
United States Government Department of Energy

memorandum
D.\TE: October 21, 1997

REPLY TO

.+TTN OF: Office of Field SupporC R Barbec 301-903-3477

!NJBJECT: RESPONSE SUPPORT FOR THE SECRETARY DIRECTI\E ON THE ACCIDENT AT

HAN FORD’S PLUTOXIUM RECLAMATION F,4CILIT3’

TO: Bruce Twining, Manager, .41buquerque Operations Office

Cherri J. Lange nt_eld,llanager, Chicago Operations Office
John 3[. W’ilcynski, >[anager, Idaho Operations Office

Gerald Johnson, N[armger, NewIda Operations Ot_tice
James C. Hall, Mi~t):iger, oak Ridge Operations Office
James \[. Turner. hliin;l~~r, Oakland Operations Office

John D. \V’agoncr, hlimager,Rkhland Operations Office
Mario P. Fiori, Savannah River Operations Office

Frank X1. Steww-t, Golden Field Office

Bob I“;olker, .+cting Aliln:ger,Ohio Field Office
Jessie \[. Robet-son, Rocky Flats Field Office

To Fxilitate the Department of Energy (DOE) responses to the Secretary’s directive of

.+ugust 4, 1997, on the ilccident i~t the Plutonium Reclamation Fi~~ility (PRF), Headquarters

has established a group of representatives from each of the Program (Jtlices,
Environment, S;fety :md 1+edth and Field hfanagement to assist the fkld offices.

Questions about the interpretation of the .\ugust 4, 1997, letter or a request for assistance
may be directed to the cognizant program representative on the group. The group will
hold regular tclecontkrences, including your representatives, to ensure consistency in the
interpretations iind ;lpproi~~hes to the action items. .Inswers to questions that arose over

the last few weeks are attached for your information. “rhe group of representatives are:

Lester Lee, Dct_ense Programs, (301) 903-4006

Johnnie Newson, Environmental lkfanagement, (301) 903-4-/69
Ed Touri<gny, Nudeilr Energy, (301) 903-3679

Jay Larson, F.ncr ~ Research, (301) 903-9869
\’i’i~ltSate, I;ield \lmagemcnt, (202) 586-2850

James Fairobent, X-onproliferation and National Security, (202) 586-8759
Craig Z;lmudi~,office of Fossil Energy, (202) 586-6367
Boh Barber, l;n~-ironment, S:lfety, i~ndHealth, (301) 903-3477
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The Secretary also, issued two letters on A&gust 27, 1997, regarding emergency }
response and notification based on the lessons learned from the PRF accident. The
representative of the cognizant program office and the OffIce of Non-proliferation and “
National Security are available for a similar purpose for these actions items.

I hope that this is of some assistance to yo

Acting Assistant Secretary
Environment, Safety and Health

.
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Questions ‘and Answers’

for the Secretary%August 4th Directive

DOE Response to the May 14,1997

Explosion at Hanford’s Plutonium Reclamation Facility

Q1. \Vhat is the scope of this directive?

.+1. The directive is aimed primarily at DOE FacilitiesQ that halted or completed their production era

mission, but are not fully deactivated, i.e. all radioactive and hazardous chemical inventory

removed. Howe~-er, it covers the use and storage of’ unneeded highly reactive or hazardous

chemicals in any DOE facility.

Q2. Can you explain the technical competence related actions?

.12. This action is aimed at assuring the technical knowledge and competence of those controlling

and supporting the facilities. This means management and staff in operations and technical

support – process engineering and authorization basis support. .\t Hi~nf_ord’sPRF, neither line

management nor cognizant process engineers or opemtot-s had sufficient knowledge to recognize

that the chemicals involved could concentrate through evaporation and explode. Research

chemists U-Ithe tkiliq- ~vere aware of this mechanism, and \Vestinghouse 1Lmford Company had

even run tests on it, but relevant information was never routed into the safety analyses for

Facilities. The t_acili~ Unreviewed Safety Question (USQ process was used to discontinue the

sumeill,mce of the chemicals, but the reviewers were uninformed by the previous years of

su~-eillance results. \pparcntly, the surveillance requirement wxs assumed to be solely

administrative, derived from the Community Right to bow .4ct. The Facility had an updated

Sak~ .lmdysis Repot-t (S.4R), and the initially approved S;\R did have a caution on high

concentmnon nitric ,Icicl – hyciro+amine solutions, but it wx not deemed relevant to storage,

only mcong. ‘rr~inm~ programs should assure that 1) operations personnel and facility

represent.ltives have process knowledge about the historical Facility missions and the associated

hazards fchemic.d iindnuclear), 2) multi disciplinary teams including engineers and operators that

have process knowledge as well as analysts are used to prepare safety documentation and related

controls. .mcl 3) relevant infornmtion from management systems (e.g. corporate information

letters, ,mci occurrence reports) is used to inform management decisions.

~cSc questio1lS ;Inc] ~llslvep. ~lrc protl~ed TO ~xp]l~ Ille bl+ or in[entof the Sccreta~’s .+ugust -lth

\ [emr,mnclum. lkc ;ulswcrs me nr)( intended IC)lx ;Idditimml “requirement>” (I )r tmplcmentatmn. They only

prwxie supplemmtd informxtmn for line managers to enhance their understanding [he ~cticm items.

‘Tncdiues” can he smaller units within m operating f~cili~. The term “facditics” is not defined

cxcluswelv ns an enure building or group of buddings. One building mav contain several discrete facilities.
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Q3. What assessments are needed, e.g. another ES&H vulnerability assessment?

.+3. There -are four assessments in this directive – 1) technical competence, 2) scrutinizing chemicals,

3) vulnerability status, and 4) lessons learned.

(1)

(2)

(3)

The technical competence assessment should focus on whether cognizant line manager;

and support personnel for a given facility are filly knowledgeable on facility specific

hazards – radiological, chemical, or other physical mechanisms causing changes in

materials, e.g. +jng related phenomena, and appropriate safety envelopes or controls (see

.32). The requisite knowledge should be benchmarked using DOE experts or consultants

as needed. “Hlc ,wsessment must be done in the DOE and contractor organizations.

Remember that the imo~vledge being assessed begins with the hazardous material’s

properties, pot~ntiill reactions, affects of aging, inadvertent mixing, concentration, or other

prOcess/OpetntlOnill influences.

The chemical assessment is aimed at evaluating chemicals or residuals in process (tanks,

pipes, etc.), as \vell as those in storage (used, discarded, or new). It should vaiidate the

current characwrlzation of the chemicals or characterize them. There are no specified

threshold amounts for the .wsessment, and the chemicals in question ;u-e those that could

cause any signitiunt exploslon, fire, or toxic release. “rhe DOE I:ieki Office must provide

direction to the contractor to conduct the assessment and approve the retention of such

chemicals or .Issure timely disposai in accordance with safety and environmental

requirements. This item applies primarily to Facilities in Q. I. above, but is applicable to

all chemicals on the site that could cause a significant explosion, fire, or toxic release.

Schedules may I)e~gracicdxcording to the hazard.

The re-assessmmt of knmvn vulnerabilities applies to ~-ulnerabilities identified during the

DOE-wide J-ulnerabiliv .+ssessments for spent nuclear fuel, plutonium, hazardous

chemicals, and highly enriched uranium. PRF failed to implement a recommendation of

their chemical ~-ulnerabiliv self-assessment to inspect :md characterize the contents of

their chemical mixing tanks. The assessment specified in the .\u<gust -1Aletter should

review the status of the known vulnerabilities and formally track progress of resolution.

In addition. the directive instructs contractor operators to identify ne~v vulnerabilities as

part of their normal Functions m Facilities or operations change. lMectwe management

svs terns to k_OfTnilllytrackthese new vulnembilities , along wltb the previously identified

~-ulnerabilities, should I)e established and maintained by the Contractor and validated by

the Field office. The term “vulnembility” is defined in the D(JE-wide studies. Many

~-ulncfilbilitics ;u-c Ixmnde(i by current S.W analyses, but must still Iw eliminated on a risk-

mformed lMsts t, ,lssurc s;lfe~. It should be noteci that the S.\]{ ,md USQ processes are

not the sole source 0[ ~-ulnerabilities.
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(4) The Lessons Learned assessment is discussed in Qtk+ # 5.

Q-1. What DOE “approval process” is mandated?

.44. The;~ppro~-al process may belocally de~reloped, butmust be formal andassure accountabili~.

The approval documentation should contain the actions that are approved for the chemicals in

question. .+pproval may rely on facility representative approval, or higher supervisory approval,

e.g. npproval of the contracting officer (area or operations office manager). The approval

documentation should be subjected to appropriate technical and administrative reviews.

The Office of Nuclear and Facility Safety is sponsoring a report on the properties and safety

envelope for hydroqdarnine nitrate solutions. That report will present review criteria that could

be used by the field otlces to review the controls imposed by their contractors for chemicals

~vith similar hazardous properties.

Q5. Wlmt is the Lessons Learned assessment?

.45. Before the PRF accident, two precursor events were reported to the Occurrence Reporting and

Processing System (ORPS), which related to the causal mechanism. If their applicability had

been recognized, the accident may have been prevented. In one use, the ORPS summ~

information w-asitoo ~-ague to trigger any Hanford action; in the other, dle event W= not well

characterized. This assessment by the field otlice should assure not only that potential precursor

events are identified and thoroughly reported to the ORPS system, but also that there are

systems in pl;lce to ensure that incoming precursors are identified and acted on. There should

lx an initial assessment and periodic follow-up assessments. This assessment must include some

ewduation of technical qualification of those submitting ilnd receiving the ORPS information.

The response to the Alay 22, 1997 EH Safety ;Ilert should also be evduatecl. .Wthough the

details of the assessment systems may be determined by the field offices, some specific areas to

t~sess are: 1) sources of information for reporting, such as shift logbooks, closed work packages,

and audit reports, 2) evaluation of the threshold for reportable events to be consistent with

ORPS guidance, 3) evaluation of the root cause and the clarity of the description of the event

(and cause) to submit via the reporting system, 4) DOE review and reporting timeliness, 5) use

of the reports (incoming from other sites and self generated) to implement remedial actions, 6)

training for reporting coordinators, and 7) the self-assessment program for reporting. Recent

assessments of the Lessons Learned Program at the site should be considered as part of the

response. DC)E-STI)-7501, Dmelopment OFLessons Le;u-ned Programs, and DOE-HDBK-

7302, Implementing US. =IX)E Lessons Learned Programs, provide guidance on the program

,lttrilmtcs. Information is also available on the Web at ~tx~xv.tis.cl~.dcJe.go~-/~velJ /oe.~f.
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Q6. Who is going to pay for this?

A6. The provisions of this directive are essential to Integrated Safety Jfanagement. Before arriving

at a conclusion that this directive will result in significant additional cost to DOE, field office

personnel should examine each element with their contractors. kluch of the work from this

directive is to be done by the DOE field staff at the direction of their management. DOE

personnel need to be cognizant of the controls associated with storage, handlin~ and disposal

of the referenced chemicals. We envision field managers integrating these initiatives into their

work as they would any new assignment from their management. Field managers may request

additional support from headquarters or other sites if necessary. Limited technical assistance is

~lt,~l:lble. ~rom the (;ore “~echnlc~ Group ~md from Environment, Safev and Health (EH-3 and

EH-5).

“rwo items m-e the primary responsibility of the contr~cto~ 1) scrutinizing (identifying and

evacuating) ,md disposing of chemical inventories, and 2) assessment of staff technical

competence.

(1)

(2)

The disposal of chemicals in accordance with safety and environmental requirements is

part of normal operations. .\dditional cost could arise if the DOE field office imposes

substantial ncw requirements on the contractor to support the field office approval

function. Potential i~dditional cost could be averted by formulating A process that relies

on existing contractor activities and integrating new DOE approval functions for the

process into routine activities of the federal staff’.

ongoing initi~ti~-~smay alre:ldyaccommodate the cost for the contractor’s evah.Mien of

staff technical competence training initiatives. The implementation of this item may be

approached through existing technical qualification programs, such as those associated

~vith DF! FS13 Recommendation 93-3, DN FSB Recommendation 95-2 (enhancing the

qualification and training of the workforce), or other contractor programs. The real thrust

of this mm is to thoroughly evaluate the various mpects of the hazards being managed and

benchmark the level of knowledge needed to identify and control the hazards.

Q7. The letter directs

mlendar year?

.17. The calend;~r ymr

a report to the Secretary by the end of the year, IS this the fiscal year or

- December 31, 1997.
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Department of Energy
i ij- “ Washing/on, DC 20585

d August 4, 1997

MEMOtiDUhl ‘TO PRdGRAM SECRETARIAL OFFICERS

FIELD ELEMENT MANAGERS ~

SUBJECT: DOE RESPONSE TO THE MAY 14,1997 EXPLOSION AT

HANFORD’S PLUTONIUM REC WTION FACILITY

I am in receipt of the Accident Investiqaon Board Report for the May 14d’explosion in the
Plutonium Reclamation Facility (PRF) at Hanford, and have determined that corrective action
is warranted throughout the DOE complex. This explosion was a serious event and a warning
of the Dotential for more serious accidents. If Personnel were in the room when it occuned
there c~uld have been fatalities. If the explosi& had been more forceful, it could have -
released’ much more nuclear material. The fact that the event occurred in an inactive facility
only further emphasizes that hazards still exist as we move from production to deactivation
and decommissioning.

‘ The event underscores the hazards inherent in maintaining facilities in a shutdown
standby mode without fill deactivation.

“ It raises concerns about whether DOE and its contractors are maintaining the level
vigilance, knowledge and inquisitiveness needed to mamqy and ovefiee our operations.

G It calls into question the adequacy of facility and site safety management systems.

or

of

● It demonstrates that we still have serious unanalyzed hazards and have not followed up
sufficiently on major hazard remecli:~tion initiatives, such as our own complex-wide
vulnerability studies.

‘ It reinforces the need to make progress on the “Materials in Inventory Initiative” to
dispose of materials for which there is no ciear programmatic need.

The fundamental issue raised in the Hanford PRF report is how we manage safety. For our
federal and contractor managers to manage safety, they must understand and control the
hazards we face across DOE. The lessons of this accident must be addressed in a lasting way.
Even with our best efforts, major vulnerabilities will exist at DOE sites for many years. These
sites must be appropriately managed while the vulnerabilities are being eliminated.

Therefore, I am charging you to implement the following broad initiatives, and to report to
me on your progress at the end of the year. Program Secretarial Officers should work with
Operations and Field Office Managers to develop the report for each site to be submitred by
the Operations ~r Field Office Manager.

● DOE site contractors must scrutinize their use or storage of any chemicals that have the
potential for explosion, fire, or si~wiiicant toxic release, and must promptly dispose OF

@
PnfWd wlh soy ,nk am rwycled pawr
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unneeded chemicak in accordance with snfety requirements and environmental
regulations. DOE field offices should devdop an ilpprod process to assure the disposal
or safe and environmentally compliant storage and handling of such chemicals that are
retained.

● DOE field offices must reassess known vulnembilities (chemical md radiological) at-
facilities that have been shutdown, {wein standby, are being deactivated, or have othe~ise
changed their conventional mode of operation in the hst several years, and report status
to their Program Secretarial Officers and the A&rant Secretary for Environment, Safety

and Healthwithin 120 days. Facility operators must evaluate their facilities and operations
for new vulnerabilities on a continuing basis.

“ DOE and contractor field organizations with opemtional responsibilities must assess the
technical competence of their staffs to recognize the fill range of hazards presented by the
materials in their facilities, act on results, ;md implement training programs where needed.

.

“ DOE field offices must assess their site Lessons Learned and Occurrence Repotting
programs to assure that 1) outgoing information is well characterized and properly
summarized, and 2) incoming inb-rnation is thoroughly ev;duared, properly disseminated,
appropriately implemented, and tracked through formal m;m;lgement systems.

The emergency management of the PRF ;lccident is the subject of ;~separate assessment hy
the Richland Operations Office. Results to date reveal deficiencies and lessons that may be
applicable at other sites. I have asked the Offices of Nuclear ~onprolife~~tion and Niltiond
Security, and Environment Safety and Health (W-I) to evalu;lte those lessons and propose

This matter maybe the subject of separate correspondence.appropriate actions.

In closing I want to reemphi~ize the importance of the EH Safety Alert issued on May 22nd.

The Alert and other Lessons Learned notifications issued pursuant to this explosion advised
facility managers and Operations and Field Office .Manilgem to review their vulnerability

assessment ccmective action plans, the issues in the Alert, ;md surveillance data to ensure that
they have a good understanding of the hazards assc)ciated with their chemical inventories and
are responding appropriately. You should already have these activities undemay. Our
response to this event must be aggressive and reflect our commitment and responsibility to
protect the safety of the workers and the public near our sites.

-+
— .



Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

ME.MOFU%NDUM FOR THE SECRETARY

THROUGH: .Elizabeth Moler

Deputy Secretary

t

3 ? 1997 -
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‘ Tam O’Toole, .M.D., L~.P.H.FROM:

t
(

/$ m. ;%. \

‘%sismnt SecreW for Environment\ Safety WId He~+~~ “L’
/

SUBJECT: ~ *~ON: Direct DoE.Wide .~~ti~ns Resulting from the May 14, 1997

Esplosion xt the Hanford Plutonium Reclamation F;~cility
(PIW)

I~s~E: DOE must implement lessons learned from the PRF accident in an effort

to preclude similar :lccidents elsewhere in the DOE complex. The
Accident Investigation Report is being issued todzy.

DISCUSS1ON: The Progmm Secretarial Officers and Field M:umgers need to re-
emphasize to their staffs and their contractors the importmce of
maintaining an mvxreness of the hazards in their facilities. Your
memorandum requires ;~ction to:

●

●

●

.Assure that known safety vulnerabilities receive ;~dequare
‘,mention from the DOE field offices.

Dispose of or implement corm-ols ~or the types of chemic;ds
th:u exploded in PRF.

Ewduate DOES technic;ti competence to identify haznrds
xnd implement needed corrective training.

Improve DOES Lessons Le:lmed Prog-mrns m ensure that
operxting experience is used to impro~-e safew. ~is ~l~~ident
wm preceded by two precursor events which, if acted upon,
could have prevented it.

There is n separate invesrigtion by the Richland Operations Office (RI-)

of the emergency response nnd employee mediml tre:~tment mpects of

* the nccident. .+ draft of th;lt report wns relexed hy RL for review hy

state :md loc,d stakeholders before issuxnce in mid-.hgust. EH :md E31
;~e evdu;ttmg the report for potentd D( )E-\vlde lmplic,ltlc)ns xnd
;~ctiuns.
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Department of Energy
Washington, ,DC 20585

August 2;’, 1997

MEMORANDUM TO SECRETARIAL O~CERS
HEADS OF FIELD ELEMENTS

FROM: FEDERICO PE~A &?2..QJ

SUBJECT: LESSONS LEARNED FROM THE EMERGENCY
RESPONSE TO THE MAY 14,1997 EXPLOSION AT
HANFORD’S PLUTONIUM RECLAMATION
FACILITY

This memorandum identifies actions to be taken at all DOE sites to implement

lessons Ieamed horn the emergency response to the accident at the Plutonium -

Reclamation Facility on May 14, 1997*. In my August 4,1997 memorandum

about this accident, I emphasized the safety-related lessons that must be

implemented. Today I want to emphasize the emergency management lessons.

The Richland Operations OffIce (RL) conducted the evaluation, and a summary is

attached.
,.

The Emergency Response report is intended to be a critique of the RL emergency

response, and forms the basis for valuable lessons. I believe that these lessons can

be applied throughout the Department ti enhance oti ability to respond to

potential accidents, particularly in the areas of medical monitoring and treatment

of personnel potentially affected by an accident involving hazardous material.

The lessons from the accident involve fundamental elements in our emergency

management capabilities and competencies. We must:

● improve training for facility and site emergency management persomel

● assure that equipment and qualified personnel are ready for the wide variety of

potential radiological and chemical hazards

1 ● improve coordination with our local medical communities, and

-’u1 Report on the Emergency Response to the Event of May 14, 1997, at the Plutonium
!

Reclamation Facility, Hanford Site, Richland, Washington, DOWRL-97-62.
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● haveinplace comprehensive procedmes toatiend topersomel who we ~

potentially affected by~accident. -

GENEIUL ACTIONS. In order to implement these lessons, each DOE field

office will work with their site contractors, local medical facilities, and
,, community emergency response organizations to thoroughly examine the specific,

interrelated action items below, make improvements, and report on their

completion as set forth below. Enhanced training, drills, or exercises should

result from this examination. In some cases, the actions taken may involve the

formulation of agreements with commuh.ity resources.

The status of these action items should be included in the report requested in my

August 4, 1997 memorandum. That repoti is due December 31, 1997.

The Office of Nonproliferation and National Security in conjunction with the

applicable responsible Secretarial office will provide technical assistance and

guidance in this effort. Overall emergency management program guidance is

contained in DOE G 151.1-1, Emergency Management Guide.

SPECIFIC ACTIONS. DOE Field and Operations Office managers shall take

appropriate steps to assure that the following action items are accomplished as ‘

soon as possible and no later then the deadlines specified below. In some cases,

immediate actions are called for within times specified; in all other cases requiring

longer term actions, the actions will be accomplished not later than March31,

1998.

. EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT DECISION MAKING. Emergency

management decisions should be consistent with a conservative assessment of

the situation. Emergency management training should emphasize making

conservative judgments abotit facility conditions and personnel exposure in

the absence of confirmed data. Key emergency management personnel will be

trained on this matter within 60 days and Field Office Managers shall confirm

that this milestone has been achieved. Realistic exercises will be conducted

and will include and confirm this decision making capability.

—.— —.—.———. —.-— ..———... .
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“ PROTECTIVE EQUIPMENT.

.,

AND STAFFING. Personal protective

equipment, equipment for field.monitotig of chemical hazards, and qualified

staff (e.g. industrial hygienist) needed for post “&cident activities must be

readily available. Availability and’qurdificatiop of critical personal protective

equipment will be confirmed tithin 45 days. Sufficient numbers of qualified”

personnel must be available at all times for response and post accident

activities involving chemical or radiological hazards. Readiness should be

periodically verified in accordance with established Departmental

requirements.

● PROTECTIVE TREATMENT OF PERSONNEL. Emergency procedures

must provide for timely medical attention to injured or potentially exposed
. personnel; and policy and procedures must exist for the care and continued

monitoring of affected personnel for an appropriate period after accidents.

Review of such policy and procedures, with participation by “localmedical

authorities and workers, will begin immediately and be completed within 90

days. Realistic exercises will be conducted and will include and confirm that

procedures are implemented for the notification and protection of workers in a

variety of remote locations (indoois and outdoors) at event onset, and that

methods are available to control their sheltering. Security, medical, and other

emergency responders must be trained to recognize the health impacts of

potential accidents, including the effects of exposures to chemicals and the

potential for post-traumatic effects associated with accidents.

s HAZARDS INFORMATION. Procedures must be in place to provide 10C~

medical facilities with available Wormation on chemical and radiological

hazards, as well as timely qualitative and quantitative exposure information

for individuals in the event of an accident. Review and development of these

procedures, in coordination with local medical facilities, will begin

immediately and will be completed within 90 days. Realistic exercises will

be conducted and will include and confirm the ability of DOE contractors to

provide local medical facilities with adequate information for a variety of

potential accidents to effectively diagnose and treat injured, exposed, or

potentially exposed workers.

. —.-.— .——.
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● INDEPENDENT OVERSIGHT. Beginning immediately the Assistant

Secretary for Environment, Safety and Health shall include a review of site

emergency management and response systems as apart of each Safety

Management Evaluation carried out by the Oflice of Oversight.

Completion of these actions will tie reported to me through the Office of

Nonproliferation and National Security in conjunction with the responsible

Secretarial offices by April 1, 1998, and subsequently documented in the

annual Emergency Readiness Assurance Plan by November 30, 1998, in

accordance with DOE O 151.1, Comprehensive Emergency Management

System. ‘
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- MEMOW~ FOR THE SECRET~Y

THROUGH ELIZABETH MOLER
DEPUTY SECRETARY

FROM:

, m.m:s==Jv@’” “{

TMV4 O’TOOLE MD MPH.

ASSIST~ SECRETARY FOR
●

SUBJECT: ACTION: Dir&DOE-Wide Foilow4n EmefgefIq
Management Actions Resulting fkom the May 14, 1997
Explosion at the Hanford pluto~~ R=@@on F@& (pW ““

ISSUE: DOE must implement follow-n corrective a6tions &d leSSOnS
learned in emergency management to preclude the error’s that
were made in response to the pm ~dent. The Repofi on the .
Emergency Response is being issued’ shortly.

DISCUSSION “ The Secretarial Officers and Heads of Field Elements need to
reemphtie to their staffS and their CO-OX’S the impo-ce
of readiness and emergency response to accidents or incidents.
Your memomdum requires immediate action on some of
followingitems, with ail actions completed not later than
March 31, 1998:

-Assure that emergency response actions are
conservatively based even in the absence of data

-Assure persome] are properly eqtippd tin~ ~d
qualified in emergency response

-Evaluate and improve, as neces~, the medic~

response progrm for onsite response

. -Evaluate and improve, as necess~, the capability to

provide local facilities with avd~le infomtion on
chernicd and radiological hazards

. .

_..._.@ ._
O,,”tm .,wn scv tm on recvcfed PaPer

.—. —. . .
—— .— ___
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-Ensure that review of site emergency management is . - .
included as part of each Safety Management EvaI@on
carried by the-Eiwironme@ Safety ~d Health Office of t

Oversight.
.

‘This action memorandum ~ in response to qe separate
investigation conducted by the Richl&d Operations Office of the “ -
emergency response fid employee medical treatment asp-of
the PRF accident. Information on the status of these actioti WW
be included in the end of caiendar year repoti on safkty d~ti
actions required by your August 4, 1997 memorandum.

Completion of these actions wi~ be reported to you through the
Office of Nonproliferation and Natioqai Security in April 1998.

SENSITIVITIES: The PRF accident was a serious event for DOE even though

there were no fatalities and no large radiological releases. The
review of the emergency management response indicates that
multiple programs and systems fded iq ~e intemning hours
following the accident. These either compounded or
exacerbated effoxts to take control and gain an understanding of
the accident and the events that followed. Major progmmmatic
failures occurred during the emergency response including:

-Failure to protide timely emerg&xy classification and
implement notifications to offsite agencies

.

-Failure to implement emergency response activities
consistent with the requirements for facility take-cover
and Iockdown condhions

-FaiIure to initiate appropriate actions.in response to

personnel exposure to uncharacterized hazards

-Failure to adequately prepare for emergency response to
chemical hazards.

The Department was criticized in the press for”not being
forthcoming with information about the accident. Drails of the
Emergency Response evaluation have already been reported in ~ “
the press and highlight the above issues bringing Wher criticism
regardingthe Depatiment”s handlingof the PRF accident..
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