
The Secretary of Energy 
Washington, D.C. 20585 

The Honorable Petel- S. Winokur 
Chairman 
Defense Nuclcar Facilities Safcty Bo;ircl 
625 Indiana Avenue, N\V, Suitc 700 
Washi~igton, DC 20004-290 1 

Dear Mr. Cliair~naii: 

Tlic Dcpartil~cnt of E~icrgy (DOE) ackno~vlcdgcs receipt of Defense Ni~clear Facilities Safcty Board 
(Board) Recom~nendation 201 1-1, Sqf~>ty C I I I ~ I I I . ~  nt f l ~ c  IPnstc 'li.clatitlei7f aiid /inittobilizcifior~ 131niit, 
issued on June 9,201 1. DOE views nuclcar safcty ancl assurins u robust safety culturc as essential 
to the success oI'tlic Waste Treat~nerit ancl Imlnobilizntion Plant (WTI') and all ofour projects 
across the DOE coniplcs. 

As tlie Board notes in thc introductio~i to this 'Iicco~i~~iieiidation, DOE committed itself to 
establisliing and maintaining n strong nuclear safety cu1t~u.e ;111iiost 20 ycars ago through Secretary 
.of Energy Notice SEN-35-9 1 ,  Nuclec11- Sqfc~y I'olicy. This commitment was reiterated and 
confinned in I;ebruar.y 201 1,  in D0.E Poli.~y 420.1: i ~ ~ j ~ c ~ r f i ~ ~ ~ i z !  of'Ei1i7i.g)' Nuclenl- Scl/i?t_v Polic)?. 
W e  agrec with the Board's position that establisl~ment of a strict safety culture must be a 
fundame~ital principle throughoilt the DOE co~i~plex,  and we arc ill uiiqualified agreement with the 
Board that the JVTP mission is essential to protect tlie health and safety o-f tlie public, our \vorkers, 
and die eiivironme~it fro111 I-adioactive wastes in azing storage tanks at Hanford. 

It is DOE policy and practice to desig~s, construct, operate, and decommissio~i its nuclear facilities 
in a Iiinnner that ensures adequate protection of \vorkers, the public, aliti the environment. DOE line 
maliage~neiit is both responsible and accountablefor :assuring that sucli adequate protection is at tlie 
cose orhotv we conduct. business at our nuclcal- ,facilities. \'ire hold our contractors to the same 
standard. A strong nuclear safety and quality culture is tlie f~rundation of our work. . 

Over the past year, tlie Department 11as undertaken a broad 1 alige of stcps to assurc a stroiig and 
questioning safety culture at WTP ancl sites ncl.oss the DOE coniplex. We will onlybc successful if 
we remain committed to continuous iniprovcmclit and teal~i~ilork. DOE takes all safety concerns - 
whetlicr from our crnployces,~our contractors, tlie Board, or third-partics - vcry seriously. This 
input is an intcgal part of thc Dcpal-tment's cft111-t~ to co~isla~itly strciigthen nuclear sat'ety at our 
facilities. 

Eve11 though tile Departmelit cannot accept the allegations witllout the opportunity to evaluate the 
Boasd's full investigative record, in the spirit of continual irnpl.ovement DOE accepts thc Boasd's 
recommendations to assert federal control to direct, track, and. validate corrective actions to 
strengtlien tlie safety culture at WTP; conduct all extent of condition review to assess safety culture 
issues 'beyond the WT'I' project; and suppol-t the ongoing Department of Labor (DOL) review of Dr. 
Tamosaitis' case. 



Reinfi~rciiig and ~~iaintainiiig a strong srifcty culture at WT1' and all DOE sitcs will rcquire a wide 
rangc of approaclics, incl ucliiig eiiglzgcnicnt by sc~iioi- DOE officials, cinploycc input arid 
participatioii, self asscssiiicnts, indepcnclent oversiglit by tlie Office o f  Health, Safcty and Security 
(I-ISS), ~.ccommendallons fio111 tllc Board, and an opcn and transpal-cut proccss to identify and 
implcmcnt tcchiiical issucs a id  corrective actions. 

We agree with the Board that "federal and contract iiiaiiagcrs must make a special effbrt to foster a 
free and open atmospliere in which all conipetent opinions are judged on their technical merit, to 
sustain or improvc worker and public saf'cl-y .first and forclnost, arid then [to] evaluate potential 
impacts of cost and schedule." These expectations are cleasly articulated jn DOE Policy 442.1, 
D(Ji?ritig h-ofessiotlnl Opitlion; DOE Matiual 142.1-1, Dijfct-it~g Pt-c~~~,rs io t~af  O~~irliorls Mant(nl jor- 
Tcclitlicnl I~s.sirc.s Ir~vol~!itrg Et~rit-otit~~ct~.t, S(rJi?p, JIc>nlllt, and DOE Order 442.1 A, Depnt.tnzcnt 
ofEt~er.gy I2t~tplo)lee Cot rcel-r7s P~.ogr.rrt~r. 

To assurc tliat these issucs were bcing ap11ropi-iatcly adclrcssed following Dr. Tarnosnitis' initial 
allegations, tlic Assistant Sccsctasy for Environmcntd Management (FM) requested Lhal HSS 
co~iduct a comprehensive analysis ofthe safety cullure ill WTP. 

In October 2010, I-ISS colnpleted its investigation, which incl~tded interviews with more than 250 
employees. While HSS found that the tiindamentals of a robust safety culture were present at WTP, 
the report identified tlie ~ieed for impsoveii~ent in key areas, inclucliiig, among othcrs: more clearly 
defining federal roles and responsibilities; ide1itiij;iiig mechanisms to stre~igthen t.rust among the 
woi-kforce and'better coin.municate information to eiiiployees; and puttin3 in place processes to 
ensure nuclear safety programs reniain robrlsl and effective during project changes. 

l11c colrcctivc actions that address thc rcco~nmendations fro111 the HSS report will be litlly 
imnplemented by Septcmbcr 30.20 11. tTSS ~vill thcn conduct a follow-on visit to assurc that these 
steps were executed effectively across the project, as wcll as to pcrl'onii additional aiialpsis to 
deterinine if cost and schcdule pressures are challenging the implciiicntntion of a robust ~iuclcar 
safety culture. 

DOE and Reclitel National, Incoq7oratcd (BNJ) - the prime coi~tractoi- on thc WTP p1-0.jcct -have 
been engaged in a variety of initiatives to strengthen tlic nuclear sal'cty culture at WTP for over a 
yeas. Stcps tliat Iiavc already occurscd includc completing a re\.ision to tlic WTP Projcct Execution 
Plan, cunc~itly under review, to more clearly dcli~ieatc fcclcral I-oles and orga~izational 
responsibilities at WTP and the Office of River Protection (ORP), and co~lducti~lg n nuiiiber of 
employec fo~ums to ensurc that employees clearly u1ictc1-stmld thc cliangcs in tliosc roles and 
responsibilities. 

Also in response to the I-ISS recoi~~mcnclat-io~is, BNI co~iimissioned a confidential suruep of inore 
than 300 WTP employees to assess if a Nuclear Safety Quality Culti~re (NSQC) gap existed at the 
site and to identify additional areas f i )~ -  impro\~ement. As a result: the contractor assiguccl a retired 
Navy Adinircil and forlner nuclear utility executive experienced in al~plication of Institute of 



Nuclear Power Operations (INPO) methods as the Manager of NSQC Implementation for the 
project. To date, approximately 1,600 people at the site, including all senior managers, have 
received training focused on making the workforce comfortable with raising issues and 
systematically moving issues through to resolution. In addition, over the last 13 months, BNI has 
conducted three all-hands meetings with DOE project team participation to emphasize the 
importance of a robust nuclear safety culture. 

Even while some initiatives are already underway, we recognize the need to continue improving 
nuclear safety at WTP and across the complex. To that end, DOE has developed a comprehensive 
action plan to address the Board's specific recommendations to strengthen the safety culture at 
WTP. Initial steps are discussed below: 

The Deputy Secretary and I will continue to be personally engaged in asserting federal 
control to ensure the specific corrective actions to strengthen safety culture within the WTP 
project in both contractor and federal workforces - consistent with DOE Policy 420.1 - are 
tracked and validated. Federal control within the WTP project has been and will continue 
to be asserted and regularly reinforced through our direct involvement. 

This will include a series of "town-hall" style meetings hosted by senior DOE officials to 
highlight for workers the importance of maintaining a strong nuclear safety culture at each 
of our sites and to solicit their input. These forums across the DOE complex will also help 
improve the direct communication of safety issues between senior managers and 
employees. 

To address the concern regarding extent of condition, HSS will independently review the 
safety culture across the entire complex. This review will provide insights into the health 
of safety culture within Headquarters organizations, different program offices, and different 
field sites. 

In addition, DOE and BNI are arranging safety Conscious Work Environment (SCWE) 
training for BNI and ORP managers and supervisors with a firm that conducts SCWE 
training for the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations Senior Nuclear Plant Manager's 
course. 

We will also be joining with BNI to sponsor an independent, executive-level assessment of 
the project's nuclear safety culture by a group of nuclear industry subject matter experts, 
who have experience in INPO evaluations andlor Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) 
inspections. 

At both a site and corporate level, we are also taking steps to enhance reporting 
mechanisms for safety-related concerns. At the Hanford site, we have combined the 
Employee Concerns Programs for ORP and the Richland Operations Office to leverage 
existing resources to both strengthen this important program and increase its visibility at 
the site. 

Within EM Headquarters, we have established ombudsmen to act as advocates for 
employees and their concerns. We have made it easier for employees to use a variety of 



avenues to raise concerns, includi~~g: the line management for each project, site employec 
concerns pl-ograms, union rel~resentati\les, EM'S Office of Satkty and Security Programs, 
HSS, and 'DOE'S Chief oF'Nc~clear Safety. Eacll office now offers employees access to 
both a hotline n~uiiber and general email inbox, so that ~vorl<ers will have the oppol-tunity to 
ask questions or voice concenis eithcr directly or i.u.ionymously. 

(P We will also require that botl~ EM 1-leadquarters and field sites assess nuclear safety culture 
and tlie iniplcme~ltation of a safety conscious worlc envi.ronniel~t in their annual submittals 
for Inte~l-ated Safety Management System (IS'MS) declarations. The specific criteria will 
build on tlie existing requirements .for tlie ISivlS declarations and will be espandcd to 
include safety culture principles not only fiom DOE, but also fi'oin INPO and NRC. 

e Regarding your final recom~iiendatio~~, when the Department became aware of Dr. 
Tnmosaitis' petition to the Board, the ~Issistant Secretary for Environ~neiital Ma-nngement 
i~ii~necliately requested tlie Department's 'Insl~ector General to perform an investigation into 
the alleged retaliation issues raised by Dr. Tnmosaitis. The Office o:Ftlie Inspector General 
decidcd not to examine tlie merits of tlic allegations since they were already the focus of an 
ongoing in\festigntion by DOL.: which has jul-istliction and expertise to review wliistle 
blower claims. The Depastment \viIl fully cooperate with the DOL as 1-equested in its 
investigation. 

Even while DOE fully c~nbraccs tlic objectives of tlie Board's spccitic recommendations, it is 
important to note that DOE docs not agree with all of the findings includcd il l  tlie Boasd's rcpolz, 

Specifically, the conclusions drawn by tlie Board about the overall cluality of the safety culture at 
\VTP differ significantly ,from the 1-ISS findings and are not consis~ent with the safety culture data 
and field perfol-mance experience at WTP. We are concerned that your l e t t e~  includes thc October 
201 0 HSS revie\v i n  thc list of "otller exa~nples. of a .failed safety culture." Tlie .Depaizment 
disagrees \vitli this cat ego^-ization and belie\:es t l ~ e  HSS report provided an accurate rc,presentation 
of the nuclear safety culture - and esisting gaps - at the WTP. 

As discussed above, t11c I-ISS rcvicw found arcas in 11ccd of immcdiatc i~nprovcn~ent; however, 
most WTP personncl did not exprcss a loss of confidc~~cc in management suppor-t, a sclise of a 
chilled envi~.onment. 01. a fear of rctaliotio~~. 

Additionally, in its report; the Boarcl allegcs tliiit DOE anti contractor management suppressed 
technical dissent on tlie project. Tlie Department rightly takes any such claim very seriously. 
Based on an investigation by the DOE Office of the Genesal Counsel, however, we do not 
necessarily agree with some of tlic specific details the Uoard provjcled. For example, 0111- 

investigation found .no evidence that DOE 01. its contrac~ol-s were aware of and sougllt to suppress a 
tech~iical scport. 



'MoI-eouer, tlie Board's lqndings appear to rely on a number of accounts describin:: the actions and 
behaviors ofbuth contractor and DOE person:nel that we believe may have been inisunderstood by 
the Board. Tlic Depai-tment feels colnpelled to address these for the public record and in faii~iess to 
its personnel. 

To do so effectively, on June 22, 201 1 ?  DOE requested tlie 'Board's full investigative recol-d, 
i~~cluding transcripts, interview notes, and exl~ibits. Per pour conversation with Deputy Secretary 
Daniel 'Poneinan today, we look .lisr~vard to continuing to engage with you to obtain additional 
details fmi i  the Board's investigation. The Botu-d's investigative record or other supporting 
info~matioii will allow us to provide ~f11-tIier details on specific discrepa~~cies between our filldings 
and the Board's and will be of great use in defining tlie structure and scope of follow-on safety 
culture improvement initiatives ancl actions. 

We look foiward to working with the Board m ~ d  ibs staff as we continue to strive towards 
excelle~ice. It is important for thc both the Depr11-tment and tlie Board to f~~ill.iction collaboratively 
and openly as we work to hither improve tlie safety culture at DOE. To F~cilitate that objecti.ve and 
j11 recognition of the significance of these concerns, J recommend \ve jointly charter a tl~ird-lx~~-ty 
review, such as the National Acadcmy of Science, to c\~aluate how \,Ire can strengl~en our 

;I relationsl~ip and most effectively work togelher lo :lcl~ieve our shared objective of helping DOE to ; 
safely perfolm its mission. 

As additional information becomes available fl-0111 our actioils addressing this Recommendation, we 
will make it available to you. Wc l~opc  to continue a mer~~iingiill, regular, and open dialogue on this 
and all safety matters. 

I ain designating Mr. Daniel Poneman, the Deputy Secretary of Energy. as the Responsible Manager 
for this rcconiinendatioii. Hc will be chargcd with reporting to mc regularly on the specific 
additional steps we are taking to iii~provc the safcty cult~uc at WTP and all of our facilities. 

Sincerely, 

Steven Cliu 

cc: 
D. Poneman, S-2 
M.'Campag~ionc, HS- 1 .  I 


