of going through a transition. As an example, the Emergency Preparedness and
Chemical Management programs were not well implemented. Senior management at the project
and the assessment team endorse, the need to develop and/or improve on the implementation and
administrative maintenance for many of its existing programs. While EPO routinely
demonstrated the ability toperom work activities in a safe manmer, failure to address this issue
could limit its performance.

The management team at EPC had developed ani internal (self) assessment process consistent
with requirements contained in CHPRC procedures. Personnel were assigned to coordinate the
development of assessment activities and schedules, assist in the performance of assessments,
and evaluate and track assessment results. A selection'of completed assessments performed over
the last year was reviewed. Issues identified during assessments were included in the Condition
Reporting and Resolution System (CRRS) for tracking and resolution. The STP had done a
thoughtful job of identifying their annual assessment topics with a defined reason/basis for each
of the scheduled activities.

2.2 Conduct of Operations

The MASF Con~ps Applicability Matrix was sent to RL for approval on February 16,20 10.
Based on the anticipated approval of the Matrix, MASF was moving ahead and was in the early
stages of implementing the Matrix requirements during this assessment. Therefore, a
determination of the effectiveness of implementation of Conduct of Operations was not made.
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The MASF operations staff (MASF-Facilities Manager [FM] and STP-Operations Manager(0M) had taken over the MASF building in early fiscal year (FY) 2010. The organization
structure identified three operations personnel, who operated day shift only, Additionally therewere 15 personnel matrixed to the facility including two qualified Stationary OperatingEngineers (SOE), an Industrial Safety/Industrial Hygiene professional, and 12 STP Testingorganization personnel. The MASF-FM was responsible for the safe operation of the facility.The FM was also designated as the MASF Design Authority (DA); the facility work releaseauthority (for the facility and STP Testing organization); the Controlling Organization
Lockout/Tagout (LO/TO) Administrator and approval authority; and Field Work Supervisor(FWS). The FM was also responsible for occurrence/event notification and for maintaining thefacility narrative logbook. As noted above, the MASF-FM responsibilities were broad andencompassed most major aspects of MASF "operations." The MASF operations had anadditional FWS in training for the Shift Operations Manager (SOM) position. The STP Testingorganization had two FWSs, with one being qualified as a SOM to backup. the MASF-FM.
Based upon the submitted ConOps Applicability Matrix, all, except chapter 13, "OperationsAspects of Facility Chemistry and Unique Processes," were applicable. MASF operational statuswas maintained by the MASF-FM; shift turnovers were not typically required. Though ControlAreas did not exist within MASF, the FM was readily accessible. Daily work, MASFmaintenance and STP Testing activities, were addressed at the ST? Testing Plan of the Day andresources were requested as needed. The SOB reported to the MASF-FM when starting roundsand, if needed, was available via cell phone. Configuration of operational systems wasmaintained by the MASF-FM through the use of procedures or technical work documents. TheMASF-FM and SOE understood the LO/TO system. During field observation of the applicationof two Authorized Worker Locks, there were no noted issues. There were three active long-termTimely Orders; proof of required reading was maintained via email. There were no operator aidsin use. Based upon an interview with the MASF-FM, the labeling of systems in use would bemaintained, and those systems not in use would not be maintained.

The SOBE Rounds tour was observed. The Rounds included touring the MASE structure, lookingfor water leaks and general cleanliness, inspecting fire extinguishers, and recording readings.
The SOB was knowledgeable of the MASFT facility and activities in progress. Discussion withand observation of the SOB indicated the individual was knowledgeable of Conduct ofOperations principles and practices. Specifically, logkeeping was accurate and correct; the SOBknew the correct actions required in the event of Out-of-Specification readings; appropriate PPE(safety glasses with side shields, hard hat, and hearing protection) was worn as required by theAutomated Job Hazard Analysis (AJHA) and site postings; reports by the SOE were proper forthe operations taking place; the various procedure "use" types and when they were required was
understood.

The facilities' response to an actual MASE Area High Static Pressure Alarm was observed. TheFM acknowledged the alarm in the MASF Control Room and went to the Mechanical EquipmentRcom, room 203, acknowledged the alarm and verified the Supply and Return fans were runningwith proper indications. Following completion of the required immediate actions, the FMconcluded the alarm was due to high winds and confirmned the alarm response procedure MA-32-1, Response to MASFArea High/Low Static Pressure, was followed by verifying completion ofthe immediate actions and reviewing the follow-up actions of the procedure. The static pressure
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alarms were reset in accordance with the procedure and alarm res ponse action was secured. The
FM actions met procedure requirements.

Previously, the MASF organization bad program assessments performed of the Logkeeping
(EPC-STP-WSA-10038) and Required Reading (EPC-STP-WSA-0902). Both assessments
identified issues wthin their respective program and Condition Reports (CRs) were generated.
The MASF Narrative logbook and the SOB logs were reviewed. The following deficiency was
identified that related to logkeeping practices, as required by PRC-PRO-OP-24382 (CR-2010-
1077): Initial Conditions for the MASF were not documented. Based upon A2lC-STP-ADM-
0001, STP Test Facility Administration, Revision 2, Section 7.2. for MASF to be occupied, the
ventilation system needs to be operating. The verification of facility occupancy requirements
(i.e. ventilation system operation) should have been included in the morning narrative.

The Timely Orders Logbook and a LO/TO Logbook that included the log of Miscellaneous Tags
were reviewed. The active Timely Orders were applicable to the STP Testing organization.
Reading of Timely Orders was tracked on the STP Testing Manager's computer. All STP TC
and STP Engineering Technicians (ET) were up to date with the Timely Orders. The LOflTO
contained one active LO/TO (with two tags). The Timely Orders Logbook and Miscellaneous
Tags Log were not well maintained. The Miscellaneous Tags Log contained one active tag with
no documentation of the tag location. There was no evidence that periodic management review
of these logbooks was performed (CR-2010-1073).

Throughout the facility information tags, system deactivation, and temporary labels were
identified without appropriate documentation. The use of these tags and the conversion to the
CHPRC Miscellaneous Tags was a known issue by the MASF-FM, but the action was not
entered into CRRS.

Existing MASF procedures had not been updated to reflect the CHPRC contract transition. The
MASF-FM recognized the need to revise existing procedures, but bad not made an entry into
CRRS to document the discrepancy. The MASF-FM, noted that when a procedure was required,
e.g., during a maintenance activity, he would "red line" the old Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF)
procedure and incorporate it into a work package. Alarm response procedures, used to address a
high static pressure alarm (MA-32-1, Response to M"S Area High/Low Static Pressue),
remained in the FFTF format Response to the upset condition was satisfactory, due in part to
the responder being a very experienced FPTF individual, with a high level of understanding of
the FFTF procedures and facility. Response by a less experienced individual may not have the
same results.

2.3 Emergency Preparedness

EPC areas reviewed during this assessment consisted of 200W Construction Complex, various
constructions sites, and the STP Test Facility Project contained in MASF. For those activities
associated with providing construction services to other CHPRC Projects, personnel were
indoctrinated into the project's facility-specific emergency preparedness programs for those
specific activities. This was administered through various methods which included Health and
Safety Plans, Facility Emergency and Hazard Information Checklist (FEHIC), Pre-jobs, and
Facility Emergency Response Information Boards (FERIB).
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EPO had not fully integrated EP throughout the Project, and a process was not in place to ensure
requirements were effectively implemented to suport its activities. Responsibilities to ensure
that the CHI3RC EP program was implemented within the EPC were not clear. This was
contrary to the requirements contained in PRC-PRO-EM-7647, Emergency Preparedness
Program Requirements. As a result, deficiencies were indentified in the area of maintenance of
FERIBs, training of individual's responsibilities for execution of EP duties, and response to
upset conditions. Specifically (CR-2010-1078):

" Subproject PEPs identified that PRC-PRO-EM-7647, Emergency Preparedness Program
Requirements, would be implemented, but did not specify how the specific projects would
implement EP. In addition, some subprojects did not have approved PEPs in place to specify
EP implementation.

" A facility Response Plan (FRP) for MASF did not exist. The STP Test Facility
Administration document required employees assigned to MASF (437) and 4713C to review
the FRP and document the review on a FEHIC form. In May of 2009, MASF and 4713Cwere removed from the FFTF Complex Building Emergency Plan when MASF received a
new mission as the STP Test Facility. Based on interviews with MASF Operations and theEP Coordinator, an FRP was not issued because the facility had received an interpretation
from MSA Emergency Management that the facility type would be administrative, thus
negating the need for an FRP. The interpretation was communicated through a series of
emails documenting a phone communication that CHPRC Emergency Preparedness Manager
had with MSA Emergency Management. PRC-PRO-EM-7647, Emergency Preparedness
Program Requirements, required a Hazards Screening Checklist be completed for proposed
work activities to record review of activitieslchemnicals that screen out and do not require
further hazard survey. This checklist requires a documented summary of the screening
results including brief statements regarding interpretation or assumptions used during the
screening process. Documentation did not exist for screened out radiological/chemical
hazards or for the interpretation that supported classifying MASF as an Administrative
facility since being removed from FFTF Building Emergency Plan,

* The Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility (ERDF) Maintenance Facility Construction
Project was conducted (approximately 67 days) without project personnel knowing the
proper response to events or understanding the hazards imposed by nearby
facilities/activities.

" Trailers used for administrative purposes, located at Unsecured Core and ERDF Maintenance
Facility construction sites, did not contain FERIls. These trailers were the only locations
available for individuals to obtain infornation for EP actions.

" Information on some FERIBs did not contain up to date information related to Building
Wardens (BW), EP Coordinators, or Site Emergency Numbers (373 -091 1).

" Thirteen of 14 individuals (Staging Area Managers [SAM], Personnel Accountability Aides
[PAA], BWs) identified on EPC FERfls did not have the required EP training.

"The individual identified as the EP Coordinator on some FERII~s had not completed all
required training.
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2.4 Environmental Quality Assurance (EQA)IEnvironmental Management System
(EMS)

Based on the review of completed Data Quality Objectives (DQO), Statements of Work (SOWs),
Sampling Packages, training, and assessments, the EPC project was in full compliance with EQA
Program Plan requirements. The EQA review focused on STP since the organization had the
most activities within EPC Project for performing environmental work. STP work activities
included developing DQ~s, performing sampling activities, and developing plans for upcoming
sampling. No sampling activities were in process during this assessment.

The STP Test'Facility required active building ventilation for occupancy. MASF/STP was in
compliance with all requirements of Permit AIR 08-1021, NOCID 646 for Emission Units ED
399 and ID 385.

EMS is the basis for continual improvement of the EPC's overall environmental performance.
The reason is the EMS is an over-arching program that includes a high-level view of all activities
included in the scope of the assessment. The EPO was following the basic format of plan-do-
check-act in meeting the five core elements of EMS. Personnel interviewed expressed a positive
general awareness of EMS. The Integrated Safety Management System (ISMS)/EMS Pocket
Guide (the flippy book) was identified by the majority of EPC personnel as their primary
reference for ISMS/EMS.

Environmental objectives and targets were well defined and continually reviewed to ensure that
objectives and targets are completed by their designated completion date. While the EMS
program within the EPC was found to be effective, it could be strengthened in the areas of
LIAZCOM and Emergency Management.

2.5 Training

Based on Observations of work activities, interviews, and review of training records, the training
program at the EPC Project was established and implemented. The EPC Project had identified
issues related to training and qualification records of personnel and had submitted CRs to address
the issues. With the exceptions of personnel assigned to EPC Emergency Preparedness (EP)
duties and STP Test Coordinators, training records of personnel observed performing work
activities during the assessment indicated that training was being completed and tracked as
required.

Qualifications for STP ETs and STP TC, Required Reading were reviewed. A21 C-STP-ADM-
0001, STP Test Facility Administration, Revision 2, identified a listing of Required Reading as
part of the qualifications for STP ET and STP TC. Two STP TCs were missing documentation
of one document, PRC-PRO-EN-286, Testing of Equipment and Systems. Further review
identified the document was not included on the STP TC'a Required Reading list. When brought
to the attention of the STP Testing Manager, the error was corrected and Required Reading
notifications were sent to all SWP TCs. The STP Testing Manager notified the remaining STP
engineering management tem of the discrepancy, to catch the remaining STP TCs (CR-20 10-
1079).
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During the review of training records far individuals performing EP duties, several deficiencies
in training were identified. Thirteen of 14 individuals consisting of SAMs, PAAs, and BW, did
not complete the required EP training. An individual identified as an EP Coordinator had not
completed all the required training. (CR-2010-1079)

2.6 Issues Managemnent/Occurrence Reporting

The Issues Management Program at the EPC Project was well implemented and project
personnel were familiar with the CRRS process. Issues identified in CRRS related to EPC were
primarily the result of the Project's self assessment of activities. There was a strong awareness
by management of deficiencies currently in the systemn and issues in the field. Information was
routinely entered into the system when potential issues were identified. Senior management was
involved in the process for reviewing the information and following up on open/delinquent
actions on a weekly basis.

It was identified during the assessment that the Project was not making the best available use of
the CRRS process (CR-2010-1086). The Project had identified other weaknesses but had not
included these problems in the CRRS to ensure credit for self identification and tracking to
closure. This was noted in the area of Construction Execution Safety and Health (S&H-) which
had generated a spread sheet of problems to be addressed including lack of a tracking and
trending process for S&H inspections as required by PRC-RD-SH-7652, Safety and Health
Inspections and subcontractor S&H performance review. During activity at DH/DX a Stop
Work occurred related to activities involved in cementing PVC piping. This issue could have
been included in CRRS to document actions to address and to track and trend. Additionally, the
fact that MASF procedures had not been updated to reflect transition to CHPRC and existing
facility system information tags were not updated in accordance with the CHPRC Miscellaneous
Tags program were known issues but had not been entered in to the CRRS.

The Occurrence Reporting process implemented at the EPC project was adequate. Personnel
responsible for notification and report development were trained and qualified. Reports recently
generated were completed within the required time period. Management notifications to RL and
closure of occurrence reporting documentation were routinely executed i accordance with
procedure PRC-PRO-EM-060. Critiques and fact-finding activities when required were
conducted in a timely manner. In addition, during the Stop Work actions which occurred during
the assessment activity, EPC made notification of the events to their customers and clients
although not required by procedure. Team that were affected by the Stop Work were actively
involved in the development of corrective action to address the issue.

2.7 Maintenance/Work Planning and Control

The CHPRC Maintenance Implementation Plan (MIP) was recently submitted to RL for approval
(March 4, 2010) incorporating the EPC project. CHPRC has determined that projects, nuclear or
non-nuclear, will be included in the MWP. The Maintenance Management Program within EPC
was being implemented using a graded approach. Discussions with the STPOM indicated the
proposed MIP was in the early stages of implementation during this assessment.

Maintenance of MASF was scheduled by the MASF-FM and performed by the Deactivation and
Decommissioning (D&D) craft. The three person staff were able to operate and maintain the
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MASF systems necessary to support the STP Testing organization. The following positive
attributes were identified: the periodic verification, by the MASF-FM, of training and
qualifications of matrixed craft, performed as an over-check of the D&D FWS supporting work
activities; and the Maintenance and Test Equipment (M&TE) contained within the MASFISTP
organization was appropriately/properly segregated and no noted out of calibration equipment
was identified.

Maintenance work packages at MASF were developed by the MASF-FM and performed by
D&D craft. The work packages which incorporated existing FFTF maintenance procedures were
being submitted to the D&D Maintenance organization for review and scheduling. Once
scheduled, the MASF-FM, also the FWS, released the work and, if required, supported the SOB
in hanging any the Controlling Organization LOi'TO. During the assessment the only active
maintenance performed was 4A-09-0523 IP, MASE Vert. Lift Doors Insp. A LO/TO was not
required and work was performed without incident.

Based upon observations, interviews, and document reviews, the MASF staff was familiar with
the maintenance program. They were actively involved in implementing the, submitted MIP,
monitoring, scheduling and getting maintenance completed on their equipment. Maintenance
was performed by trained and qualified D&D project-craft and was overseen by qualified FWS.
Periodically, the MASF-FM verified the training currency of the craft performing work,
especially when special qualifications, e.g., fall protection, were required. The MASF-FM
developed work packages in accordance with the Job Control System (JCS). The packages were
provided to the D&D Maintenance for review, planning, and scheduling by both the D&D
maintenance staff and the applicable craft Work packages included post-maintenance testing.

Facility tours were routinely performed and periodically documented (using Management
Observation Plan Checklists or Work Site Assessments) by the MASF-FM and STP-OM that
addressed cleanliness and facility condition. Additionally, assessment activities were performed
by the EPC Vice President and other EPO management.

Through interviews, it was determined that the MASF sta MASIF-FM, and STP-OM, had taken
over the MASF building in early July 2009. The MASF maintenance history was lacking due in
part to FFTF's decision to eliminate or reduce maintenance activities in MASF because the
facility was no longer needed. The MASF staff was in the process of updating drawings to
essential status and implementing the maintenance program. Outside of utilities (water, sewer,
electric), the HVAC system was the only essential system required for occupancy (per A21C-
STP-ADM-0001).

At the time of the assessment, the MASF-FM provided the input to the JCS to track material
history. Based upon the presently defined uses of the facility, there was a proper balance
between Preventive, Corrective and Seasonal Facility Preservation maintenance activities. The
MASF-FM analyzed completed preventive maintenance packages to determine if there were
additional problems. Ifsa facility modification was required to support the STP Testing
organization, the Facility Modification Process would be used. The MASF-FM had a checklist
for "Cold Weather Checks," which identified the actions to take in preparation for cold weather,
and these were consistent with PRC-PRO-MN-472, Cold Weather Protection, Revision
0/Change 2. Additionally, the MASF-DA procured material necessary for maintenance
activities. Procurements were usually general service. If a quality level component was required,
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the receiving department (Acquisition Verification Service) would perform the receipt
inspection. The MASF-DA would generate the inspection criteria document for the receiving
organization.

M&TE retained at the MASF was used by the STP Testing organization only. Calibration and
receipt was managed by the procurement specialist. A cabinet was provided for calibrated
equipment and another cabinet was available for out of calibration or due for calibration
equipment. The calibrated equipment cabinet was inspected and all equipment was in
calibration. The D&D craft performing maintenance provide their own tools, equipment, and
M&TE.

During tours of the facility with the SQE, it was determined that the facility and active
equipment were maintained in a satisfactory condition. Based upon an interview with the
MASF-FM, systems that were deactivated were not maintained. Most of these deactivated
systems were tagged with "System Deactivated" tags, though the "System Deactivated" tags
were not documented in a log (CR-2010-1073).

The EPC Construction Execution project had developed and was implementing a more rigorous
approach to the planning, authorization, and execution of construction work activities. The
project was using the JCS and was developing work packages for the performance of both green
field construction activities and facility modification construction work. The use of the JCS
process allowed EPC to communicate and interface more effectively with the customer for
Make/Self-Perform work activities. Additionally, using the JCS style work instruction to
outline/sequence major subcontractor work activities allowed the Construction Manager to more
definitively define the scopes of work to be released by the daily work release form. Discussions
with EPC construction force supervisors and subcontractor in-field supervisors indicated a good
understanding of the work release process. Reviews of activities in the field at DHIDX, the
Unsecured Core, and MASE noted that the work release documentation and activities being
performed were consistent.

The EPC/Soil and Groundwater Remediation Project interface meeting to discuss GW-lO-
00372/K ZP-l Chiller/Heater Upgrade work package was observed. There was good dialogue
between participants at the meeting. Concerns related to reducing down time during equipment
tie in, as well as working under power lines and the height of various trucks and equipment
accessing the area, were addressed for inclusion in the work instructions and Job Hazard
Analysis. Lessons learned from previous work activities related to electrically powered
equipment final hook up were also reviewed for incorporation into the work sequence.

Pre-job briefings were observed in all the work areas and were generally good. They covered the
necessary information related to the released work activities, hazards, and controls. Pre-Jobs
perfo rmed by Constructions Services communicated detailed EP information specific to the work
at outdoor locations. This included a transportation contingency for those individuals who were
performing work at those locations. The FWS had ensured teamsters with adequate
transportation were present on the sites to relocate individuals to the designated take cover
location which had the necessary habitability attributes.

Personnel involved in the development of work documentation and in execution of the activities
appeared to have good understanding of the defined process, spoke from and utilized the

Engineering, Projects and Construction Page 15

Page 268 Surveillance Report Number S-1 l-EMD-PRC-001



CHPRC1EPC Work Flow Chart to help describe the present process and planned
modifications/enhancements towards which the project was working.

Two STP Testing work documents were reviewed (4A-09-04717, Fabrication of Test Equipment
in MASF, and 4A-l10-00822, K Basin Operator Training/Demons tration). Both documents
included reference to Worksite Hazard Analysis and Craft Specific Hazard Analysis and Position
Specific Hazard Analysis. No issues were identified within the packages, and the work was
within the scope of the work packages.

2.8 Quality Assurance

The EPC Quality Assurance (QA) Organization was in the process of forming a QA Department
management structure which would meet stand alone criteria internal to the project. A review of
the EPC Project Quality Program confirmed that QA responsibilities overall, had been performed
in a compliant manner. The compliant quality performance, in light of a fragmented QA
management structure, was accomplished mainly due to the experience, knowledge, and
professional manner of the managers and workers performing the planning and day to day
activities. A review of Nonconformance Reports, Condition Reports, Assessment Reports, and
personnel training and qualification were found acceptable. The EPC material/equipment lay
down areas were found to be organized and clean with the material being protected in
accordance with PRC-PRAC-CN-430370, Shipping, Handling, Storage and Installation
Cleanliness of Materials, Equipment, and Assemblies. The STP QA Management structure was
in place and functional, insuring Quality Assurance Program (QAP) compliance. As an
indication of performance due to that structure, the STP assessment, design review, and quality
oversight process were performing at a high level.

The EPC project overall, had a fragmented Quality Program structure in place to support the
requirements of the CHPRC QAP. The management chain and reporting relationship for QA
personnel was not complete or functional With the exception of STP, EPC subprojects had
difficulty filling this void and acquiring the necessary QA and Quality Control (QC) personnel to
support the requirements of the projects as required by individual SOWs. As a result, the
following conditions existed (CR-2010-1088).

" The roles and responsibilities contained within PRC-MP-SH-4018S, Safety, Health, Security
& Quality Integrated Environment, Safety and Health Management Roles, Responsibilities
and Functions, for the Quality Systems Manager and the QA Engineer were not being fully
met.

" Quality Control Inspectors were brought on board with direct responsibility to the Area
Construction Manager and no EPC quality program personnel interface.

* CHPRC QA Programs were unable to provide matrixed staff to the EPC subprojects as
required by PRC-PRO-PM-24889, Project Initiation and Execution. Therefore, the
subprojects borrowed the use of Customer QA/QC personnel to perform activities required
by the SOW while they were still responsible for performing customer oversight activities.
With a QA Engineer holding QC Inspector certifications, this process potentially could lead
to quality personnel approving their own work.
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During the review of documents, subprojects PEP were reviewed to determine compliance toPRC-PRO-PM-24889. This review identified deficiencies in the implementation of the PEP
process (CR-20l0-1080):

" PEPs did not exist for the Modutank, WESF Roof Repair, T-Plant, and the l OOK Pump &
Treat Projects. PEPs were required for all projects as defined in PRC-PRO-PM-24889,
Section 5.8.

" lOOK Utilities Upgrade Project PEP was in continuous revision without issuance of a
controlled document. This practice was out of compliance with PRC-PRO-PM-25000,
Project Execution Plans, Rev 1, Chg 0.

" The 200 West Area Pump &Treat (P&T) System PEP, HNF-40104, Rev. 0, was out of date.
The P&T document has been in this condition since February 2009. The PEP was to be
updated as changes occurred and at a minimum prior to the start of each phase of project
execution as required by PRO-PM-248 89, Project Section 5.8 and PRC-PRO-PM-25000,
Section 3.2.

2.9 Chemical Management

A written, well defined and effectively implemented HAZCOM Program did not exist at the EPC
project (CR-20l0-108 1). Roles and responsibilities for chemical management within the projectwere neither defined nor documented. This resulted in inconsistent implementation of the
Chemical Management Process.

Chemical management was implemented at Construction Services. An individual performed
chemical inventory, reviewed procurement documents, and maintained chemical storage
locations. The individual was knowledgeable and communicated well with the personnel
performing work with chemicals. This method for implementation was solely based on the
individual's experience and level of knowledge. The process was 'expert based' and not
defined/documented as part of a HAZCOM Program. Changes in personnel could negatively
impact the implementation process.

Across the EPC project subcontractor submittal packages were not consistently reviewed forcompleteness and the presence of Hanford Material Safety Data Sheet (MSDS) numbers for allchemical products brought onsite. At the Unsecured Core Area, the individual delegated toverify subcontractor chemical inventory did not demonstrate adequate knowledge of MSDS
requirements. In addition, the individual did not require a subcontractor to update their chemicalinventory submittal before bringing additional chemicals onsite. During the assessment, the
team identified a trailer at the Unsecured Core Area containing chemicals not listed on the
inventory submittal.

At MASF/STP, a project-specific HAZCOM Program was contained within administrative
document A21C-STP-ADM-0OOI, STP Test Facility Administration, Rev 2. The document did
not contain all program elements required by PRCL-RD-SH-1 3299, Hazard Communication. This
issue was identified by EPC in November 2009 and entered into the CRRS. In addition to the
itemns identified in the CR, the project should consider including in the written program a
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provision for an individual assigned to maintain the chemical inventory in CrTS and perform
routine HAZCOM Training. The Chemical Management process at MASF was implemented.
Deficiencies were identified in field implementation of Chemical Management and HAZCOM
requirements described in PRC-RD-SH- 13299 and PRC-PRO-SH- 10468, Che mical Management
Process (CR-2010-1082):

*The MASF P00 responsible for secondary labeling did not demonstrate adequate
knowledge of the hazard analysis requirements when hazard rating information is not
available.

*Chemical storage locations did not have a posted chemical inventory (i.e. 437 High Bay,
4732C).

*MASF FEHIC Training did not include specific information on retrieving MSDSs and
did not include all areas where chemicals are stored and used.

2.10 Occupational Safety and Health

The EPC OIS&H organization was undergoing significant changes. A full time safety
professional was recently put in place to support MASF following facility transition in August
2009, and the Construction Safety & Health group increased staff with the addition of two full
time Industrial Hygiene and two additional Industrial Safety professionals. Based on discussions
with team members, the lack of adequate staffing had hampered their ability to effectively meet
targets and objectives and address weaknesses in their OS&H process implementation.

EPO Construction Execution sub-project OS&H had identified issues, problems, and
opportunities for improvement, but personniel indicated a reluctance to utilize the Issues
Management process to document and track to closure identified problems. This hesitancy limits
the EPC OS&H organization's opportunity to track and trend issues, take credit for self
identification, and push the issue through to resolution. (CR-2010-1089)

Field walk-downs were conducted of on-going construction activities at the Unsecured Core
Area, DHIDX P&T, Road Crossing pipe installations in 200W, and MASF.

The Un-Secured Core Area construction activities and adherence to OS&H practices were
observed. In. general the site has been well maintained with construction debris removed from
the work zone and staged for disposal. Observations of activities requiring the use of fal
protection indicated that personnel were adhering to the required practices defined in the project
Job Safety Analysis (JSA) and fall protection plan. The performance of a scored health and
safety inspection was observed, and it was appropriately critical of the site activities and issues.
Problems/issues were discussed with the contractor site supervisor, the EPC Construction
Manager (CM) representative, and the EPC OS&H representative to clearly define the problems
identified and expectations for correction.
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The work locations at the DHIDX P&T including the M-I and M-2 transfer stations were walked
down. The sites were well policed during activities keeping floor clutter and obstructions to a
minimum. The areas were cleaned and picked up at the end of shift and well stowed. Personnel
observed were wearing the personal protective equipment (PPE) required by the AJHA and were
deliberate in the execution of their work activities. During work to cement PVC at the M2
transfer station, a Stop Work was initiated by the Pipefitter performing the work. The Stop Work
concern related to potential exposure to chemical constituents of the plastic cement primer
product being used. The Independent Assessment team accompanied the EPC Industrial
Hygienist (II)', Industrial Safety Representative, and Construction Superintendent during
observation and direct instrument sampling of PVC pipe cementing activities. The IH did an
excellent job of explaining the purpose of the activities, how they would be conducted, the
instrumentation and its limitations, and in obtaining information from the work team on how the
work was done, configuration of the work areas, ventilation sources and environmental
conditions. The Industrial Safety representative took photographs of all activities and locations
documenting the sampling and work area aspects. The Construction Services work team
members were cooperative, provided pertinent information and were receptive to suggestions
regarding process improvements designed to limit any exposure. Following additional area and
personnel sampling activities to evaluate implemented control measures, the Stop Work was
lifted with the concurrence of the involved workers.

The Road Crossing activities in 200W were well controlled. Personnel were wearing the
required PPE and access control was being maintained to prevent unauthorized access to the
workaite. Discussions with work team members indicated a good understanding of the work,
hazards, controls, and potential for previously unknown hazards to be uncovered during
excavation and what actions would be taken.

The EPC Construction OS&H team has been conducting periodic safety inspections of their
various projects. However, the data from the inspections has not been effectively reviewed and
then tracked and trended to allow for the identification of over-arching problems or specific
weakness requiring action as required by PRC-RD-SH-7652 (CR-2010-1083). Additionally, the
team identified weaknesses in their implementation of their assessments of subcontractor safety
performance prior to the commencement of on-site work activities. This process was being
reworked and reinvigorated to help identify subcontractor with potential safety performance
issues and allow for implementation of effective mitigative actions to help assure satisfactory
and safe on-site work execution. EPC construction safety and management met regularly with
the various construction contractor representatives to discuss safety related issues, policy and
process changes and received input from the contractors on issues of interest. The forum
provided a good opportunity to dialogue and efficiently communicate/share information and
concerns.
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ATTACHMENT I1- LIST OF RECORDS REVIEWED
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C*H2MH ILL
Plateu Renedlhtlon Company CHPRC-PO-IA- 10-02

0 100-DX Engineering Design Support SOW, Rev 2, December 2009
* 1 00-DX Ion Exchange Skids and Tote Sump SOW, Rev 0, September 8, 2009
* 2009-437, Fire Permit
e 2009-460, Fire Permit
* 2010 MASF Assessment Topic and Performer list
- 4A-09-047 17, Fabrication of/Test Equipment in MASF

*4A-09-0523 IP, MASF Vert. Lift Doors Insp.
*4A- 10-00822, K Basin Operator Training/Demonstration
*A21IC-STP-ADM-0001I Rev. 2, STP Test Faciliy Administration
*A21lC-STP-ADM-0001, Rev 2, Section 5.5, MA SF HAZARD COMMUNTICATION

PROGRAM
*ABCASH Total Alpha and Beta Sample Data Log
*Active Inspection Personnel Record for March 2010
*AJHA ID: EPC -144, DX Construction
*AJHA ID: EPC-101 R. 1, 200WP&TRoad Crossings
*AJHA ID: EPC-103, DX Expansion Road Crossings
*AJHA ID: EPC-108 R.0, 200WArea Construction Facility
*AJHA ID: EPC-135 R.0, Well 299-W15-225 Tie-in to 200ZP-1/Disconnect Extraction

Well 299- WJS-44 from the 200-ZP-1
*AJHA ID: EPC-596 R.0, JOOKXPump & Treat Expansion ATP
*Characterization Data Package for Containerized Sludge Samples Collected from

Engineered Containers SCS-CON-220, -240, -250, and -260(December 2009)
*CHPRC - Construction/Daily Pre-Job Briefing & Sign-In Sheet (Draft)
*CHPRC - Construction/Pre-Job Preparaton Form & Instruction Sheet (Draft)
*CHPRC General Industrial Safety Hazards Analysis, Revision 0
*CHPRC letter to DOE-RL, CHPRC- 1000053, Submittal of the Maintenance and Storage

Facility Conduct of Operations Applicability Matrix, February 16, 2010
* CHPRC letter to DOE-RL, CHPRC-1000 158, CHPRC Maintenance Implementation

Plan Update, March 04, 2010
" CHPRC Work Release for Constrution/Service Organizations (A-6004-967)
" CBIPRC-001 189, CH2M HILL Plateau Remediation Company Quality Assurance

Program Plan, Appendix E, "Sludge Treatment Project Specific Quality Assurance
Requirements "

" CHPRC-00 189, CH2M HILL Plateau Remediation Company Quality Assurance
Program Plan, Appendix 1, "National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants
Quality Assurance Project Plan"

" CHIPRC-00232, DXIHR3 Pumpand-Treat Expansion Project Execution Plan, Revision 0
" Contract 36578, Task Release 16
" EAN-3960, Excavation Permit
* EAN-3960, Excavation Permit for Road Crossing #21
" ELAB Project CITS Report Dated 3/4/10
" EM-RL-CPRC-GENLAREAS-2009-oooi, Discovery of Suspect Counterfeit bdts on

"Genie Lifti
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" BM-RL-CPRC-GENLAREAS2009.0002, Identification ofsuspect/counterfeit items at
MA SFFacility

" BM-RL--CPRC-GENLAREAS-2009.0004, Identification of suspect/icounterfeit items
during annual hoisting and rigging surveillance

* EM-RL--CPRC-GENLAREAS-2009-0005, Suspect/counterfeit shackles discovered
(ARRA)

" EM-RL-CPRC-GENLAREAS-2009-0007, Recurring event criteria met regarding
vehicilcontact incidents

" EM-RL--CPRC-GENLAREAS-2009-003, Fire at 200W Construction Shop Mobile
Office (MO) 956

* EM-RL- CPRC-GENLAREAS-2010-0002, Ecology block inadvertently pushed off
trailer bed while loading (ARRA)

* EM-RL-CPRC-GENLAREAS-2010-0004, Discovery of equipment left in an unsafe
configuration (ARRA)

" Engineering Technician Specific Job Hazard Analysis, Revision lB
" EPC Condition Report from 9/l/2009-3/112010
" EPC Plan of the Week for 3/11/2010
" EPC Work Site Assessments
* EPC-PM-WSA- 10074, Review of iTEM Training Reports for EPC Personnel (9/28/2009-

10/28/2009)
" EP C-PM-W SA- 10 076, Implem enta tion of ISMS in MASF Testing and Maintena nce Work

Activities
" EPC-STP-WSA-09028, Emergency Management Program Implementation
" Facility Manager's Logbook; HNF-N-649-1; Dated 10/07/2009 to present
" FGG/FFS 200 West 2010 Safety Improvement Plan dated 2/24/2010
" Form S-NW-103, Construction Supervisor Safety Inspection Checklist
" Form S-NW-338 (Draft), Employee Safety and Health Orientation
" Fowler Construction Chemical Management Statement of Work Submittal for Unsecured

Core Area
" HNF-36985, Data Quality Objectives for Sampling and Analysis of K Basin Sludge
" JSA, KWBasin Mock up atASE, Task Order/Contract 36337 Release 02
" KBC-40467, Quality Assurance Project Plan/Sampling and Analysis Plan for

Containeriz-ed KW Settler Sludge
*MA-32-1, Response to MASF Area High/Low Static Pressure
*Management Observation Program Assessments
*MASF FEHIC
*Monthly Inspection of Sealed Fire Protection Valve
*NCR-09-EPC-00l, Rev 0-1
*NCR-09-STP-033 (5/28/2009)
*NCR-09-STP-034(2/12/20 10)
*NCR-09-STP-035 (3/2/2010)
*NCR-10-EPC-002, Rev 0-1
*NCR-10-STP-001 (1/26/2010)
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Plateau Remadlation Company CHPRC-PO-IA- 10-02

" Objectives and Targets 10-EMS-EPC0BI-T1, Perform Operational Assessments on New
Construction Support Facilities

" Objectives and Targets I 0-EMS-EPCOB1-T2, Assess the Design and Construction of 200
West Pump & Treat Facility

" Objectives and Targets 10-EMS-EPC0BI-T3, Standardize Design of Pump and Treat
Facilities with Goal of Reducing Construction Costs

" OSHA Form 300A, YR 2009 Injury Summary
* Permit AIR 08-1021, NOCID) 646: Emission Units ID 399 and ID 385
" PRC-MP-CN-28 049, Construction Procedure Manual
" PRC-PRAC-CN-30370, Shipping, Handling, Storage and Installation Cleanliness of

Materials, Equipment, and Assemblies, Rev 0, Chg I
" PRC-PRO-AC-1 23, Requesting Materials and Services, Attachment 5
" PRC-PRO-AC-192, Buyer's Technical Representative Assignment and Duties
" PRC-PRO-CN-14990, Construction Management
" PRC-PRO-PM-24889, Project Initiation and Execution
" PRC-PRO-SH-40078, Contractor Safety Processes
" Pre-Job Briefing Checklist - 200WP&TRoad Crossing & HDPE
" Pre-Job Briefing Checklist - ZPJ Well Replacement
" Preselected Subcontractors List
" Process Sewer Data Sheet; 02/01/2010 through 02/28/20 10
" QAE Document Submittal Status March 2010
* QAMIQAE Qualification Card & QAE Core Training List 12/01/2009
" QA-STP-SURV-10-002, Certifications; ITEA'L Qualifications; Equivalencies and

Waivers
" Required Reading Records for STP Engineering Technicians (2)
" Required Reading Records for STP Test.Coordinators (2)
" SGW-40243, Functional Design Criteria for the 100-DXPump, Rev. 3
" Sludge Treatment Project - December Assessment Summary (2009)
" Sludge Treatment Project - January Assessment Summary (2010)
" SOW for Modutank Project
* SOW, Construction of STP Testing Moclwp of KW-Basins at MASF
" Stationary Operating Engineer Lo~gs: 01/18/2010,02/01/2010, 02/08/2010, 02/22/2010,

03/01/2010
* STP Assessment Summary 12/09-02/2010
" STP FYI10 Assessment Plan (Sept. 1, 2009)
" STP Project Document PRC-STP-00176
" STP Testing Calibration logbook
" STP Work Package 4A-1 0-00836/S
" Task Charge Authorization (TCA) Process Updates
" Technical Work Document - CHPRC -30950, 200W P&TRoad Crossing/Excavation #21
" Technical Work Document - CHPRC-00291 Ri, 200WP&T Road Crossings & HDPE
* Technical Work Document - GW -09-07676, ZPI Well Replacement
" Technical Work Document - GW-09-0591 9/M, 1OKK Pumnp & Treat Expansion ATP
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" Technical Work Document - GW-09-06351, DX Pump and Treat Construction
* Technical Work Document - SC-100105-001, Unsecured Core Area Construction
" Technical Work Document - GW-09-04559, A TP on Phase 2 Well Additions
" Test Coordinator Specific Job Hazard Analysis, Revision I
" Test Instruction, K West Basin Sample Receipt and Preparation of Consolidated Core

Composites for SCS-CON-220-AI and SCS-CON-220-B3
" Training Activity Sheets
" Training Records (ITEM)
" Weekly Inspection of Sealed Fire Protection Valve; 03/01/2010
" Work Inruction - Cask Decontamination and Maintenance Facility (CDMF) Operation

to Inventory (DRAFT)
" Work Package CHPRC-0029 1-RI, Road Trench
" Work Package, SC-lO0lOS-001, Unsecured Core
* Y- 104 Rev. 18, Radiological Work Permit for CDMF Operations

Engineering. Projects and Construction Page A1-4

Page 279 Surveillance Report Number S-1Il-EMD-PRC-001



CUI2MH ILL
Pkatau Romediation Company CHPRC-PO-IA-1 0-02

This page intentionally blank

Engineering. Projects and Construction Page Al- 5

Page 280 Surveillance Report Number S-i I-EMD-PRC-01



CH42MHILL
Phatmou Remedlatlon Company CHPRC-PO-IA-1O-02

ATTACHMENT 2 - PERSONNEL INTERVIEWED
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e Buyer's Technical Representative (3)
e CHPRC Emergency Management Manager
* CHPRC Emergency Preparedness Coordinator (3)
e CHPRC Performance Assurance Director
* CHPRC QA Program Manager
a Construction Manager (3)
* Construction Superintendent
a Deputy Project Manager - 200 West Pump & Treat
& Director - EPC Construction Management
0 ECO
* EPC Area Construction Manager
a EPC Construction Execution Director
* EPC Construction Services Facility Chemical Custodian
* EPC Construction Services Industrial Hygiene Lead
* EPC Construction Services Industrial Hygienists (2)
* EPC EMS POC
& EPC ESHQ Director
* EPC QA Manager
* EPC Radiological Engineer
9 EPC Regulatory Services & Reporting POC
a EPC Safety Manager

a EPC Work Planner
9 Field Work Supervisor (10)

* Laborer Construction Forces (Road Cut)
a MASF Chemical Management POG
9 MASF Facility Manager
9 MASF Material Coordinator
a MSA Emergency Preparedness Coordinator
* Oversight Support Staff
9 PC/CM Program Support
* Procurement Support Staff
* Project Manager - 200 West Pumnp & Treat
9 Project Manager - DX/HX
* Project Manager - ERDF Maintenance Facility
9 Project Manager -Fuels Management Project
* Project Manager -KArea
* Project Manager - Modutanks
* Project Manager - Sludge Treatment
a QC Inspector
0 Quality Assurance Engineer (3)
o Quality Assurance Engineer (9)

* Safety Reps, IS and [H Professionals (7)
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* STP Administrative Support
" STP Characterization POC (3)
" STP ESH&Q Manager
* STP Operations and KBC Interface Manager
* STP QA Manager
* STP Sampling & Characterization Manager
" STP Test Coordinator
" ST? Testing Interface
" ST? Testing Manager
" STP Testing Procurement and Planning Coordinator
" Vice-President EPC Project
" Work Team Members (BU) (10)
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ATTACHMNT 3 -EVOLUTIONS OBSERVED
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CH2MH ILL
Plateu Remediatlon Company

CHPRC-PO-IA- 10-02:

* 100 Area Monthly Safety Meeting
a 1 00-K Plan of the Day
* 100-KX Pump and Treat ATP Activities (include 3 AWLs)
0 200 West P&T Road Crossing/Excavation Activities
* Assembly of inflow/outflow piping for DHIDX P&T
a Daily STP Interface Meeting
9 Daily STP Interface Meeting
* EPC Plan of the Week
0 EPC Subcontractor Safety Meeting
* EPC Weekly Production Meeting
* EPC Weekly Staff Meeting
* FFS Plan of the Week/Safety Meeting
" Follow-up Actions for DH/DX P&T "STOP WORK"'
" Lock-Out Tagout Execution (3)
" Maintenance Pre-job and walk-down
" MASF Area High Static Pressure Alarm
" MASF Maintenance Pre-job Briefing and Job-Site Walk-Down
" MASF SQE Rounds
" MASF/STP Daily POD
" Monthly Learning Opportunity Session
" Monthly Subcontractor Safety Meeting
" Pre-Job for 200 West P&T Road Crossing/Excavation Activities
" Pre-Job for ZP-l Well Replacement Construction Activities
" Scored Health and Safety Inspection
" STP Equipment Setup
" STP Test Setup
" Un-Secured Core Area Construction Activities
" Unsecured Core Area Foundation Build and Roof Install
" Various Construction Activities at DH/DX P&T
" Weekly EPC Safety Meeting with Construction Forces
" Work Activities Requiring the Use of Fall Protection
" ZP-l Bonding Pre-job Briefing
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CHPRC CONDITION REPORT FORM

Status: Closed CR NUMBER:CR-2010-1080
Issue Identification and Processing
Initiator Initiating Document: Date Identified:

Herder. Bonnie S CHPRC-PO-iA-10-02 411312010
Title of Issue:

Deficiencies were Identified in the implementation of the Project Execution Plan (PEP) process as required by
PRC-PRO-PM-24889, Project Initiation and Execution.

Description of Issue:
During the review of documents, subprojects PEP were reviewed to determine compliance to PRC-PRO-PM-
24889. This review Identified deficiencies In the implementation of the PEP process:

ACePEPs did not exist for the Modutank, WESF Roof Repair, T-Plant and the 100OK Pump &~ Treat Projects.
PEPs were required for all projects as defined in PRC-PRO-PM-24889, Section 5.8.
ACft100K Utilities Upgrade Project PEP was in continuous revision without issuance of a controlled document.
This practice was out of compliance with PRC-PRO-PM-25000, Project Execution Plans, Rev 1, Chg 0.
ACOThe 200 West Area Pump &Treat (P&T System PEP, HNF-401104, Rev. 0, was out of date. The P&T
document has been in this condition since Febuar 2009. The PEP was to be updated as changes occurred
and at a minimum prior to the start of each phase of project execution as required by PRO-PM-24889,
Project, Section 5.8 and PRC-PRO-PM-25000, Section 3.2.

Requirements Not Met: (Orders, Requirements, RsosbePoetPorm
Procedures) RsosbePoetPorm

PRC-PRO-PM-24889 ENGRG PROJECTS & CONSTRUCTION
Date Submitted: IOther Related Documents:

4114/2010
Immediate Action(s) Taken:
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Pe updaWt (re1as sumpet the proecttem onP 6NF220 aD4 eDing Copltedt:subsequenassessmentdateam evew dcoments aennth updtio /2/21
aincied nobrar 0.Thn Augusto udtdahnesocre /021

aso Approed by: Action2889 Appjeval Date:5. adPR-P

Action00 S:ectionee:2

Closure Requirements:

Uandu an PeP.sd E
aton Taken:

ThEP updutank (reSF Rowssuof R eroj thea oK Pump and retn omltdae
Phasequpet arssen n-proresanier comletion.othe estiated /321
acpteo ate tha sueguPPisst prjc1coeut.ti
rctomndApoed that acio PEAo ewitnfr hsrjcsopleted Date:

ro-imbllDan6/7102010

Pjct ExectionePlns

Action SapoedyeAtonAprvltae

Kimall DanPi h or scmlt r faPPsol b rtert 7/30/2010
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Updated PEP for the 100K UUWes Upgrade Project or an siempion from toe requremnt by the VP of EPC
Atio Takinn

PEP adaewascompletd 7122110 l-i'- an .Mde sthe le behyw. ~ I
7r221210

EP45ja _0OuKx*PEdomtPlEt!eMcxo
Actio Apprevd By: A pm e - Om

?Igntd Dan 71291201

ReodAudiuueluon
Au*tnlod Dr. Da Au~wmoamd

Hernmi, Pmad L 812412010
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EXHIBIT 53

From Kimiball. Daniel P
Sent. Wednesday. June N,. 2010 9:42 AM
To: ACHpRC Coweive Action Management

cc, Edingtefl, Max L., Albin, Kenneth A; Todd, Michael
Subject: CR-2010- 1080 Corrective action 0 3

Pkeae extend the ab~ove acton due date to 74=2J010 due to con"Wpe afioftea aWd 101oxce
unammlabdfy. The proper rebources hwve now beon applied and t tftle wit be compket by ft mew
due date.

Dan Kimbal
CHPRC
EPC FSHO Oitecsor
office 509-376>-376e
mobile b )6)
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Kennedy, Colbum E EHBT5

- Fin~kOavid E
Weariesday, April OT. 201-3 320 PM
Kerner. Kuis L KeBnnedy, ColbLtrr E

ec Doff, Kent&A Douglass. Sewhen R
Subject: r>Co-j News "-e PRB Appoixved~t fhetoueng for Conctruction
Atachments: trrageO01 .prig

]Xui Sfnd Colbur',
The FRB approvt the movement to construction for tl~e tolwn sub projects

* Irside the Fence Task 1
Seif Perform~ !05 O Fire Water Loop

*A9 Switch Yartl Prep

I have T%-6 actions to clear~i by MrdAV COS Iwith K~ent, IttllrV that overall It went well.

.he PRO for the rest o~f t.he projeci will be In 2 weeks.

* CHr2MHML'
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EXHIBIT 58
From: Chaffee, Gail A
Sent: Thursday, April 14, 2011 4:04 PM
To: Morgan, Gregory
Cc: Teynor, Thomas; Ramble, Alan L; Morgan, Calvin E; Quintero, Roger; Jackson, Mark; Hill, Burton;
West, Dale; Koch, Michael R; Clapp, Dennis (CONTR); Raymond, Richard E
Subject: RE: USO in Support of New Water System

Greg,

I have attached the engineered analysis for the change to the 8" line from the 12" line. Also attached is
the USO for that document. I agree that 0025-2011 should have some text that recognizes the change in
the FSAR, we are revising the text in the USO description and the answers to the USQ will not change.
Additionally, we have been going through Chapter 2 of the FSAR which includes the description of
equipment and processes and we are updating as appropriate Section 2.9.1.7. Although we have a draft
chapter it has not been reviewed or subjected to the USQ process yet.

The Engineering Analysis for the water line change should ease your concern about maintaining Nuclear
Safety. As you know, we do not have any accidents that rely upon the fire suppression system in either
the CVDF or the 105-KW Basin FSAR. The water tank does maintain water that we could use to supply
make-up water and is identified as DID, however, our TSR does allow us to get water from several
different sources and does not rely on any one system.

Also, as we discussed, the location of the water tank did consider the placement and the potential for
flooding. I will verify the final location is as designed.

Gail Chaffee
From: Morgan, Gregory [mailto:Gregory. Morgan@rl.doe.gov]
Sent: Thursday, April 14, 2011 3:27 PM
To: Chaffee, Gail A
Cc: Teynor, Thomas; Ramble, Alan L; Morgan, Calvin E; Quintero, Roger; Jackson, Mark W.; Hill, Burton
E.; West, Dale C.; Koch, Michael R, Clapp, Dennis A.
Subject: FW: USQ in Support of New Water System
Importance: High

Gail:

In our discussions (today at 2:05, and over the last two months or more), it was stated that the design
change from 12 inch to 8 inch was screened out from the USQ process because the change would be
USQ reviewed prior to implementation at the facility (Appendix B, bullet 7, bolded below). DCN-KUP-073
is marked in that manner. That then requires a USQ Determination before implementation at the facility.
USQ 0025 2011 has DCN-KUP-073 as one of the DCNs covered:

DCN-KUP-073, Release of Construction Drawings for 100K Potable Water Line and Fire Water Line, revises
drawing H-.i-91 185 Sheet 4 and Sheet 14. The DCN modifies the* fire line routing on the east side of CVDF and
adds a fire hydrant south of 1O5-KW. The proposed revision does not conflict with the description of the water
sys t em upg ra de in Section 2.9.1.7 of the FSA R

However, the proposed revision does conflict with Section 2.9.1.7 of the FSAR, which says:
The planned system will provide a new water supply for the 100 K Area, via a 12-inch
pipeline from the existing export water line. The planned tie-in point is at Helen's Junction,
southwest of the 100 K Area. The new water supply will provide raw water to the 100 K Area,
at a nominal delivery rate in excess of 1500 gal/mmn. The raw water feed will be to a
750,000 gallon tank, located in the southwest corner of the 100 K Area. This tank is sized to
provide water for fire suppression (360,000 gallons), emergency basin make-up (180,000
gallons), and up to 24 hours of potable water demand at a nominal rate of 50 gal/mmn.
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The planned fire suppression water distribution system will provide a 12-inch fire main
throughout the 100 K Area, with a looped and gridded system on the west side of the 100 K
Area, supplying Buildings 142-K and 105-KW. Existing piping exterior to Building 105-KW
will be replaced with a new loop, providing six new fire hydrants and the water supply to the
Building 1 05-KW administrative area automatic sprinkler system. A single 12-inch fire main
will serve facilities in the central corridor (1 724-K, MO-500, and hydrants in the central
corridor) and on the east side of the 100K Area (MO-293, and hydrants on the east side,
including hydrants in the vicinity of Building 105-KE). Normal system pressure will be
maintained by new service water pumps, which will be sized and controlled to maintain system
pressure at a level comparable to that provided by the existing system (approximately 120 psi).
Therefore, there does not appear to be a USQ evaluation which covers the reduction from providing "a
12-inch fire main throughout the 100 K Area, with a looped and gridded system on the west side of the
100 K Area, supplying Buildings 142-K and 105-KW" to tying into the existing 8-inch loop around Building
142-K (CVDF).

This leaves the question in place: Given that the replacement fire suppression system has been tied in
and is started up, and your statement below that the "DCN for changing the 12 inch line supply line the
existing 8 inch loop around 142K was identified during our review as still needing a USQ", please explain
how CHPRC is currently ensuring compliance with 10 CFR 830, Section 203?

Please explain.

Greg Morgan

Appendix B
Exceptions to the USQ Process

NOTE: Any document or procedure that is listed in a facility or project-specific safety basis compliance
matrix may not be excluded from the USQ process using this Appendix as a basis.

This procedure does not apply to:

" Safety Basis Activities in a less than hazard category 3 facility.
" Administrative non-technical basis documents controlled by PRC-PRO-IRM-9679, Control of

Administrative Plans, Reports, Studies, and Description Documents.
" Work hazards analyses performed pursuant to PRC-PRO-WKM -079, Job Hazard Analyses.
" Radiological work planning and as low as reasonably achievable (ALARA) documents, Radiological

Work Permits (RWPs), survey plans, procedures for operating radiation measurement devices,
procedures for monitoring radiological status during work activities.

* Environmental permits, reviews or environmental planning documents.
" Administrative and financial portions of work planning documentation such as additional forms,

permits and administrative fields of work management generated forms that are not part of the
work instructions.

" Design Change Notices (DCN) and Facility Modification Packages (EMP) that will be either 1) USQ
reviewed prior to implementation at the facility, or 2) incorporated into a facility modification or
new facility design that will be authorized by RL in a SER so long as the DCN or FMP do not
modify an existing hazard category 1, 2, or 3 nuclear facility prior to RL issuance of the SER.
Changes to the facility or partial installations made prior to the receipt of the SER are subject to
the USQ process.

" Changes to the CHPRC functional organization chart shown in Chapter 17 of PRC-NS-1 1724,
CH2M HILL Plateau Remediation Company Safety Management Programs.

Several CHPRC documents and their corresponding project-specific implementing documents listed by
topical area or individually in the following sections are not subject to the USQ process. To exclude a
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proje-ct-specific implementing document from USQ review, ensure 1) the scope of the implementing
document falls within the scope of the topical areas listed below, and 2) the implementing document is not
contained in the facility, project, or TS Safety Basis Compliance Matrix.

From: Chaffee, Gail A
Sent: Thursday, April 14, 2011 1:56 PM
To: Morgan, Gregory
Subject: RE: USQ in Support of New Water System
Importance: High

I am so sorry for all this confusion however, I think I finally got it... I1 know you have been asking for the
USO on the 12-8 inch line change. The DCN initially was screened out of the USQ process according to
PRC-NS-PRO-062, Appendix B Exclusions. This exclusion does require us to do an overall USO on
those DCNs initially excluded. For some reason, I thought that USQ was still in draft while we were
waiting for some final DCNs. I was wrong. The first overall USQ was completed before the project went
on line. Attached is that USQ (0025-2011). I have also attached DCN-073 that includes the change from
the 12 inch line to the 8 inch line for fire suppression.

From: Morgan, Gregory [mailto:Gregory.Morganr.doe.gov]
Sent: Thursday, April 14, 2011 1:09 PM
To: Chaffee, Gail A Cc: Teynor, Thomas; Quintero, Roger; Jackson, Mark W.; Hill, Burton E.; West, Dale
C.; Koch, Michael R; Clapp, Dennis A.
Subject: RE: USQ in Support of New Water System

Gail:

I still do not understand.
I have been asking which USQ screening/evaluation CHPRC has relied upon to ensure nuclear safety and
compliance, for this change from 12 inch lines to 8 inch lines for fire suppression. The response has not
identified the actual USQ being relied upon. I understand that you will be doing an overall USQ, based on
PRC-PRO-NS-062
Unreviewed Safety Question Process, Section 4. 1.10,
10. Implement the proposed activity. If the proposed activity is a physical modification,
provide verification that the installed modification is in agreement with the safety basis and
USQ documentation prior to start of operations to assure that any new hazards have been
identified and incorporated into the hazards analyses and accurately reflected in the USO
review. Incorporate changes in the facility safety basis or transportation safety basis at the
next annual update as appropriate.

NOTE: This verification of the modification is accomplished by PRC-PRO-EN-2001, Facility Modification
Design Process, under "Verify Work."

The questions remain: What USQ screening/evaluation is being relied upon for nuclear safety, and for
compliance with 10 CFR 830 Section 203?
Thank you.

Greg Morgan
From: Chaffee, Gail A
Sent: Thursday, April 14, 2011 12:09 PM
To: Morgan, Gregory Cc: Teynor, Thomas; Quintero, Roger; Jackson, Mark; Hill, Burton; West, Dale;
Koch, Michael R
Subject: RE: USQ in Support of New Water System
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I think my wording may have lead to a misinterpretation; the DCN was properly reviewed (including the
deputy fire marshal) and subjected to the USQ process, however, consistent with our procedure (PRO-
PRO-NS-062) we are doing a more comprehensive USQ on several of the DONs. That is the purpose of
the DRAFT report I provided to you yesterday.
Please let me know if you have other questions or concerns.

Gail Chaffee
From: Morgan, Gregory [mailto:Gregory.Morgan@rl .doe.gov]
Sent: Thursday, April 14, 2011 11:11 AM
To: Chaffee, Gail A
Cc: Teynor, Thomas; Quintero, Roger; Jackson, Mark W.; Hill, Burton E.; West, Dale C. Subject: RE:

USO in Support of New Water System

Gail:

Given that the replacement fire suppression system has been tied in and is started up, and your
statement below that the "DCN for changing the 12 inch line supply line the existing 8 inch loop around
142K was identified during our review as still needing a USQ", please explain how CHPRC is currently
ensuring compliance with 10 CFR 830, Section 203?

Regards

Greg Morgan

830.203 Unreviewed safety question
process.

(d) The contractor responsible for a
hazard category 1, 2, or 3 DOE nuclear
facility must implement the DOE approved
USQ procedure in situations
where there is a:
(1) Temporary or permanent change
in the facility as described in the
existing documented safety analysis;
(2) Temporary or permanent change
in the procedures as described in the
existing documented safety analysis;

From: Chaffee, Gail A
Sent: Tuesday, April 12, 2011 1:36 PM
To: Morgan, Gregory
Subject: RE: USQ in Support of New Water System

Greg,
Attached are the USQs you requested. The DCN for changing the 12 inch line supply line the existing 8
inch loop around 142K was identified during our review as still needing a USQ. This USQ Determination
is currently a draft; we are awaiting one more DON to finish and signoff the USQ then we will also issue
our final report (DD-48931). I expect that to be done by the end of this week /first of next week.
Please let me know if you need anything else.
On another note; do you have anything specific you would like on our agenda tomorrow afternoon? I see I
have comments from Dennis on the annual but I haven't had a chance to go over them yet. I think the
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KOP Pretreatment is complete. We could discuss the CVDF USQ closure package that I will be sending
over later next week for your review and approval.
Gail
From: Morgan, Gregory [mailto:Gregory.Morgan~rl.doe.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, April 12, 2011 12:24 PM
To: Chaffee, Gail A
Subject: RE: USQ in Support of New Water System

Thanks, Gail.
Can you provide copies of USQS-0226-201 0, 0028-2011, and 0037-2011 ?
Also, which USQ screening or evaluation is CHPRC relying on for the change from 12 inch fire supply
lines to 8 inch lines?
Regards

Greg Morgan
From: Chaffee, Gail A
Sent: Monday, March 28, 2011 3:51 PM
To: Morgan, Gregory
Cc: Koch, Michael R
Subject: USQ in Support of New Water System

Greg,
As we discussed this morning, we are doing a review of all the DCNs, FMPs, and ECR documentation on
the new water system to ensure that the appropriate reviews were completed before we actually switch
over to the new system. We will document this review in a supporting document. The specific one you
had mentioned is related to the change to the existing 8" line versus the 12" line in the original design.
Attached is the USQ that I had sent to you initially, however, at the time we were in the process of
reviewing and finalizing the USQ and it did not have the second signature.

Please let me know if you need further information or have any other questions.

Gail Chaffee
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CHPRC Condition Report Form EXHIBIT 60

__ CHPRC CONDTON REPORT FORM
Stats: Closed CR NUMBER: QBQ1Q2W

Issue Identification and Processing

Omborg Carro, Susan K idUurnent

Te of issue:
Ins-10por of Firs Suppression Systemi Without Required Design Approve!

Dinsrn~~Uwa intam.On Tesda.~Agust24th, 2010, the 100K Fire Protation Engineer was operationUUSOP s
th a:of work forth. day for the 100K new water aMun ndd

oftefies rao reykts. The design for this systemn has hlgnfficent commno sill
ouetnSIn~00Km Prote Engineerig, and has not been reviewed and approve bytheUrs l

3 Awalk downoth al swe that signhlcait additlonal ceesto~r stedsin
Na on rmI oflsMd neither Engineering nor l00K Project was conznt

Requiraemnt HN Not: (Ordrs 111quronorns Proe.rs
CRD 4201. Spplemented Rev. 4, Section 0.3 requires thatf~ht

sg nd construction compl with the DOE Fire Protection Horimioo,
Chapter.42 - m the Hanford Fire Marshal the

diwng ornw osruction. HN-361 74, DOE Fire Protection Psoef rjcibonn
;Hadwo_ Hanford Chapter, Sectio 4.1.5, reubms thW fire suppression 0 SD
sysis drowns be proved by the Hansfor ire Marshals Offic prior to

Section 2.1.11, stoa that documiant. for new, designs affecting fire
prtection or fr code =0ncs must be reviewed and approved by the

nets I~m~tsd:Other Reated Ooeumsents:

lounsilet Action(s) Token:
The EPC cosruto mnage was notified! that the design for the system being installed was ntapoe
for iston, adtat the esgaspreviously submitted was apparently bein altered in thV*md oan

--a----tablein. The EPC costucin managerwasadvhid that ntlinacidilensshold ee
imlatrterevised design was resubmhited and approved by both CHPRC Fire Protection Engineerin and

the Fire Marshars Offi1ce.
.aoonmndad Corrective Actions:

Prj s hol obtain a revised design from the subcontractor, and submit such d for review and approva
asird Work shell not reconunence until after approval of the revse design. h rn obc w

ou aforral oneciveaction plan that states how Ithe intend to prevent similaor violations In the future.

Stephen R. Dougas
Asciated Flmes

Issue Significaince, Andysisi, Extentl of Condition, Action Assgnmnt, and Closure
Sinf Lvk 1at umilltsdm Fo 10pied Date CAP wsapproved by Rsprae

Saw end-Ou 10/212010 -Edlngton, Max L I
IS ORPS E Compliance, Determination ENTS

PAAA Oompieno DatniistmiNmbr
S CHPRC-PAAA-2010-0741

bup:/prc.rl.govlprcrrs/Reportj.aspx?issuelID= 16993 21/11
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Signlcant Level Justllcatian:
Sent back from Assignment by Eingtan, Max L Responsible manager. Please screen out this CRt to CR-S 2010-309. A~lhO uabmitted a month apart both CRi represent the exac Same condition and screened at
the same level as adverse.
This condition was rescreened from an adverse condition to a screen out at the request of te responsiblemanager per above justdfIcation. CR-2010-3049 is screened as adverse will doownant the apparent causeanalysis and conect actions to address this condition.

PLH
Assigned To.- Dat Assigned.

Olson, Rae Ann 91U2010
Ex~at af Carndlflns:
Carna Analysis Method Used: Ameysis Compietion Dae:
Analyseis Results:

rend Codes:

PAAAIUS Chations:
830.122(a)1

rdt~onhcntiaBy-. Dae. Ailtilnticated:

httP://Prcrlgov/Prccs/ReporzfF.aspx?issue1I--16993 2/18/011
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%, r%% " UU I "L run EXHIBIT 61

CHPRC CONDITION REPORT FORM
Status: Closed CR NUMBER: C-0034

Issue Identification and Processing
inititor. Inititing Documet Date Idtfied:

Elde, Don SAC-2DI0-1169 W29/2010
Tile of Issue.

100K.- Fire Suppression System Field Work Stop Work (ARRA)Y SAC- 2010-1169
Description of lsaie

lOOK Senior Mgmt Issued a Fied Work Stop Work on fte 1OOK Fire Suppresaion Systemn Upgrade pendng a
comprehensive Design Document review mnd approval.

laumedlat Action(&) Taken:
Stop Work Initiated

Recommnded Corrective Actions:

Responsible Manager is Max Edington

Filies am available Ihrouah IOMS

IseSignificance, Analysis, Extent of Condition, Action Assignment, and Closure
~~~ ~Date Submitted to Responsible Date CAP was approved byReoabi

'Sgtiand Masst ager. Manogewfflaegt:Advere V O10 -EdngMo.Max L 1111 01010 -Elds, Don

K ORPS ECompliance Detrminallov NTS
Significant Level Justification:

Screened As Adverse.

The CR documantto ie mplementation of a Stop Work offlaid work on the uprades to ft 100K Fire Supprsin
System upgrade pendng a desig documnent review that it would san- mdhv been done prior to starting the
vwk This is considlered an advers impact to the operation of the poject and further analysis is wanuirtd.

This wil necessitate an apparent caus at a minum, end te completion of an extent od condiion revasw In
accordance with appenidix B of PRC-PRO-QA-052.

DBW
Assigned To: Due Assigned:

AlacOrds, Welter 101010
Extent at Conditions:

This condition was cane byuan oversight In the BTR procadue PRC-PRO-AC-18B. The oversight deub with the
interface with the Hanford FirwMarshai and design reviews. Other portlor of the D&D Project are not affected by
this oversight but other CHPRC projects could be. Corrctiv Action #3 wil address this ovieraight

casal Analysis Method Used: Analysis Completion Date:
Appaent11110010

Analysis Results:
Review the attached file, 1 10k Fire Suppression Stop Work ACA, for the details of this analysis. Begiring theweofOctober 18, 2010 en Apparent Caus Analysis was conducted over several days involvng the Project

' IManager (CHPRC D&D), Construction Manager (CHPRC EPC), Project Design Authority Engineer (CHPRC
050), 100 K Area Deputy Fire Marshal (FFS) and D&D Technical Support (CHPRC D&D). interviews were

ItpW.llprrri.gmlIprcaTrsRepatiF.asx'Aei D=l7483 6117/201 1
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concluded on November 5, 2010 and the attached file was written lo document the results.
Trend Codes:

OPas - Chapter 8. Control of Equipment and System Status
EN4- Design DocumentalionfSpeciflcation

M510 - ISM -Management Raview
Cause Codes:

Al B3CO1 - Design / documentation not comrplete
A5B2C08 - Incomplelte Isituation niot covered

PAAAMSI Citations:
IMS:

CF-D - Perform Workt within Controls
CF-E -Provide Feedback and Continuous Improvement

Corrective Action Items

Clsr Requiremen in:

Closure st aemnt indicating action taken and date completed. Attach a copy of the correspondence that nomafid
the Construction Manager.

Action Taken:
DRAFT document from the Hanford Fire Marshal, Indicating approvals
reqired., was transmitted by FPE to CM via e-mail on 12121110. Completed Dat:

12/12112010
E-mail of correspondence and the file attached to e-manl were uploaded to
thlisi CRRS tem.

Action Approved By: Action Approval Date:
Alaconis. Walter 12=7=210

Action #- Actionee:

Action statementDuDae

MSA currently has draft document in DOE-RI. for review and approval. 4721

Closure Requiremnents:
Closure statement indicating actions taken and date completed. Attach a copy of the final documentation that
clarifies the Deputy Fire Marshars role.

Action Taken:
The CR.2010-349 CAI2 was to obtain clarification on the authority of the
Deputy Fire Marshal role, this action.i being closed with the submittal of a
draft copy of DOE 0 420.1 B SCRD, Rev 4 required by CR-2010-3375
CR12. Inform ation regarding Deputy Fire Marshal duties Is contained In the
draft.

CR-2010-3375 CR12 which needs "Update the status of revised Fire
Protection Program procedures for inclusion of roles and responsibilities of Complted Dafte:
the Site Fire Marshal, the Fire Marshal's Office, Deputy Fire Marshals and 4U27120111
Fire Protection Engineers to reflect changes to the DOE 0 420.1 B SCRD,
Rev 4 (new Rev 5)* satisfies the intent of CR-201 D-3049 CA#2.

CR-2010-3375 CR12 is scheduled to be completed by 9/30/201 1.

S Summary:
CR-2010-3049 CA#2 is being dosed because it is the identical action as
CR-20ID-3375 CR12 being performed by the DFM office.

http:Ilprc.rl .gov/prarrsReport F.W'iselD=17483 6/17120311
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Action Approved Dy: Acio Dpro ata:
Elde. Don 4/27/2011

fo"Action 0: jActionse:

conil th3 B and CHPRC procedures ao the approval requirements DeDW
are clearly Identified In the PRC-PRO-AC-186 Procedure 1131=21 1

Closure Requirements:
Closure satement indicating actons takcen and date completed. Attach a copy of the revised approved procedure
to this Conditn Report.___________

Action Taken:
PRC-PRO-AC-123 governs the preparation of requisitons by the
requeting organizalionPRO=12 Incudes numerous references for requester. to include
a ppo-ting organizations in the preparation anid approval of procurement-
rallated documents. Section 2.2.3 for example dsrbing BTR
reeponibllies.

Obtain and incporat a project and fumclional support organization
assistance, Input end approvals in order to ensure that complete end

aeuate acquisition documentation is provid to the procuremeant
orgaiztion and the contractor.

PRO)-123 also requires the -s of ATrACHMENT 5 Functional &
Procurement Concurrence ChedIst to for Me~ to deterine when
supporting organizations-ncuding Fire Protection should be involved with
fte prepeation and approval of SOAM. Included isea reference to the

CHP)R Fire Protection Engineer. Instruction 4 for example and one of the
many references to Fire Protection are copied below

4. Mhen any of the questions/ltopics in the checklist ar marked as 'YES"
applicable-teninser the nameof the MEwho providd e ck for
the applicable sections and obtain concuurenca~toization to proceed on

* the SOW or appicale documnents.
Does this affect the fllowing? Safet, environmental, and quality
reqauirent or etIshed envelopes Emergency response procedures Completed Data:

* Emnergency equipment Sety or Fire Protectin equipment - 12/1712010

PRC-PRO-AC-186 Statements of Work dri loew the proes end
Includes templates fort.e preparation of Statements of work. PRO-186
and the referened temp~las Include numerous rulaences to Identificationof' hrs 'and Mclon of suprinwztlni mdgsasB-
and the resulting contrc compltl Section 3..
specifcally addresses fire protection engineerlng,

VW procuring services that involve any activity Bated In Sections 2.2 and
2.3 of HNF-PRO41M8, Hanford Fire Marsha permits,.otc the Fire
Prevenion organization to determine whethe a Hanford Fire Marshal
PeritIs reqired. Document as applicable in t1he SOW. Simi"l, If any
Fire Protection design features, egress, combustibles. protecton systems
will be potentially impacted by Contractor activIties, coorint
requiremeante with the project Fire Protsclion Engineer

Section 4.8 oft.e Hazardous SOW template modfied to include the
following language.
A. When the conItrc includes; signifficant desin or consruction activities

* or any Items that require a fire protlon- d interpretation do Deput
Fre Marsha fort.e faclt shalt be contacted for inteireation end
requited permits in accordance with MSC4.RD.5. Hanford Fire Permnits.

procurement procedur es and guidance cleairly direct requestorm and MeR
to the cognizant CHPRC subject matter expert or point of contaci. The

* hftp:#prrI-gcvIprcrWqPorjF.aspx'iuucD=17483 6/172011
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CHPRC SME is tihe responsible representation for the CHPRC to external
organizations and outside agencies. _____________

SAction Approved By: Ato prvlDwj Ekde, Doni ActonAppo2l0Dte

Action t. Actlonee:
4 1Douglass Stephen

Action Statemnt
Per the requirements of MSC-RD-91 18, Section 2.1.1, obtain the approval Due Data:
and permit of the Hanford Fire Marshal'. Office (reference 0A331396 1211r2010
Finding #1).

Closure Raquirements:
Closure statemnent indicating actions taken and date completed. Attach copy of permit issued by tie Fire Marshal's
office.

Action Taken:I
Per the requirements of MSC-RD-91 18 Section 2.1.1 requested and Completed Date:
obtained the required Fire Marshal Permits (9 Total) See attached file t~led 12/18/2010
FireMarshalPermlts ___________

Action Approved By: jAction Approval Date:
Alaconis, Wlter 12/16/2010 -

Action t~ Actiones:
5 Douglass, Stephen____ _________

Action Statement:
Per the requirements of MSC-RD-9717 Section 2.1.2 complete a Hanford D-5Date:
Fire Depiartment ConstructioniDamolition Firs Safety Inspection CheckclistL 12/1612010
Siteform A-5002-692. (reference OA33896 Finding #2).

~'Closure Requirements:
Closure statement Indicating actions taken and date completed Attach a completed copy of the approved
checklist. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Action Taken:
Per the requiremnents of MSC-RD-9717 Section 2.1.2 a Contractor Fire
Plan Request was preaered and submitted to the Hanford Fire
Depatent
See attached file named "Contractor pre-fire plan requesr Completed Date:
Per thea requirements of MSC-RD-9717 Section 2.1.3 a 12/1612010
Conatructlorbleemolition Fire Safety Inspection Checist was prepared and
submitted to the Hanford Fire Department.
See attached file named "Construction/Demolion Fire Safety Inspection
Checkist"______________

Action Approved By: Action Approval Data:
Aleconla, Walter 12/1612010

Action t. Twoonee:

Action Statement u aa

after Fire Marshal approval has been obtained
Closure Requirements:

Closure statement indicating actions taken and date completed. Attach copy of the signed DCN.
Action Taken:

Working with Deputy Fire Marshal, the 1O0K Infrastructure Project, fire
protIecIon engineering consultant and design-build contractor have Completed Dat:
redesigned the supply portion for the new 1 D0K water treatment facility. A 20820111
DON approved by the Deputy Fire Marshal is attached. (See Attached file
DCN-KUP-1 63)

httpY//prC.r.gav/prwcrslRepor Rasx'AsseD17483 6/102011
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orse-r%,%'.uJumiI~AI rLN ill I-e 0 or 0

Action Approved By. Action Approval Oato:
Elde. Don 2 I/21

CompleJnteiw a cionirsse t e n lSoK W tro treh e n arinle ty 1211612010
por~nDefuty Fire Marshal aproa at benotaed.(SeAtce

Clsue WTFuiprtnernbtsa:d)

ACou statmn A dctingee ostknaddaecmltd feh oyo ind

Action Taken:

cotrcorweth Deputy Fire Marshal, the OOK Infrastructure Project CopireDte
ha r-dsine te irxaar system for the nw OOK wae treatment ty 12/16/2010

ADNaoebythe Deputy Fire Msh Isattaced_(SeeAttache

[Action Approved By: Action Approval Data:
Eidngton a 1211612010

Action Taken: nee

ptction eniern cosutet anDeinau otrco ae Cmlteat:
redesigned thvew ofsactions sytem alft newp ork onterro et 2821

etAar pCortoe byfte Fie M re arsal has ateotaced. 1201

ACosAprovttmn niatncinaenadtopeed. By:ac ctiooApprovl Date:

Action TaAkeon: e
In 10 Edinattconulat firpotcinegerdsn-u

Iitteent Due Date: Ma"

AtionApraovdorsRpot By.pxe Action3 App17vlDo1s
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..... I WIJ~J %A V

Complete review of actions taken and lift Stop Work on the Re Pump 2(12011
portion after Fire Marshal approval has been obtained.

SClosure Requirements:
Closure statement indicating actions taken and date completed. Attach copy of signed DCN.

Action Token:;
Working with Deputy Fro Marshal, the 1O0K Infrastructure Project fire
protection engineering consultant arid design-buid contractor h'ave Completed Date:
redesigned the fire pump portion for the new 1lODK water trealert facility. 212011
A DCN approved by the Deputy Fire Marshal is attached. (See Attached
Mie SUB1 53001V1 O.pdf) ____________

Action Approved 13y: 1Action Approval [ata:
Eide, Don 219/201

coure Reui es:
Closue staemetindictng Macton taeLn aecm td Atc oyoindDN

Action Tlatenef

In coordination with the consultant fire protection enginee, the Deputy fire
Marshal, and the design-build contractor, t 100OK Infrastucture project Completed Date:
has re-designed the fire walls for the now WK water treatmnent facity. 12116/2010
The attached contractor submittal (WTF~ireWallSubmit.pdtl) has been
approved by the Deputy Fire Marshal.

jActlon Approved By: Action Approval Data:
[_Edlngton, Max L 12/16/2010

[Record Authentication
[Authenticated By: Date Authoeite.d

Mitchelftre, Brian 4/2812011I

http://pra~rl.gov/prccr&sReport jF.esx'.ssuelD=17483 6/17/2011
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CHPRC CONTRCOR 26.ENT SUBMITAL FORM OINA61
()RJCNO. 9)CNWM(MN. (SUMTARGTRD )VERSION (5) DATE PREPARED

l9W~ferTaaueFa* Coh36S34IRd=No.3I 1312M0 0) lI-3oIf

(6) WNTRACTOR:GwUJCaXIk M7TO: PROJECT RECOROSSPECIALST MSI( 646 Ph=E Wo376-621 0

RECEIEDBY EauI: FAX *

SIGNIATE Ta Dya - DATE: 1.36,0l PROECT RECORDS SEIASTLI1SA SMYSER OAE 08/31/20 0

orw/ OMUNENT NMER FORMAT TITLE IDESCRIPTION APPROVAL ASSOCIATED IPRC

E (MTYPE SPEC REMIE

If WC.P R AP.WW#) OR STATUS

> GENSOW REP. NO.
w POP)

4 Sr

z

I 11112W?0Va.3 0 8 DWG AP1W SOWI.,4(B)

(18) REVIRDISRBUTIONA3OR ELECTROIC) ___________

NAME NAME NAME

(16)CwRDcumENTPPR~s) (2O)DUE DABAK TO APPROVR(S) (21) Oi DATE TO CNIRACTOR

SAM WAJEEH per emnail 917/10 09/06/2010 09/07/2010

~N~MTSFANY)SEE ATTACHED COMMENTS...

(23)BIWiCURRENCEIAPROVA (NAME I SIGNATURE IDATE) (25) SUBMITTAL FORMAT: (M6suBWAL APPOVAL (27SuBMITTAL REVIEW STATUS:
(USED IN BLOC 12) TYPE: (USED IN BLOCK 14) (USED IN BLOCi(i)

STEVE POUGLASS per email P /22Il0 DM.*bc P Aol Ruvs A r. otcamavwts fl

(N4) PROJECT RECORDS SPECIALIST: &w vai Ccti'saw P0mWt O MmCwKP Xe
I C - khuila~ut AP son'" skUI

REDORDST LISA SMYSER 0 /2010 c wuvudaai'.

A4W(REV 2)
N
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Fram: ail- 1
To! VIJML

miuje~~ C - ft~n and RMOM: COVM~I No. 36534-31 SUB 13125-02 V3, STAIUED 5TRUCIRWA &
ARO~rfE~rUDL DWISS, SbUw "KM for ReWMg

afla ~ Tum", SWpladia 07, 2010 2:45.42 PM

Please see attached comments from Fire Protection below. Sam

I reviewed these drawings and have a few comments additionally:

1 - Rooms 102-105 show lo ft high ceilings but there is no detail which shows a fire rating, the wall
type 2 detail on sheet 2 looks like It may have been intended to meet a UIL - p516 or the 2 hour
version of it but this should be clarified.
2 - The l and 2 hour wall assembly listing UL - U465 and U412 show the walls going all the way to
the roof. According to the drawing these walls surround rooms 102-105 therefore all these walls
should already go to the ceiling. I'm not sure this Is what I saw on the walkdown (they may not
have been completed yet). This would also imply that given this and the 10' ceiling the unheated
space above the ceiling Issue needs to be addressed. You could potentially make the case that the
walls should only go to the lower ceiling eliminated the unheated inaccessible space above the
rooms but this needs to be addressed in the plan.
3 -The exterior walls are not shown as being a fire assembly. This Is in conflict as the exterior
doors are shown as requiring a fire rating. At a minimum the exterior structural elements require
protection within the fire compartment. A case could probably be made to not require rated walls
for non structural exterior elements but the easy path would be to provide rated construction.

Thanks

-Jason PRCRN OTR =UMIUL 1
fo t c- - .ac ia

Fri Omberg Carro, Susan K O-."a nqarw Oft-afmi . u
Sult: Thursday, September 02, 2010 2:27 PM4 c cy- ftv - af-a. I
To: Wajeeh, Usem= E STMv DOGA&.92/ 00
Subject: RE. lnterlor Wag Sched ~ ~ 3L

Sam,

In short, Iagree. These drawings appear to provide details for the wall construction, with the UL
design numbers. The suspended ceilings appear to be shown, with no UL design number provided.
Penetrations are not addressed, including an Item of particular concern, the structural steel
penetration through the suspended ceiling.

Downloading the assembly details from the UL website shows that there are multiple important
assembly details for the walls that do not appear to be addressed by these drawings. The UL design
provides a maximum stud spacing, information on floor and ceiling runners, and staggering of

Page 380 Surveillance Report Number S-I I-EMID-PRC-001I



gypsum board for multi-layer assemblies, acceptable methods of attachment, and acceptable
backing for horizontal joints that are not addressed by the details provided in the drawing. Some
of this may be difficult to verify by inspection at this point In time, as both sides of the wall have
been finished. That makes It even more important to receive a detailed description of the
construction as performed. If necessary we can cut into the wall to verify conformance.

Thanks,

Susan

Pram: Wajeeh, Usama E
Soft Thusdaoy, Septemnber 02, 2010 8:48 AM
To: Omberg Carm, Susan K
cc Kemp, ]a=n B
Mabjeot: bneafo wall dd

These are the drawings we received from Grant regarding their wall details (H-2-92acx Sill Is the
only location showing a 1 hr/2 hr assembly). No details Indicating recessed fixtures, wall comers
or the boxing of the beams. These are insufficient and will reply back to the submlttal as such.
Please let me know If you have any specific comments.

Sam
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