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Meeting Minutes Transmittal 

PNNL NON-OPERATIONAL UNITS 
Project Managers Meeting 

337 Building, Mt. Rainier Room, 3rd Floor North 
Richland, Washington 

September 5, 1996 
1:30 p.m. to 2:00 p.m. 

0045!J46 

The und~rsigned indicate by their signatures that these meeting 
minutes reflect the actual occurrences of the above dated Unit 
Managers Meeting . 

PNNL Non-Operational Units. PNNL Concurrence 

Purpose: Discuss Closure Process 

Meeting Minutes are attached. The minutes are comprised of t~e 
following: 

Attachment 1 - Agenda --
Attachment 2 - Summary of Discussion and Commitments/Agreemen t s 
Attachment 3 - Attendance List 
Attachment 4 - Efficiency Issue Resolution P~ ocess (EIRP) 
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Attachment 1 

PNNL NON-OPERATIONAL UNITS 
Project Managers Meeting 

Building, Mt. Rainier Room, 3rd Floor North 
Richland, Washington 

September 5, 1996 
1:30 p.m. to 2:00 p.m. 

Agenda 

Approval of Past Project Managers Meeting Minutes (Ecology/DOE-RL/PNNL) 

Status of Procedural Closure Package for Biological Treatment Test 
Facilities (Ecology) 

Status of Procedural Closure of 324 Pilot Scale Plant and 332 Storage 
Facility (Ecology/DOE-RL/PNNL) 

Status of Action Items (Ecology/DOE-RL/PNNL) 

08-01-96:1 Schedule a meeting with R. Effland (Ecology) to complete the 
focus sheet for t~e Biological Treatment Test Facility by 
8-9-96 . . 
ACTION: H. Tilden (PNNL) 
CLOSED: Conducted via telephone on 8-5-96. 

08-01-96:2 Revise the certification package for the 324 Sodium Removal 
Pilot Plant and the 332 Storage Facility, and enclose 
information on the solution conditioning tank. 
ACTION: D. Crossley (PNNL) 
OPEN: Information on the Solution Conditioning Tank was 
provided August 13, 1996. 

08-01-96:3 Provide G. Davis (Ecology) copies 
Permit Application revisions 0, 1 
Removal Pilot Plant. · 

of the Part A Form 3 
and 2 for the 324 Sodium 

ACTION: H. Tilden (PNNL) 
CLOSED: August 13, 1996 

08-01-96:4 Provide G. Davis (Ecology) information 
Project located in 324, Room 146. 
ACTION: B. Day (PNNL) 

General Discussion (Ecology/DOE-RL/PNNL) 

New Action Items 

Next Project Managers Meeting (Ecology/DOE-RL/PNNL) 

Next Meeting 
October 9, 1996 

on the Plasma Arc 

2:30 p.m. to 3:00 p.m. 
337 Building, Mt. Rainier Room, 3rd Floor North 
Richland, Washington 

• Proposed Topics 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

PNL NON-OPERATIONAL UNITS 
Project Managers Meeting 

337 Building, Mt. Rainier Room 
Richland. Washington 

September 5, 1996 
1:30 p.m. to 2:00 p.m. 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION AND COMMITMENTS/AGREEMENTS 

1. Approval of Past Meeting Minutes 

The August 1. 1996 Project Manager Meeting (PMM) minutes were approved . 

2. Status of Procedural Closure Package for Biological Treatment Test 
Facilities 

J . Wallace (Ecology) reported that the administrative record for the 
Biological Treatment Test Facility pending submittal of the focus sheet . 
The focus sheet is scheduled to be released to the public next week. 
which will initiate the 45-day public comment period. A. Barnard (OOE
RL) requested notification from Ecology when the focus sheet is · 
released. 

3. Status of Procedural Closure of 324 Pilot Scale Plant and 332 Storage 
Facility 

H. Tilden (PNNL) stated that there are two outstanding items rema1n1ng 
from the 8-8-96 Ecology inspection . and that following the meeting he 
would provide J . Wallace the two documents that Ecology requested . 

The issue of recertification for the 324 and 332 Facilities was 
discussed . J. Wallace stated that her understanding of the agreement 
from the 8-1-96 PMM was to update the 1989 certifications for 324 and 
332. J . Wallace referred to a recent Hanford Steering Committee meet i ng 
in which recertification was discussed . without her knowledge , and that 
the path forward for updating the certifications had been halted . E. 
Mattlin (DOE-RL) responded that DOE-RL had internally discussed the 
recertification as a sitewide issue. and noted the concern for setting 
a precedent of recertifying all closure packages . J . Wallace 
acknowledged OOE-RL's concern . but pointed out that these two units are 
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not a part of the sitewide permit. An action item was generated for 
DOE-RL to provide a status to Ecology regarding updating certification 
for the 324 and 332 Facilities. J. Wallace requested notificatio~ in 
writing if DOE -RL does not agree to update the certifi cati on for 324 and 
332. 

4. Status of Action Items 

08-01-96 :1, Schedule a meeting with R. Effland (Ecology) to complete the 
focus sheet for the Biological Treatment Test Facility by 8-9-96 . Thi s 
action item was closed 8-5-96. 

08-01-96:2. Revise the certification package for the 324 Sodium Removal 
Pilot Plan and the 332 Storage Facility, and enclose information on the 
solution conditioning tank . Information on the solution condit ioni ng 
tank was provided 8-13-96 . which closed this portion of the action i tem . 

08 -01-96 :3. Provide G. Davis (Ecology) copies of the Part A Form 3 
Permit Application revisions 0, 1 and 2 for the 324 Sodium Removal Pil ot 
Plant . This action item was closed 8-13-96 . 

08-01-96 :4, Provide G. Davis (Ecology) information on the Plasma Arc 
Project located in 324, Room 146 . B. Day (PNNL) provided J . Wallace a 
document containing the Notice of Construction and clean air 
documentation for the Plasma Arc . This action item was closed . 

5. General Discussion 

J. Wallace provided a copy of an Efficiency Resolution Process policy 
(Attachment??). The policy has been established by DOE-RL and Ecology 
to address efficiency-related issues at the PMMs . 

6. New Action Items 

There was one new action item generated: 1) E. Mattlin (DOE-RL) will 
provide a status to Ecology by 9-11-96 regarding the decision to update 
the certifications for the 324 and 332 Facilities . DOE -RL will notify 
J . Wallace (Ecology) in writing if the decision is made not to 
recertify . 

7. Next Project Managers Meeting 

• The next PMM was scheduled for October 9, 1996 , in Richland . 
Washington . 



• Proposed topics include the efficiency issues . schedule variance 
and funding . 
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Name 

Attachment 3 

PNNL NON-OPERATIONAL UNITS 
Project Managers Meet;ng 

337 Building, Mt. Rainier Room, 3rd Floor North 
R;chland, Washington 

September 5, 1996 
1:30 p.m. to 2:00 p.m . 

Attendance List 

Organization Phone Number 

OD~ -f!.L 



Attachment 4 

PNNL NON-OPERATIONAL UNITS 
Project Managers Meeting 

337 Building, Mt . Rainier Room, 3rd Floor North 
Richland, Washington 

September 5, 1996 
1:30 p . m. to 2:00 p.m . 

Efficiency Issue Resolution Process (EIRP) 
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DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 

August I, 1996 

TO: Nuclear Waste Program Staff 

FROM: Dan Silver, Assistant Dirocto 
Waste Management Division 

SUJ3JECT: Efficiency Issue Resolution Process (EIRP) 

1 would like to add my words of support for Mi1ce Wt.Ison' s message regarding 
jmplementation of the Efficiency Issue Resolution Pro~ (EIRP) at Hanford. 

The EIRP culminates a year and a half of discussions with the Richla..--ui Opere.tions Office 
to ensure that our staff have the ability and the cost documentation to address cost and 
management eff'lcicncy. issuuat Hanford. I have stated on numerous occasions that a key . 

· ·, .to~_succcss at Hanford lies in our collaborative ability (with DOE-RL and EPA) to ensure 
effective, and cost efficient cleanup progress. Thanks to Phil Staats, Stan Leja and Wayne 
Soper, we now have "buy-in" by DOB-RL', top management to our roie in addressing 
cost and management efficiency issues. 

I believe that thi£ is a significant step forward, I join with John Wagoner, Alice Murphy 
and Mike Wilson in soliciting your continued attention and support for this initiative. 

. DJ:dpj 
Enclosures 
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DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 

July 29, 1996 

TO: 

FROM: 

Nuclear W~Program Staff 

M:ik.o Wilso anager 
Nucleu W Program 

SUBJECT: Efficiency Issue.Resolution Process (EIR.P) 

Eighteen months ago, Dan Silver asked all of you to pay-close attention to how well the U.S. 
Department of Energy (USDOE) and its contractors were max.imiz.ing cost efficiency in 
accomplishing its environment.al management activities at Hanford. Dan emphasized this as plllt 
ofa key e-0ncern that, in a time or"scvcrdy constrained fbderal budgets, USDOE mun do 
everything they ca.n to maintain the integrity of its regulatory commitment.a. The underlying 
philosophy is simple, efficiency has a direct bearing on environmental cleanup performance and 
success at Han.ford. 

··1n·rcsponse to Dan'11 requests for sp~inc examples where Hanford cleanup could be more 
efficien~ three of you responded. Phil Staats, Wayne Soper and Stan Lej~ provided Dari with 
specific examples where improved management planning and pra.cticea could lead to significant 
cost savings. These eurnples led Ecology into discussions with USDOE and EPA on ways to 
improve our communications and cooperation to resolve specific coat efficiency concerns. 

The direct result of these discussions is the recent crta.blishmcnt of the Efficiency f,sJU 

Ruolution Process (EIRP), fonnerly lcnown as the Cou Pilot hoj«t. The EIRP Is a 
collaborative· agreement between USboE, Ecology and EPA that allows regulator persoMel a 
·more effective forum to identify and rcgolve cost efficiency-related concerns and . 
recommendations with.their 'USDOE countcrparu. It represents a constructive partnership
oriented approach th.at will streamline Ecology acccu to critical cost estimating and project 
planning data; an nrca that wu, in some cue&, previously closed to us. 

We agree with John Wagoner and Ali9C Murphy's messages to their staff (copies attached) that · 
the EIRP repres.ents a " .. . positive step towards reducing costs and better managing for results and · 
a continuation of the spirit developed in the St. Louis "Workout" of May 1995." We.also agree 
with his observation that we all, particularly those at the project management level, mu!it do all 
that we can to institutionalize this process, and to malc..e it work. 

· ··- . - - --~ ·· . 



· Nuclear Waste Program Sta.ff 
July 29, 1996 
Pagc2 

K~ORD PROJECT DEPT ECCLDGY 

As--:9an--hM mted in tho-put, managing projects in a cost efficient maoooc i1 an integral, mhercnt -
re!J>Omibility of Ecology's projoct managers and other swf. We arc confident that you will 
continue your outstanding cftbns to motivate and incorporate cost and management efficiency in · 
our own a.ctivities and those at the Hanford site. For Hanford cleanup~ the EIRP provides a 
framework to help accomplish this. The key for making this process work lies at the project level. 

In helping_ to make tho EIRP proces! work, I. ask that you: 

1. Read and undentand Mr. Wagoner and Ms. Murphy's messagea to tho DOE-RL staff, and 
the attached EIRP process flow ch~ and fbrma.t; 

2. Alwe.y, be open z.nd observing of better, improved, and more efficient waya of 
planning, manag.ing and a.ccompliahing cleanup tasks; 

3. Maintain I.he integrity of our regulatory roles and values; · 

4. Remembes- that we all have tho responsibility to identify cost-cfflcle:ncy related 
concerns to USDOE. However, we must ensure that your cost.efficiency comments and 
suggestions arc founded on good rationale and/or supponing data; 

-
5. Project manager monthly reviews with USDOE mu1t include a regularly scheduled. 

agenda item to addreu efficicncy•rcla.tod concern,; 

6. · Maintain a positive, constructive and collabor&tivc cliaJoguc with your Tri-Party agency 
count.erparts;and 

7. Strive for final resolution ofidentificd concern.a. P anicipa.tion in teaming and 
c:xining me.nagcmcn1 improvement proces.scs ahould be pursued whenever possible 
a"4 appropriate. 

I congratul&tc all of you, and particularly Phi~ Wayne and St.an for your efforts to improve ·cost 
and manaac:mcnt efficiency at Han.for~. . . ' 

MW:DPJ:db 
Atta.chmen:u (2) 
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Department of Energy 

Rfchhmd Operations Office 
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UTlf o,, CFR:AEL 96-CfR-012 

avaJ£crr EFFICIENCY ISSUE RESOLUTION PROC[SS 

Tor Those o~ Attached L1st 

On July 91 1996, Alice Murphy 1,sued the attached -memorandum to you 
regarding the uEffic1ency Issue Resolution Process. 0 I w1nt to voice 
my. strong support for this process. · With the' &11pnis1s on the new 
Environmental Manigeent lO~Ye1r P1an, 1t .1s cr1t1cal that we "'9rk with 
the regulators to identify and resolve efficiency 1~sues. Your nonthly 
project review meetings should include an agenda .ite~ to address efficiency 
issues. I &ho w•nt to rcenfor-ce 11\Y pos-1t1on of .sharing cost and schadula 
data with the regulators. The 1nst1tut1ona11zat1on of this proces, 1s a 
key clement in teaming .with the rcgulltors to clean up the Hanford S1te. 

If you should· have any questions on the processr please contact me ·or · 
.. . your staff 1111)' conhct Tony Lorenz on 37 :-3352. · 

, , ohn ~Mlh~ 
·Manager 

Attachment .. 

-· .. · 
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JUL O 9 1996 
CFR:LBM" 96-CFR-0ll 

EfflCIENCY ISSUE RESOLUTION PROCESS 

Those ·on Att"ached L 1st 

After many starts and stops in attempting to deal with the 1ssues ra1sed 
-1n the letter of June 9, 1995, from Dan Silver, State cf Wa,h1ngton 
Department of Ecology (Ecology) to' Ron .Izatt, •1tnpr-cwe11ent of Cost and · J 
E"ff1c1ancy at Hanford," the CFR division, 1n cpllaborat1cn with the 

·,, Ecology 'and the Environmental Protection Agency, has ·developed a pn:,ceu 
for handling aff1c1eney concerns r11se-d by lny -of the three part1es. That 
process t1t1ed -Eff1c1ency Issue Resolution Process" wa, presented to the 
~1te Hanagement Bo1rd on Jun~ 4, ·1996~ by Tony Lorenz. M1nor. adjustments 
we~• $Uggested and have been incorporated into tha proces, flow chart 
(s•• ittachraent 1-). . · . • 

I betfeve th~t th1s proces~, fn partnersMp w1th the contractors and 
regulators, is a positive ~tep 'towards reducing costs and better raanag1ng 
for results, an~ a cont1nuat1on of the spir1t developed ·1n the St. Louis 
"Workout" of May 1995. RL" ~ i.hnce hu always been · that 1t mu,t be -
willing to share cost and schedule data wlth the regul~tors. Now, we 
must implement · this process 1nmed1ately and maka sure that . 1t fs statained. 
The fnst1tut1o~a1izat1on of the fff1c1ency Issue Resolution Process 

· requires attention to three areas: · 

1. Eff1cien·cy concerns must be clearly .documented. Attachinent 2 h ,a 
worksheet thit. wu deve1oped to · spec.1ffc11.lly 1dent1fy the facts and 
data associated with the efficiency concern. Any of the Tr1-Party 
members who hive a cost or schedule concern can use this worksheet 
to inithte the process. · 

2. E_ach project rou5t . have a regular- agenda t tem that addresses 
efficiency concerns . u part of Hs regular-· month1y projtct review. 
This wi11 ~llcw for an 1nterject1on of those concern, 1f they are 
presented on A prepArad worksheet. I~ 1s hoped that many of the 
efficiency ·1ssues could be resolved at th1s meeting. 

3; lf an eff1c1ency conceJ".n does •Warrant further 1nvest1g..a..t10ll.11- YOU 
are expected to support the resolution -of the concern through 
pArtfcipation in teB.llls. We wi11 · use existing iinpravement 
processes wherever pos~iule. 
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The success ot this proce~s 1s dependent upon your attention to these three 
areas. If you have any questions, please contact Tony Lorenz 4t 373~3352 • 

Att-ach~nts 
1. Efficiency Issue Resoluti 

Process - Flowchart 
2. Efficiency Jssue R~solution 

Process - Checklist 

. t:P 
inanch1 Officer · 

.... ~ -. ... .... _ ... . ., ~ ... 
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Efficiency Issue Resolution Process . 

General Commenta 
• . Simple mechanism/process to Identify & ~rrect specific instances of possible Inefficiency and 

excessive cost (a large gap exlsts between current Hanford processes and similar observed . 
processes) 

...- ~Ull'~e eidsUng processes to solve Issues where possJble , · 
• Regulators will track progress of Efficiency Issues through this process 
• Single Reg1Jlator concspl u!Ulzed · 

Articulate ·specific Efficiency Concern 
· • Complele checklisVguldellnes on meeting minim~m amount of Information required lo present 

efficiency concern 
.. Source for concern must be well documented 
·• · Must have doflned the trlt&ria tor closure 

Project Management Agenda• Efficiency Issues . 
• Regular agenda item of a monthly program review - provides oppor1unlty for DOE and Regulators 

lo present efficiency concerns 
•. • Efficiency is&1e may he a moot point In the meeUng based upon knowledge that 

1. Futvra activities In lhe "issue• area do not justify further exploration· 
2. Return on inve,tment does not Justify further exploration 

Concern Resolved ? · 
~ Determined by the party that brought up the efficiency Issue (meets criteria for closure) 

Determine Closure Time Frame . · 
• If the concern cannot be closed In the Project Mgt. meeting, a closure date is agreed to • 

. F~cJllta~on Support Requireo? . 
. · ... :•·- . D.et&rmlned by the pactles as to whether facffltaUon ls (lece.§aty lo close concern 

· lnftlal Fact•Flndfng . 
~ CFR provideg a measure of lndepandenca from Programs & Regulators 
• Pretiminary data gslheri'ng/matching of processes using contracto< data and Regulator data (m~y 

Include some output banctunarking information) · · 
ieam FacllltlutJon/Data Gathering 

.• . Reviow of the avallab!e data 
.- May include r1gorows process benchmarking (biJt does not extend Into process lmprovemenj) . 

PreaantatJon of Facts & Data · 
. • To pn:,gram and lr1-par1y manegemenl for re..;ew 

• Intended to close the concern 
ProJa.ct Management V,E. Study 

~ Selected if concern ls fot ongoing projects 
· .. Use of aveijable Value Englneertng skills 

Process Improvement 
• · Selected If concern is ror repeatable processes 
• Use of exisling improvement tools (reenglneenng, WESTIP, elc.) 

Eleva~ to !AMT . 
• · The Inter-Agency Management Team is comprised of &enior DOE and RegufalOr managers. 

Close Concern · 
• Matches _closure criteria defined ln· ·art1c:utata efficiency concern• 

. ~~~( \ 
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Attachment 2 

-

Efficiency· Issue Resolution Process 
Thla bm dMC!Abet 1M mlllltnl.lffl ~II lo lnllala CM ptOOMI tl\M ~ alfidanc;y (~) UU.1 

r.i.edti,WSOOE, EPA. and DO& 

1 ldendfv the exlstinA Hanford proceae/method of concem: 

2 Present evidence of alternative process/method 
2a Source of Information: .. 

2b Compar&bte measures: 

. - .. ·•·-
2c Does the alternative .process match the existing process _In : ~ - HQ 

Maturity? 
Volume? 
Regulatory requirements? 

3 Sta~ why the existing process/method ls unacceptable: · 
.. 

. . 

4 Is the existing process/method a major Proa ram. component? 

. .. 
5 What are the expected benefits of changing the eldsifno preens? 
5a Mae:mitude of savings: -

Sb lmprovem~nts to schedule: 

Sc Expected process/method changes: 
i 

6 Has there been resolution efforts to-date? 
Sa Point of contact: . .. . • ,' .. 
Bb · Work performed to-date: 

7 Criteria for ciosure 
7a 'Nhat evidence is required (cost. schedule changes?) 

7b Doe date: 

• 
· I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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