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| ntr oduction

At the direction of the Secretary of Energy,
the Office of Independent Oversight and
Performance Assurance (OA) conducted an
investigation of selected aspects of worker safety
and health systems at the U.S. Department of
Energy (DOE) Hanford Site in February-April
2004. OA is part of the Secretary of Energy’s
Office of Security and Safety Performance
Assurance. In February 2004, the Secretary of
Energy directed OA to evaluate recent allegations
of deficient safety and medical practices and to
assess past practices and current operations to
determine whether additional actions are needed
to ensure asafe work environment at the Hanford
Site.

Theadllegationsaddresswhether workerswere
adequately protected against exposure to vapors
at the Hanford Site Tank Farms, whether workers
received appropriate medical treatment after a
perceived exposure, and whether exposure events
are reported properly and accurately.
Consequently, OA focused its investigation on
vapor management at the Tank Farms and the
occupational medicine program and illness/injury
reporting practices as they relate to Tank Farm
operations. Because the occupational medicine
program and injury/illness reporting processes
encompass al workers at the Hanford Site, OA
a so examined whether the allegations might have
implications for other Hanford Site workers.

OA coordinated with the DOE Office of the
Inspector General in the conduct of this
investigation. OA focused on the aspects of the
alegationsrelating to worker safety. Concurrently,
the Office of the Inspector Genera investigated
theallegationsto determinewhether any lawswere
broken and whether there was any evidence of
waste, fraud, or abuse.

The Hanford Site Tank Farms

The Hanford Site is located in southeastern
Washington. The Hanford Site Tank Farms are
used to store and process highly radioactive and
hazardous waste, which was generated by past
Hanford Site activities. Sixty percent of the
nation’s high-level radioactive waste is stored at

Hanford in 177 large underground tanks. The
tanks are aging and some are deteriorating, and
some tanks are of a single-shell design that
provides less assurance of containment than the
newer double-shell design. If not properly
managed, thiswaste poses athrest to the Columbia
River and the Pacific Northwest.

The current mission of the Tank Farms is to
safely prepare the waste so it can be vitrified into
glasslogs by processing through anew vitrification
treatment plant currently being built onthe Hanford
Site. This mission includes retrieving waste from
single-shell tanks so they can be closed. Tank
Farm activities involve various potentid hazards
that need to be effectively controlled. These
hazards include exposure to external radiation,
radiological contamination, hazardous chemicals,
and various physical hazards associated with facility
operations.
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Hanford Site Tank Farm During Construction

Of particular relevance to thisinvestigation is
that the materias in the tanks generate various
gases, such as hydrogen, and vapors, such as
ammoniaand various volatile organic compounds.
These gases and vapors can escape the tanks
through normal venting and other leak paths.
Some of the vapors produce unpleasant odors and
can cause such reactions as coughing and skin
irritation; at higher concentrations, some of the
vapors are hazardous to human health. Additional
information on Tank Farm operations, materids,
release paths, controls, and vapor exposures is

provided in Appendix C of this report.



Hanford Site Organizations

The DOE Office of Environmental Management
(EM) is the lead program secretaria office for the
Hanford Site. As such, it has overall Headquarters
responsibility for most activities at the site. In March
2002, EM issued a letter of intent documenting the
agreement between the State of Washington, the
United States Environmental Protection Agency, and
the DOE to accelerate completion of the cleanup of
the Hanford Site from a 2070 timeframe to 2035, and
possibly as soon as 2025. A key element of this
accelerated strategy was accelerated tank waste
retrieval and closure demonstration. The tank waste
retrieval and closure work forms the bulk of work
efforts at the Tank Farm today.

At the dte leve, line management responsibility
for the Tank Farms fals under the Manager of the
DOE Officeof River Protection (ORP), which manages
the prime contract for Tank Farm Activities— CH2M
HILL —and one other ORP prime contract — Bechtel
National, Incorporated (BNI). ORP was established
as a separate organization reporting to EM in 1998 in
an effort to increase accountability for the success of
the Tank Waste remediation efforts and streamline the
management structure and the decision-making process.
Major objectives of the ORP included completing
cleanup sooner; driving early progress on waste
retrieval, trestment, and tank closure; improving the
environment for contractor performance; reaching
agreements with regulators and stakeholdersfor better
technical solutions; and better management of risksand
vulnerabilities.

The DOE Richland Operations Office (RL)
manages relevant stewide programs, including the site
occupational medicine contract and the sitewide DOE
employee concerns program. RL aso has DOE line
management responsi bility for most other Hanford Site
activities (excepting the River Protection Project) and
manages site contracts for work performed by two
other site prime contractors: Fluor Hanford,
Incorporated (FHI) and Bechtel Hanford, Incorporated
(BHI). RL currently has contract management
responsibility for the Pacific Northwest National
Laboratory (PNNL ), pending atransition to the Office
of Science (SC). RL aso provides support to ORP in
some areas through memorandaof agreement, including
technical support in such areas as industrial hygiene.
The Hanford Environmental Health Foundation
(HEHF), under contract to RL, manages the Hanford
Site occupational medicine program, which

encompasses al Hanford workers (including Tank
Farm workers) except BNI.

PNNL is being managed and operated by Battelle
Memorid Institute under the existing contract with RL.
SC and RL plan to transfer responsibility for contract
management of PNNL to SC in the near future. SC
recently established the Pacific Northwest Site Office
(PNSO) to assume site-level DOE line management
responsibility for PNNL. PNSO staff previously
reported to RL as the mission element responsible for
PNNL oversight. Intheinterim, PNSO staff perform
oversight activities of PNNL in support of RL.

The Allegations

In September 2003, the Government Accountability
Project (GAP) issued a report entitled Knowing
Endangerment that alleged deficiencies in worker
protection at the Hanford Tank Farmsthat led to worker
vapor exposures and illnesses. Specifically, GAP
alleges that workers were sick and injured after being
exposed to vapors from high-level nuclear waste tanks
and other toxic and carcinogenic substances. The GAP
report and subsequent GAP statements also alege that
there were instances of improper medical record
keeping (including falsfying records and collusion to
undermineworker compensation clams). Further, GAP
aleges that there have been instances where injuries
and illnesses have not been properly reported. DOE
line management and contractor organizations with
safety and hedlth responsibilities for the Hanford Site
Tank Farms have been working to address the
alegationsin the GAP report.

The Investigation

The OA team consisted of 23 expertsfrom various
disciplines, including occupational medicine, industrial
hygiene, radiologica protection, nuclear engineering,
waste management, environmental protection,
chemistry, maintenance, operations, and management
systems. The OA team included personnel from other
DOE sites, who had specialized expertise in industrial
hygiene and Tank Farm operations. The OA team
conducted four ste visits during February-April 2004.
Details of theinvestigation schedule and team members
areincluded in Appendix A.

OA conducted its review using standard OA
protocols for work observations, facility and system
walkdowns, interviews, and document reviews. OA
aso designed and implemented a sampling strategy to




collect aset of independent samplesat the Tank Farms.
The sampling and analysis were performed by another
DOE organization at the direction of OA. OA followed
established protocolsfor communicationswith the site,
including frequent communications and an extensive
validation process.

Scope

The OA invegtigation addressed organizationswith
safety and health responsibilities relevant to the Tank
Farmworkersand GAP dlegations, including: EM, RL,
ORP, HEHF, and CH2M HILL. To gain a broader
perspective on the medical program and injury and
illness reporting, OA also examined relevant practices
and recordsof other Hanford Site contractors, including
FHI, BHI, BNI, and PNNL.

The OA investigation focused on worker vapor
exposures and associated all egations about the medical
program and injury and illnessreporting. OA reviewed
past practices as they relate to issues and allegations
identified in the GAP report, with emphasis on the
timeframe relevant to the GAP dlegations (nominally
January 2002 to the present). The intent of the OA
investigation was not to evaluate each individua GAP
alegation; rather, OA focused on evaluating the
effectiveness of the underlying safety programs and
processesin the areas of aleged weakness. OA also
reviewed current institutional safety and health
processes and work performance at the Tank Farms,
including recent and ongoing modifications to safety
systems and procedures.

The OA investigation and report addressed three
major areas.

* Tank Farm worker vapor exposures. OA
examined current and past worker safety practices
to determine their effectiveness in preventing
worker exposures to vapors and other hazardous
materials that could cause illnesses. Because
engineered safety systems are a critical barrier in
preventing worker exposures, OA reviewed
selected aspects of safety systems, including recent
modifications. OA asolooked at various processes

by which Tank Farm workers may raise safety
questions or report concerns.

* Occupational medicine program. OA
examined current and past occupational medicine
program practices, focusing on aspectsrel evant to
the recent allegations. OA reviewed the medical
treatment of Tank Farm workers, focusing onthose
with vapor exposures, and also examined
occupational medicine program issuesfor sitewide

applicability.

* Injurylillnessinvestigation and reporting. OA
evaluated the adequacy of the injury and illness
policies and processes for CH2M HILL and the
other Hanford Site prime contractors.
Documentation related to injuriesand illnesseswas
reviewed to determine whether contractor policies
and procedures have been properly implemented
and whether DOE and Occupationa Safety and
Health Administration (OSHA) requirements have
been met. Selected workersinvolvedin Tank Farm
exposure incidents were interviewed to determine
the effectiveness of illness and injury reporting.

For the abovefocus areas, OA evauated identified
weaknesses to determine contributing causes by
examining relevant safety management systems, such
as contractor feedback and improvement systems, and
DOE line management oversight.

Organization of the Report

Sections 2, 3, and 4 summarize the results of the
review for the three mgjor focus areas. Tank Farm
vapor exposures, occupational medicine program, and
injury and illness reporting, respectively. Appendix A
provides supplemental information, including the team
composition. Appendix B presents the findings that
require development of formal corrective action plans.
Appendices C, D, and E provide the detailed
investigation results for the three major focus areas,

respectively.




Tank Farm Workers Exposureto Vapors

The strategy for protecting workers against
vapor exposures starts with a characterization of
the types and quantities of hazardous materiasin
the tank that could be rel eased in gaseous or vapor
form. Based on the sit€’ s characterization of the
hazards, the protection strategy relies on three
genera typesof controls. engineered controls(e.g.,
venting and filter systems), administrative controls
(air monitoring zones), and personal protective
equipment (e.g., respirators). Historicaly, the
CH2M HILL strategy has been to implement
protective measures that keep worker exposures
below established regulatory limits.

2.1 Positive Attributes

EM, ORP, and CH2M HILL havetaken
interim actions to improve worker safety.
After the two-week data collection portion of this
investigation, all non-essential work at the Tank
Farmswas curtailed, and CH2M HILL mandated
that workers use persona respiratory protection
while performing the remaining, essential tasks at
the Tank Farms. This decision was made as a
result of several additional vapor exposures that
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occurred during the investigation and discussions
among EM, ORP, and CH2M HILL, asaresult of
which ORP directed CH2M HILL to continue the
use of respiratory protection until they completed
several interim corrective actions to address
worker protection issues. Those actions included
requirements for respiratory protection for any
entry to the fenced area of the Tank Farms, re-
evaluation of existing industrial hygiene data,
acceleration of engineered controls, revision or
development of procedures for industria hygiene
monitoring and sampling, implementation of
persond bresthing zone sampling, increased training
and qualification for respirator use, and accel erated
self-assessment of the radiation protection
program. On April 15, 2004, based on potentia
nitrous oxide exposure concerns identified by the
OA team, additional respiratory protection
measures and industrid hygiene monitoring controls
were imposed by CH2M HILL management for
al waste tanks without active ventilation.

Over thepast twoyears, ORP and CH2M
HILL havedevoted significant resour cesand
management attention to resolving thevapor

exposure issue and enhancing
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communications with workers. CH2M HILL has
recently introduced severa mechanisms to improve
communication channels between management and
Tank Farm workers regarding tank vapor issues,
including formation of the Chemica Vapor Solutions
Team and increased involvement of the Employee
Response Team (an ombudsman group) in vapor
concerns. CH2M HILL hasasoincreased the number
of Hanford Atomic Metal Trades Council safety
representatives in the past year. In addition, CH2M
HILL developed an eight-hour Chemical Hazards
Awareness training course to provide basic
fundamentals training for Tank Farm workers.
Management has also established its “as low as
reasonably achievable” (ALARA) approach to
chemical exposures to address worker concerns. In
2003, the company implemented atank chemical vapor
project, formaizing and scheduling the various activities
addressing tank vapors. Aspart of thiseffort, anumber
of enhancements to engineered controls, personal
protective equipment, and administrative controls have
been implemented, and various other options are being
evaluated. Many of these enhancements were under
way when the GAP report was issued. For example,
CH2M HILL’ s program to sedl potentia lesk sources
from the tanks has been successful in reducing many
of the fugitive vapor emissions.

ORPand CH2M HILL havetaken actionsto
develop a better understanding of the vapor
exposure issue and its potential impact on the
workers. ORPand CH2M HILL havetasked several
external organizations and consultants to perform
assessments of the vapor exposure issue and/or the
industrial hygiene program. The reviews were
performed by health and safety professionals contracted
by CH2M HILL; a Paper, Allied-Industrial, Chemica
& Energy WorkersInternational Union (PACE) hedlth
and safety specialist; Dupont Safety Resources; and
the National Ingtitute for Occupational Safety and
Hedth (NIOSH). Collectively, these reviews provide
acomprehensive assessment of anumber of programs
and practicesfor theidentification and control of hazards
associated with chemical vapor exposures in the
Hanford Tank Farms. CH2M HILL aso instituted a
low threshold problem reporting system, which
encourages reporting vapor odors. About 70
recommendationswere made for improvementsin such
areas as engineered controls, characterization of gases
in tank headspaces, measurements of vapors in work
areas, personal exposure monitoring, respiratory
protection, exposure databases, and training and worker
involvement. Many of these recommendations were

only recently received by CH2M HILL and thus have
not yet been fully implemented.

2.2 Weaknesses

CH2M HILL tank characterization and
personal sampling dataistoo limited to conclude
that the exposure of all workers is below
regulatory thresholds for all chemicals to which
they might beexposed. Inthewastetanksevaluated
by the OA team, concentrations of some chemicalsin
the tank headspaces were above levels of regulatory
concern. Although there are no records of Tank Farm
workers having been exposed to chemical vaporsfrom
the Hanford waste tanks in excess of regulatory limits,
the CH2M HILL persond sampling dataiis too limited
to conclude that the exposure of al workers is below
regulatory thresholds for al chemicals to which they
might be exposed. Furthermore, because of
weaknessesin theindustrial hygiene program identified
in this report and through CH2M HILL self-
assessmentsand externa reviewers, worker exposures
to some waste tank vapors cannot be determined
because of insufficient exposure data, uncertaintiesin
the detection of some chemicals, or inconsistencies in
the collection and recording of the data.

Significant vulner abilitiesin the CH2M HILL
industrial hygiene program will, until corrected,
continue to raise uncertainties in determining
whether some workers are being overexposed
to some chemical vapors. Specific concerns that
require management attention include insufficient
sampling and characterization of tank vapors,
insufficient personal vapor exposure data, inadequate
direct-reading instrument and personal exposure
records, limitations of instrumentsto detect somevapors,
lack of industrial hygiene technician procedures,
insufficient industria hygiene technician training and
gualification, and shortcomings in the respiratory
protection program.

Implementation of work planning and safety
controls is not sufficiently rigorous. Hazard
identification and analysis have not always been
aufficiently detailed, and in some cases, the predominant
hazards of the work were not adequately covered.
I dentification and implementation of controls have been
wesk, with significant reliance on individua expertise
and interpretation to protect workers from radiological
and chemical hazards. Consequently, in some cases
workers were not aware of appropriate controls. In
other cases, workers did not appropriately implement
the specified controlswhile performingwork. Although




the work control processes clearly establish
requirements for work planning, these processes need
improvement and warrant additional management
attention.

Some aspects of communicationsto workers
have not been effective. Reports of worker
exposures to chemical vapors have increased over the
last few years because of a combination of factors,
including lower thresholdsfor reporting vapor exposures
and increased worker awareness of vapor issues. Some
Tank Farm workers remain concerned about the health
risks associated with chemical vapor exposures, and
their concern increases as reported exposure events
become morefrequent. Some workers fear that their
exposures may be higher than indicated by industrial
hygiene monitoring because the acute symptoms that
some workers are experiencing are more severe than
would be expected based on monitoring results.
Continuing events involving acute symptoms also
contribute to worker distrust in current tank vapor
characterization measurements performed by industrial
hygiene as well as management’s assertions that no
exposure limits have been exceeded. Several CH2M
HILL workers interviewed by OA did not trust the
industrial hygiene program justifications for lack of
respirator requirementsfor Tank Farm jobs. Although
CH2M HILL management has established avoluntary
respiratory protection program, workers were not
comfortable using voluntary respiratory protection
because of negative peer pressure and the perception
by other workers that it was a sign of weakness. In
addition, severa CH2M HILL interviewees stated that
the process and paperwork needed to obtain voluntary
respiratory protection were too much trouble and too
time consuming.

Weaknessesin design, testing, maintenance,
and configuration management of engineered
controlsreducetheir effectiveness. Over the past
15 years, the conceptualization, analysis, detailed
engineering, and execution of engineered measures
have not been adequate to provide generaly effective
engineered vapor controlsfor the Tank Farms. These
efforts have not always been successful, and some
currently installed controls are less than optimally
effective. Additionaly, somefundamental engineering
considerations relating to other aspects of tank safety
have been overlooked. The most significant of these
involves potentid threststo tank integrity from excessve
vacuum. OA identified anumber of specific conditions
that could cause excessive vacuum in both the single-
and double-shell tanks. For example, contrary to
industrial code requirements and commonly accepted
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good engineering practice, most actively ventilated tanks
did not have specifically engineered relief devices.
When these conditions were discovered, the site
suspended all activities that could challenge the tanks
integrity, except for routine operator rounds, pending
tank-by-tank operational evaluations. The main
contributors to these deficiencies appeared to be
engineering processweaknesses, including engineering
procedures lacking in requirements to specifically
consider the reduction of worker vapor exposures and
the protection of the tanks from such threats as
excessive vacuum. A related weakness is the
inadequate application of existing process requirements,
such as rigorous configuration controls, to changes in
the tanks and related procedures. For example, the
tank sealing efforts were not treated as modifications
and thus did not undergo dl of the applicable rigorous,
formal, documented procedural steps that are needed
to ensure complete, valid technical considerations and
effective configuration control.

CH2M HILL scorrectiveaction program has
not always been effective in defining and
investigating issuesrelated to Tank Farm vapor
releasesand exposureincidentsor in establishing
actions that effectively prevent recurrence of
personnel vapor exposures. Notwithstanding the
many improvements and actions taken to address tank
vapor issues, many systemic deficiencies in the
implementation of corrective actions and issues
management processes are apparent and areimpeding
effortsto prevent tank vapor exposures. For the more
than 60 vapor exposure incidents reviewed by the OA
teamn, industria hygiene routinely conducted monitoring
of field conditions, but only two were subject to formal
event investigations, and only one event investigation
related to vapor exposures was conducted in each of
the years 2001, 2002, and 2003. Many of the reported




vapor exposures have occurred during routine survey
and maintenance operations that are not subjected to
formal post-job reviews and, therefore, the post-job
review process has not aided in developing measures
to prevent vapor exposures. The formal lessons-
learned process has a so not been used to communi cate
vapor exposure event lessons. Although informal
communications, such as company news etters and
Tank Farm-wide email, have communicated information
on vapor events and initiatives, only one of the 161
formal lessons learned issued by CH2M HILL since
January 1, 2002, involvesvapor exposures. Thislesson
learned was a bulletin issued on January 9, 2004,
regarding the application of ALARA principles to al
safety programs, with several mentions of vapor
exposures and industrial hygiene. In addition,
investigations and corrective actions to address vapor
events and issues have not always addressed all
pertinent elements, and some actions have not been
completed in atimely manner. For example, significant
recommended actions from a March 2002 reviev—
for establishing an exposure monitoring program and
an exposure monitoring results database—have still not
beenimplemented. Although there may be differences
in various characteristics and details, the issues
identified in @ 1992 Type B investigation of recurring
worker exposure events and many of the resultant
judgments of need continue to persist, more than a
decade later.

ORP has not adequately addressed
weaknessesin itsoversight of the CH2M HILL
industrial hygiene program and has not ensured
timely corrective actions for identified issues.
ORP currently does not have sufficient industrial
hygiene expertise to adequately perform its line
management oversight responshbilities, which include
industrial hygiene assessments and routine eva uations.
Although the recent reective reviews and interim actions
to obtain industrial hygiene support from other DOE
organizations are appropriate, ORP has not devoted
sufficient attention and resources to performing
effective line management oversight of the industrial
hygiene program, issues, and ongoing corrective actions
at the Tank Farm. Insufficient industrial hygiene
expertise on the ORP staff is a particular concern in
light of thelongstanding and recurring vapor exposures
and the need for ORP to understand and evaluate the
complex and interrelated industrid hygieneissuesraised
by various CH2M HILL and externa reviews.

2.3 Conclusions

Vapor exposures at the Tank Farm are a
longstanding concern, and warrant increased
management attention. While there are no known
instances of exposures above regulatory limits, the
longstanding deficienciesin the characterization of the
Tank Farm vapors and industrial hygiene program are
such that the site cannot adequately assure that al
exposures are below regulatory limits. Regardless,
exposureto even low concentrations may have caused
symptomsto workers and, thus, need to be addressed.

The interim actions ingtituted by ORP and CH2M
HILL, which include respiratory protection for most
Tank Farm work, provide assurance that most aspects
of theimmediate concernsare addressed. Theongoing
and planned actions, including the recent decisions to
address tank characterization and industrial sampling
issues and to provide better persona sampling, provide
agood framework for devel oping longer-term solutions.
To ensure that the vapor exposure issues are fully
addressed, improvements are needed in various
management systems, including engineering processes,
industrial hygiene programs, integrated safety
management implementation, communications, CH2M
HILL feedback systems, and ORP line management
oversight.

Vapor issuesa the Tank Farmshave beenthe subject
of numerous assessmentsinthe past few years, including
this OA invedtigation. Collectively, these assessments
provide ORP and CH2M HILL with a good
understanding of the issues and the weaknesses in the
current safety and hedlth programs at the Tank Farms.
Whilemany individua wesknesses need to be addressed,
the overarching wesknessisthat the overall srategy for
protecting workersfrom vaporsisnot adequately defined
and documented &t alevel that can be trandated into an
adequate set of engineered controls, administrative
controls, and persond protective equipment.

CH2M HILL has adopted its ALARA approach as
the starting point for such astrategy but hasnot takenthe
next steps of determining an adequate basis for requisite
eements, including characterization of the vgporsin the
tanks (i.e,, the chemicas of concern and the conditions
under which they are likely to be released) and a
technicaly soundindustrid hygieneprogramthet provides
for an appropriate spectrum of sampling, breething zone
monitoring, and personnd air monitoring. Unttil aprotection
drategy isdefined and supported by an effectiveindudtria
hygiene program, a conservative gpproach to the use of
persond protective equipment is warranted.




Occupational Medicine Program

TheHanford Site has an occupationa medicine
program that serves all Hanford Site contractors
except BNI (which was authorized by DOE to
subcontract to its own occupational medical
provider). Under contract to RL, the HEHF
manages and operates the primary occupational
medicine program for the Hanford Site, including
themain clinicin Richland and asatellitefacility in
the200 Area. In 2003, the HEHF medical program
contract was up for recompetition, and another
company was awarded the contract in January
2004. However, HEHF and other bidders filed
protests, and HEHF is continuing to manage the
occupational medicine program under contract
extensions pending fina decisions.

The occupational medicine program performs
various functions as required by DOE Order
440.1A, Worker Protection Management for
DOE Federal and Contractor Employees. For
example, the occupational medicine program
provides medical treatment, keeps hedth records
for Hanford Site workers, and has responsbility
for performing, tracking, and coordinating medical
issues, including trending of health issues for all
Site contractors.

3.1 Positive Attributes

Medical records are effectively
maintained and provide an accurate history
of treatment. The OA team performed adetailed
review of medical recordsof 75 workers, including
the 53 identified in the GAP report; conducted
numerousinterviewswith HEHF medica staff and
Tank Farm workers; and reviewed HEHF
adminigtrative procedures and protocols. The data
collected by the OA team did not substantiate any
of the hedlth-related GAP alegations, except for
some isolated instances of incomplete treatment
information being provided to contractor record-
keeping case managers. In fact, medical records
were detailed and well organized, and are
controlled by strict record-keeping practices.
Laboratory and other medical tests, a part of the
vapor exposure exam protocol, were accomplished
(unless declined by the employee) and properly

included in the medica record. In all cases of
vapor exposure, the incident history and physical
examination were properly conducted and findings
wererecorded in the medical record. At thetime
of examination, al cases were documented as
work-related.

Hanford Site - Tank Farm at Night

The occupational medicine program is
providing quality health care to the
workforce. The OA team found the clinica
practices and protocols to be consistent with
standard occupational medical practices. The
medica staff hasexcellent professional credentials,
and it was apparent that quality worker health care
was a priority of the organization. In responseto
workplace exposure incidents, HEHF devel oped
a protocol entitled “Exposure and Unusua Event
Service,” which has been in effect since 1996 and
has been updated five times since then. It provides
reasonable guidance to the medical providers at
both HEHF and the local hospital for evauation,




testing, and follow-up on employees after exposure to
vapor. Typica symptoms of vapor exposure included
weepy, stinging eyes, scratchy throat, metallic taste in

the mouth, raspy voice, headache, and skiniirritation in

some patients. Symptomatic treatment was provided,

and many patients were free of symptoms within a
day (most within three to five days). A few workers
experienced lingering symptoms, usudly respiratory in

character. Medica follow-up was aways afforded to

patients until recovery was complete, including
consultation with outside specialists.

3.2 Weaknesses

RL hasnot effectively coordinated with ORP
and PNSO, and with the occupational medicine
program contractor and site contractors, to
ensur e effective coor dination and interfaces. The
Hanford Site has multiple DOE organizations and
contractors, most of which use the sitewide
occupationa medicine program. To be effective, the
site contractors and the occupational medicine program
contractor must coordinate effectively to ensure that
health-related information isexchanged. For example,
for an exposure event, medical professionals rely on
steindudtrid hygiene organizationsto provide relevant
information about the nature of the exposure event (e.g.,
chemicalsinvolved and concentration measurements),
while the site safety coordinators rely on the medical
professionals to provide accurate information about
treatment so they can determine whether an event is
OSHA reportable. RL has the overall responsibility
for the sitewide medical program and for establishing
the appropriate interfaces among the site contractors.
ORP and PNSO must support RL in this effort for
their respective contractors. However, RL has not
ensured that interface agreements are formally
established through memoranda of agreement. Even
though informa communication paths are evident, the
absence of formal agreements and clear and
documented expectations is adversely impacting
performance. In anumber of cases, information was
not provided to other organizationsin atimely manner,
or information was incomplete. For example, DOE
Order 440.1A, Chapter 19, requires contractorsto give
the provider of medical services summariesof potential
worksite exposures of employees before mandatory
hedlth examinations. Severa instances were found
whereimportant indusirid hygiene exposureinformation
was not provided to HEHF in atimely manner.

RL has not provided clear direction to the
occupational medicine program. RL has not
established expectations to focus and prioritize the
occupationa medicine program on critical activities,
such as the population health management program
(which is an important program for monitoring
potentially exposed workers for long-term health
impacts) and enhanced communication projects to
dispel worker concerns. In addition, RL has not
established supplemental directives or other formal
agreements providing specific expectationsfor how the
occupationa medicine programisto interfacewith site
contractors and specifically how to address the health
concernsof Tank Farmworkers. Although occupational
medicine has an important role, RL and ORP have not
ensured that the occupational medicine program is
sufficiently involved with groups that have been
established to address vapor exposure issues, such as
the Chemica Vapor Solutions Team.

HEHF management hasnot established clear
policies and expectations. HEHF management
communications have not been effective in clarifying
policy or providing clear directionin anumber of cases.
These communi cation problems have been exacerbated
through overuse of email to communicate policy and
direction; the email messages have often been unclear
or misunderstood, contributing to confusion and
additiona conflict. In addition, HEHF procedures do
not adequately address the required coordination and
communication between HEHF and site contractors.
HEHF uses many methods to collect feedback from
staff, contractors, and patients, such as meetings with
the President and Chief Executive Officer, “dl staff”
forums, focus groupswith contractors, and patient/staff
surveys. These processes provide feedback about the
quality of health care, workplace hedth and safety,
workplace restrictions, and other suchissues. However,
theinformeation gathered isnot analyzed, trandated into
specific action, and implemented and used to improve
organizational performance. HEHF has not devel oped
the necessary administrative protocols for properly
completing medical records of visits (ROVSs),
communicating policy and expectations to the
professiond staff, and integrating exposureinformation
into the medicd record.

HEHF has not ensured that complete
information is provided to site contractors,
contributing to misreporting of recordable
injuriesin afew cases. In comparing theinformation
recorded onthe ROV to that inthe providers' progress
notes, discrepancies were found in three cases. In




these records, a provider prescribed an over-the-
counter (OTC) medication at prescription strength
(making the case recordable), but the corresponding
ROV reflected only “OTC.” Further, because the
employeesreturned to work without restriction, no other
factors were present that would make the cases
recordable under OSHA requirements. As a result,
these cases would have been improperly recorded.

3.3 Conclusions

The OA team found HEHF clinica practices and
protocols to be consistent with standard occupational
medical practices. The OA team found no
substantiation of any of the health-related GAP
allegations, except for isolated instances of incomplete

Inside Double-Shell Tank

treatment information being provided to contractor
record-keeping case managers.

RL has not established the necessary interfaces
between prime contractors and the occupational
medicine program to address the integration of
occupational medicine program services as required
by DOE occupational medicine directives and
contractor requirements. Weaknesses were found in
some administrative HEHF protocols. For example,
communications to professional staff were not aways
effective and contributed to misunderstandings and
conflict among staff. Protocols also did not address
the proper completion of ROVs to assure that case
managers were provided accurate information for
properly categorizing work-related incidents.

Waste Inside a Single-Shell Tank in the B Tank Farm at
the Hanford Site




Injury and Iliness | nvestigation and Reporting

Occupationa injury and illnessreportingisan
important worker health and safety element
subject to OSHA regulations and DOE
requirements. The information is compiled and
used as a management tool for evauating safety
performance and trends.

4.1 Positive Attributes

Therearenoindications of significant or
pervasive underreporting of injuries and
illnesses. Based on OA’sreview of asample of
records for CH2M HILL, FHI, BHI, BNI, and
PNNL, most injury and illness events are
gppropriately categorized. No egregiousexamples
of misreporting were identified.

All contractor s have clear requirements
and procedures that provide the foundation
for their occupational injury and illness
investigation and reporting programs. For
example, all site contractors have clear
requirementsto investigate and report events and
to determine the apparent cause and needed
corrective actions. Some contractors have
established processesthat provide for independent
review of investigations and OSHA recordable
decisions to provide assurance that events are
properly evaluated, recorded, and reported in
accordance with DOE and OSHA criteria. For
example, PNNL requires peer review and approva
of investigation reports before they are deemed
complete. These controls provide a degree of
deterrence against deliberate misreporting of
events in an attempt to present an overly positive
picture of site safety performance.

DOE organizations have performed
assessments of contractor injury and illness
reporting programs. RL performed
assessments of occupational injury and illness
recording and reporting programsimplemented by
FHI and BHI and their mgjor subcontractors in
2003. RL recently began quarterly comparisons
of OSHA logs and DOE Computerized Accident/
Incident Reporting System (CAIRS) reports for
these two prime contractors and will document
the results of these comparisons in assessments

planned for later this year. PNSO assessed
PNNL compliancewithinjury and illnessreporting
requirements in 2003. ORP recently conducted
oversight assessments of occupational injury and
illness reporting processes for CH2M HILL and
BNI. These RL, ORP, and PNSO assessments
were generdly of good quaity and identified a
number of needed correction actions for
contractor implementation.

£
e

. A o
Sampling Vents for Vapors

4.2 Weaknesses

The overall quality of records is
inconsistent and not always adequate. The
contractors that OA evaluated have not
established and maintained a sufficiently rigorous
system of recordsto fully support injury andillness
reporting. Although procedures are generally
adequate, implementation of the procedures and
quality assurance processes have not been
sufficiently rigorous to ensure that records are
complete and accurate. In some cases,
information needed to demonstrate the adequacy
of recording and reporting decisonswas missing
or incomplete. Case files had weaknesses in
documentation, such as inadequate information




on ROV formsfrom HEHF, insufficient documentation
of persona physician and emergency room medical
reports, and inconsistent inclusion of required forms
and reports.

Some occupational injury and illness events
were not correctly recorded or reported. The
requirements for recording and reporting are not
complex, but some interpretation and judgment are
needed to determine the reportability of each individual
case. The OA team identified some incorrect or
questionable classifications and reporting of
occupational injuries and illnesses by all Hanford
contractors. Some of the eventsthat should have been
recorded and reported under OSHA and DOE criteria
were not, because individuals misinterpreted the criteria
or were missing important eements of information.
The number of casesthat were not correctly recorded
do not indicate a systemic or pervasive failure of the
system. However, errors that result in misreporting
must be kept to a minimum, and instances of incorrect
classification decisions need to be corrected and
reported as required. The identified errors indicate a
need for increased attention to records management,
quality assurance, and peer review, aswell aseffective
interfaces between site contractors and the occupational
medicine program contractor.

CAIRS data is not sufficiently complete and
current. Ingenerd, the OA investigation found good
consistency between OSHA 300 logs and CAIRS
database records for total recordable case rate and
lost workday case rate for calendar year 2002. These
are the principal performance metrics used by DOE
senior management in relation to worker safety
performance.

However, consistency between OSHA 300 logs
and the CAIRS database for the number of lost and
restricted workdays needs improvement. For 55 out
of 246 OSHA 300 log recorded casesfor calendar year
2002 and part of 2003 that werereviewed by OA, there
were discrepancies between the OSHA 300 logs and
CAIRS database. These discrepancies included
instances of both overreporting and underreporting.
Two contributors to these inconsistencies were
transcription errors and failure to submit required
revisionsto the CAIRS database. In general, because
of thevariability of thisperformance metric, maintaining

consistency between the OSHA 300 logs and CAIRS
database requires frequent reconciliation of the data
and increased quality assurance. One Hanford
contractor had exercised its authority for direct
electronic input of information into CAIRS, and had a
high degree of consistency between OSHA 300 logs
and CAIRS database records. During the final phase
of the OA investigation, recent updates to CAIRS,
following contractor-submitted updates and revisions
had aready resolved many of the inconsistencies for
calendar year 2002.

4.3 Conclusions

Although improvements are warranted, the number
and type of discrepanciesidentified in thisinvestigation
do not negate the overal usefulness of injury andillness
metrics as a tool for monitoring safety performance
and for focusing attention on problem areas or trends.
However, the data on OSHA recordables and in
CAIRSisnot asreliable asit should be, and the CAIRS
database is not being updated in a timely manner to
reflect new information or the discovery of errors or
omissons. Thus, the CAIRSinformation used by DOE
management does not aways reflect the most current
and accurate information. Some of the problems with
the CAIRS data are being addressed by having
contractors update the database electronicaly, thus
eliminating time lags and some transcription errors.

To address these issues, several DOE
Headquarters organizations will need to work together
in an aggressive and coordinated approach. As the
stelandlord, EM involvement and leadership are needed
to facilitate and ensure that RL, ORP, and PNSO
effectively coordinate their efforts to appropriately
address occupational medical program issuesand build
theinterfaces necessary for effectiveinjury andillness
investigation and reporting. Actions by the Office of
Environment, Safety and Health are needed to address
thelongstanding deficienciesin CAIRS and itsinterface
with site recording and reporting, particularly the time
lags in providing information to CAIRS, so that senior
DOE management has accurate and timely information
about safety and health performance.




APPENDIX A

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION

A.1 Dates of Review

Advance Team Scoping (onsite)

Scoping Vit (onsite)

Panning (offsite)

Onsite Data Collection (onsite)

Data Analysis (offsite)

Reporting, Follow-up Data Collection,
Qudity Review, and Vdidation (onste)

February 23-27, 2004
March 1-5, 2004
March 8-12, 2004
March 15-26, 2004
March 29-April 2, 2004

April 5-16, 2004

A.2 Review Team Composition

A.2.1 Management

Glenn S. Podonsky, Director, Office of Security and Safety Performance Assurance

Michael A. Kilpatrick, Director, Office of Independent Oversight and Performance Assurance
Petricia Worthington, Director, Office of Environment, Safety and Health Evaluations

Thomas Staker, Deputy Director, Office of Environment, Safety and Health Evaluations

A.2.2 Quality Review Board

Michael Kilpatrick
Thomas Staker

A.2.3 Review Team
Patricia Worthington (Team Leader)

Injury and IlIness Investigation and
Management Systems Subteam

Phil Aiken, Lead

Robert Compton

Albert Gibson

Timothy Martin

Occupational Medicine Program Subteam
Marvin Midke, Lead

Connie Eimer

William Greendyke, MD

Bernard Kokenge

A.2.4 Administrative Support

Mary Anne Sirk

Patricia Worthington
Dean Hickman Robert Nelson

Worker Vapor Exposure Subteam

Brad Davy, Work Process Lead

Bill Miller, Engineered Control Systems Lead

Victor Crawford

Mike Gilroy

Jm O'Brien

Mark Good

Joe Lischinsky

Jm Lockridge

Don Prevatte

Ed Stafford

Mario Vigliani

Dave Barber (Augmentee — Los Alamos Site Office)

Harvey Grasso (Augmentee — Lawrence Livermore Site Office)
Scott Nicolson (Augmentee — Savannah River Operations Office)
John Hill, Industrial Hygiene Laboratory Liaison
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APPENDIX B

FINDINGS
REFER TO
FINDING STATEMENTS
PAGES
Finding #C-1. CH2M HILL tank vapor characterization is not sufficient to support industria 23
hygiene exposure assessment and respiratory protection programs.
Finding #C-2: Compliance with OSHA and DOE exposure limits for chemical vapors cannot 27
be sufficiently demonstrated due to weaknesses in the CH2M HILL exposure assessment
program.
Finding #C-3. Chemical vapor exposure data obtained by CH2M HILL through the use of field 30
instrumentation, particularly direct-reading instruments, is in some cases unreliable and may not
accurately reflect exposures of workers to some chemical vapors being released from the tanks.
Finding #C-4: Limitationsin the current CH2M HILL industrid hygiene technician training and 31

qualification program, and the lack of instrument procedures, do not ensure consistency or
proficiency when conducting vapor exposure and monitoring activities.

Finding #C-5. The CH2M HILL respiratory protection program has not facilitated the voluntary
use of respirators, ensured that respirator issuers are trained, or adequately demonstrated that
workers are protected from the variety of chemical contaminantsin tank vapors.

32

Finding #C-6. CH2M HILL hazards analysis processes have not been sufficiently rigorous to
ensure an adequate understanding of potential hazards prior to alowing workers to perform work.

36

Finding #C-7. CH2M HILL’s use of the JHA/JSA as aworking document in work packages
does not ensure al relevant hazards are identified or that workers are fully cognizant of necessary
hazard controls and the work steps to which those controls apply.

37

Finding #C-8: CH2M HILL has not required sufficient rigor, formality, or specificity in the
processes used to identify and implement controls needed to ensure effective hazard mitigation.

Finding #C-9: DSTsand SSTswith active exhaust ventilation systems at the River Protection
Project Tank Farms are not provided with adequate vacuum relief devices or other vacuum
protection measures, such as positive administrative controls on critical valves, to preclude
potential excessive vacuum conditions that could serioudly damage the tanks.

Finding #C-10: The conceptualization, anadysis, detailed engineering, and execution of
engineering measures have not been adequate to provide fully effective engineered vapor controls
for the Tank Farms, as exemplified by recent modifications to the AY/AZ Tank Farms and the
CAM cabinets.

47

Finding #C-11: Engineering processes have not ensured that engineering activities specificaly
consider potential worker vapor exposures or phenomena that could threaten the integrity
of the tanks.

49




FINDING STATEMENTS

REFER TO
PAGES

Finding #C-12: CH2M HILL has not properly classified and reported some injury and illness
cases, and CH2M HILL injury and illness reporting programs and quality assurance processes are
not sufficiently rigorous, contributing to errors and omissions in documentation and case
management of reported injury and illnesses.

51

Finding #C-13: CH2M HILL’s corrective action program has not been effective in defining and
investigating issues related to Tank Farm vapor releases and exposure incidents or in establishing
actions that effectively prevent recurrence of personnel vapor exposures and provide assurance
that vapor exposures do not have long-term effects on worker health.

Finding #C-14: ORP has not adequately addressed weaknesses in its oversight of the CH2M
HILL industrial hygiene program and has not ensured timely corrective actions for identified
iSsues.

Finding #D-1: RL has not adequately coordinated with ORP, the Pacific Northwest Site Office,
and site contractors to ensure that effective interface agreements are in place between the
occupationa medicine program contractor and site contractors to ensure compliance with DOE
occupational medicine program reguirements.

Finding #D-2: HEHF management has not ensured that administrative processes are
effectively implemented for clearly communicating policy, implementing the results of surveys as
part of the HEHF quality process improvement initiative, and ensuring that ROV's provide
complete information to site contractors to preclude afew cases of misreporting of recordable
injuries.

73

Finding #E-1: FHI, BHI, BNI, and PNNL have not properly classified and reported some injury
and illness cases, and their injury and illness reporting programs and quality assurance processes
are not sufficiently rigorous, contributing to errors and omissions in documentation and case
management of reported injury and illnesses.

87

Finding #E-2: RL, ORP, PNSO, and the Office of Environment, Safety and Health have not
ensured that CAIRS is updated or corrected in atimely manner to reflect new information or the
correction of errors, resulting in discrepancies between CAIRS and OSHA logs, and information
being provided to DOE management that does not reflect the most current and accurate data.

87




APPENDIX C

TANK FARM WORKERS EXPOSURE TO VAPORS

C.1 Background

Tank Farm Description

The 200 East and 200 West Aresas of the Hanford
Reservation contain 177 underground carbon sted tanks
with capacities ranging from 50,000 to approximately
1 milliongdlons. Thetanksare grouped into anumber
of “farms’ throughout the 200 areas. Of the 177 tanks,
149 arethe older single-shell tanks (SST's), constructed
between 1940 and the early 1960s. The other 28 tanks
are double-shell tanks (DSTs) constructed between
1968 and 1986.

The SSTs are divided approximately evenly into
two areas: the 200 East Area and the 200 West Area.
The SSTs were removed from service in the 1980s.
With the completion of interim stabilization activities,
the SSTs now contain only dudge and satcake. The
next step of the cleanup is to remove the sludge and
sdltcake to the DSTs, where it will be stored pending
treatment in the new Waste Treatment Plant, currently
under congtruction. The SSTs are normaly passively
ventilated through high efficiency particulateair (HEPA)
filters on atank breather.

Twenty-five of the DSTs are located in the 200
East Area, and three are located in the SY Farm in the
200 West Area. Exhausters actively ventilate both the
head space and annulus of these tanks through HEPA
filters. The tanks are currently used to accept liquid
from the SSTs, where it is stored pending future
treatment. To conserve volume for the future addition
of liquids, the wastes in the DSTs can be sent to an
evaporator, where excess water is removed, and the
resulting dlurry is returned to the tanks. As waste
retrieva operations begin in the SST's, the need for space
in the DSTswill become criticd.

Transfer and treatment of wastes from the SSTs
to the DSTsinvolve waste transfer piping and specially
designed pumps that can be installed through riserson
thetanks. A number of other specialy designed tools
can be inserted through the tank risers to inspect the
tanks and mobilize dudge and saltcake. Installation of
equipment into the tanks through the risers, aswell as
repair and replacement of egquipment constitute a
majority of the current efforts.

Tank Farm Approach to Worker
Protection Against Vapor Exposures

The strategy for protecting workers against vapor
exposures starts with a characterization of the types
and quantities of hazardous materias in the tanks that
could be released in gaseous or vapor form. Magjor
efforts to characterize the contents of the tanks were
performed in the mid 1990s, in part as a response to
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board
Recommendation 93-5, which was accepted as closed
by the Board in November 1999. That characterization
effort resulted in the current characterization data
contained within the site's Tank Waste Information
Network System (TWINS) database. Limited
sampling and characterization of tank headspaceshave
been performed since then.

Prior to thisinvestigation, the Tank Farm protection
strategy has inherently relied on a number of
assumptions: (1) that the existing characterization data
adequately reflected the actual tank contents, and that
studies adequately predicted chemica behavior of the
wastes when mixing occurs during waste transfers,
and (2) that of the large number of chemical species
present in tank wastes, only afew classes of chemicals
wereof potential concern, and three of them (ammonia,
nitrous oxide, and 1-butanol) were present in
concentrations above regulatory limits (see Section
C.2.1 for discussion of these assumptions).

Based on the sit€’ scharacterization of the hazards,
the protection strategy relies on three general types of
controls.

* Engineered controls. The primary engineered
controlsare the venting and filter systems described
above. Various modifications have been made at
some tanks to enhance the effectiveness of vent
systems. In addition, CH2M HILL has
implemented a processto identify and sedl certain
release paths (e.g., tank penetrations) such that
vapors do not bypass the vent systems.

e Administrativecontrols. TheTank FarmHedlth
and Safety Plan (HA SP) and various other CH2M
HILL plans/procedures identify a set of
adminigtrative controls, such as industria hygiene




sampling processes, establishment of air monitoring
zones, and processes for curtailing work if
measured concentrations are above thresholds.
These administrative controls are intended to
ensure that workers are not working near sources
of vaporsor areasof higher concentrationswithout
defined persona protective equipment (PPE).

* Personal protective equipment. The primary
PPE provided to workers are the various types of
respirators used at the Tank Farm, which range
from masks to supplied air. Respirators are
mandated for certain work (e.g., equipment
ingdlation in the tanks) and in certain conditions
(e.g., when measured concentrations exceed
certain thresholds).

Historically, the CH2M HILL strategy has been to
implement protection measures that keep worker
exposuresbe ow established regulatory limits. Although
they believe there is no evidence of long-term hedlth
risks, CH2M HILL has recognized that there may be
opportunities to further reduce worker exposure to
chemicd vapors, and isworking to establish an approach
that would maintain those vapor exposures as low as
reasonably achievable (ALARA).

Injury and Iliness Investigation and
Reporting

The policies for workers and supervisorsto report
work-related injuriesand ilInesses are defined in severd
procedures and policies, and are communicated to all
workers during initial and annual refresher general
employeetraining. Workerswho areinjured or become
ill a work, including exposuresto vaporswhere physical
symptoms are experienced, are taken to onsite clinics
or to aloca hospital emergency room for evaluation
and treatment. CH2M HILL’s environment, safety,
and hedlth (ES&H) organization has established a
forma processfor obtaining notification of injuriesand
illnesses, obtaining examination and treatment
information from medical services, evauating each case
for reporting to the Occupational Safety and Hedlth
Administration (OSHA) and the U.S. Department of
Energy (DOE) Computerized Accident/Incident
Reporting System (CAIRS) in accordance with 29 CFR
1907 and DOE Natice 231.1, and ongoing management
of reportable cases. (See Appendix E for additional
discussion of injury and illness reporting requirements
and other Hanford Site contractors' injury and illness
reporting programs.)

CH2M HILL Feedback Mechanisms

Inadditiontoinjury andillnessinvestigations, CH2M
HILL has various formal feedback and improvement
mechanisms for reporting, investigating, and resolving
vapor exposure events and evauating related safety
and health processes. CH2M HILL has established
processes to conduct independent assessments,
including assessments by interna organizations and
external contractors, and avariety of management self-
assessments that evaluate industrial hygiene program
elements, work control processes and performance,
injury and illness reporting, and employee concerns
programs. Less-structured evaluations of working
conditions and performance are conducted by managers
and documented as management observation reports.

Management’'s expectations for the reporting of
vapor exposures or the detection of vapors are
discussed in an abnormal operating procedure (AOP)
and in various written communiqués from management
to al Tank Farm personndl. Policies and procedures
require that vapor exposure events be reported to the
Tank Farms' central command center and documented
on Problem Evauation Request (PER) formsand Event
Reports. The event investigation processisdetailed in
an operations procedure, with the level of rigor and
process applied to theinvestigation of events dependent
on the type and significance of the specific event.

CH2M HILL has established and implemented a
formal process to solicit and resolve employee safety
concerns. Employees may submit safety concerns on
PERsor report their concernsto either the CH2M HILL
or the DOE Richland Operations Office (RL)
employee concerns program. |dentified safety issues
are managed using the PER process, which provides
for documenting, evauating, and resolving deficient
conditions, processes, or performance; opportunitiesfor
improvement; or employee concerns.

GAP Allegations

In October 2003, the Government Accountability
Project (GAP) issued its report Knowing
Endangerment: Worker Exposure to Toxic Vapors
at the Hanford Tank Farms. In that report, GAP
cited a high number of worker exposures and a
perceived unwillingness by DOE to adequately
investigate those exposures as evidence that DOE was
willing to sacrifice worker health and safety in order to
meet the accelerated cleanup schedules and minimize
costs. The report further cited inadequate chemical




monitoring by CH2M HILL, inadequate use of
respiratory protection, inadequate record keeping for
monitoring data, overreliance on historical
characterization data for current hazards analyses,
inadequate engineered controls to limit vapors, and
reprisals against workers who raise safety concerns.

Site Response

CH2M HILL has disputed some of the specific
facts presented in the GAP report and has denied most
aspects of GAP's alegations in various forums,
including areport entitled Vapor Exposure: The Facts,
The Science, The Solutions, Worker Safety at the
Hanford Tank Farms, Revision 1, dated March 22,
2004. The CH2M HILL report describes how CH2M
HILL has been working to address vapor exposures
at the Tank Farms, with increased emphasis since 2002.
It describes a number of enhancements that were
taken before the GAP report was issued,
enhancements that have been taken since the report
wasissued, and a number of other enhancements that
are being implemented or are under consideration. The
CH2M HILL report contends that the GAP report
assertions are without substantial merit and that the
nature and severity of the exposures and cancer risks
are overstated in the GAP report. CH2M HILL aso
asserts that the alegations of record fasfication or
suppression are unsubstantiated and/or incorrect.
CH2M HILL acknowledges that some aspects of the
GAP report (e.g., the set of exposure events) may
provide abasisfor improving communications and that
some allegations warrant continued attention (e.g.,
individual perceptions of a “chilling effect” and
retaliation). CH2M HILL has entered the applicable
GAP recommendations into the corrective action
tracking database for consideration and formal

dispostion.
Interim Actions

After the two-week data collection portion of this
investigation, al non-essentia work in the Tank Farms
was curtailed, and CH2M HILL mandated that all
essential work in the Tank Farms require personal
respiratory protection. This decision was made as a
result of several additional vapor exposures and
discussions among the DOE Office of Environmental
Management (EM), the DOE Office of River
Protection (ORP), and CH2M HILL. ORP directed
CH2M HILL to continue the use of respiratory

protection until they completed severa actions. In
response, CH2M HILL implemented interim corrective
actions to address deficiencies in worker protection.
Those actions included requirements for respiratory
protection for any entry to the fenced area of the Tank
Farms, re-evaluation of exigting industria hygiene data,
acceleration of engineered controls, revision or
development of procedures for industrial hygiene
monitoring and sampling, implementation of persona
breathing zone sampling, increased training and
qualification for respirator use, and accelerated self-
assessment of the radiation protection program. These
actionswereresponsive to many of theitemsdiscussed
in the remainder of this section, but the effectiveness
remainsto be determined. On April 15, 2004, based on
potentia nitrous oxide exposure concerns identified by
the OA team, additiona respiratory protection measures
andindustrid hygiene monitoring controlswereimposed
by CH2M HILL management for all waste tanks
without active ventilation.

OA Investigation Scope and Conduct

The Office of Independent Oversight and
Performance Assurance (OA) examined the GAP
allegationsasthey relateto worker exposuresand ORP
and CH2M HILL activities, and determined that they
fal into the following categories.

*  Vapor protection/industrial hygiene basis

*  Work control processes

e Communications to workers

* Engineered controls

* Injury and illness investigation and reporting

*  Employee concerns programs and other feedback
mechanisms

* ORPoversight

* RL employee concerns program (as applied to
vapor issues).

Toevauatetheseareas, OA collected datathrough
severd related efforts. The OA team conducted a
number of interviews with workers involved in vapor
exposure events over the past two years. Of the 45
vapor exposure eventsreported by GAP, 15 correlated
to known first-aid cases or OSHA recordableincidents,
which were the most significant vapor exposure events.
OA attempted to interview all the workers associated
with those 15 events. In addition, interviewswereheld
with five of the nine construction workers exposed to
tank vapors during the first week of the onsite




investigation, as well as managers, staff, union
representatives, and workers, including personnel on
the Chemica Vapor Solutions Committee, Employee
Response Team, and other such committees. OA also
reviewed engineering documents and performed system
walkdowns of selected tanks and engineered controls
and discussed technical aspects of engineered systems
with interviewed managers, staff, engineers, and
operators. The OA team aso conducted extensive
field observation of work activities, including severa
wasteintrusive activities, aswell asroutine Tank Farm
operations. The OA team reviewed industria hygiene
sampling procedures, activities, and records. The OA
team obtained independent vapor samples from the
headspace of three tanks, severa long-term samples
at tank breather vents and ventilation exhaust stacks,
and breathing zone samples on workers during the
sampling activities. These samples were sent to the
Savannah River Technical Center and the Savannah
River Industrial Hygiene Laboratory for independent
analysis. The sdection of sample type and locations
was driven by recent vapor exposure events. The OA
team also reviewed vapor exposure events and other
events and examined documentation to determine
whether events were properly investigated and
reported. OA reviewed a sample of PERs and
employee concerns and associated feedback
processes. Lastly, OA reviewed ORP processes and
line management oversight activities as they relate to
vapor exposures and Tank Farm activities.

C.2 Results

C.2.1 Vapor Protection/Industrial
Hygiene Basis

Overview

The CH2M HILL industrid hygiene program is
responsiblefor identifying, recognizing, evauating, and
controlling vapor hazards in the Tank Farm that could
result in exposures to workers. Industria hygienists
are the professional staff responsible for the
development and direction of the industria hygiene
program. Industrid hygiene techniciansare responsible
for performing vapor sampling and monitoring, under
the direction of the industria hygienists.

The Tank Farm contractor industrial hygiene
program, managed by CH2M HILL since December
1999, has been afocal point of the Hanford tank vapor
issues since the late 1980s. During this period, there

have been numerous efforts, with varying degrees of
success, by theindustria hygiene program to understand
and characterize the nature of the hazards presented
by the wide range of chemicals in the tanks, and
particularly those chemicalsthat are released from the
tank headspaces through ventilation systems (DSTs),
or through passive bregather filters (SSTs), or through
fugitive emissions (tank penetrations). In addition to
characterizing thevapor hazards, the Industrid Hygiene
Group hasthe responsihility of protecting the workforce
such that neither acute nor chronic exposuresto these
tank vapors will result in adverse health effects to the
workforce. Theindustrial hygiene program must deal
with anumber of chalengesand uncertainties, including
the vast number of chemicalsin thetanks, the variability
inchemica composition and concentrationsin each tank
over time, the array of mechanisms by which these
chemicals are released, and the number of work
activities to which workers could be exposed.

The current CH2M HILL industrial hygiene
program is in a state of reorganization to realign
programs and personnel to support a new exposure
assessment strategy that wasissued on March 5, 2004.
As a result, most of the industria hygiene programs
and associated documentation are being either revised
or developed (e.g., industrial hygiene technician
procedures).

Inreviewing the concernsraised inthe GAP report,
the industrial hygiene issues can be categorized into
the following areas. characterization of tank vapors,
exposure assessments, industrial hygiene
instrumentation and records, industria hygienetraining
and qualifications, and respiratory protection programs.
This section of theinvestigation report summarizesthe
OA team’ s evduation of the current industrial hygiene
program and work activities in these five areas. In
addition, this section discusses the results of the OA
team’ s independent sampling.

Characterization of Tank Vapors

Since the late 1980s, considerable sampling has
been conducted for many of the tanks with respect to
solids, liquids, and vapors contained within the tanks.
For example, a significant campaign to sample SST
headspaces was conducted during 1996 and 1997.
Although radiologica releases from the tanks appear
to be well characterized, chemica vapors and gases
are not always well characterized. Some of the tanks
contain over 1,200 chemicals in the vapor headspaces
of the tanks. Many tanks contain several hundred




chemicals in the vapor spaces that are above the
minimum detection level of 5 parts per billion (ppb), but
many are at concentrations that are below regulatory
concern. For those waste tanks reviewed by the OA
team, concentrations of most chemicals in the waste
tank headspaces were below levels of regulatory
concern. However, there are some concerns with this
data, as further discussed in this section of the report.

Tank Farm operationsrely on the continuousrelease
of volatile chemicals to the atmosphere to prevent fire
and explosive events resulting from the buildup of tank
vapors. All tanks are equipped with HEPA filters to
remove radioactive particul ates;, however, waste tanks
are not equipped with systems to capture or remove
chemica vapors. Engineered controls for minimizing
worker exposures to tank vapors rely primarily on
dilution provided by active or passive ventilation
systems, or ambient air. However, vapor dilution has
many inherent variables and does not aways preclude
vaporsfrom reaching worker bresthing zones. Workers
continue to identify odors from the tanks, and a few
experience physical symptoms as aresult of exposure
to vapors, thereby questioning the effectiveness of vapor
dilution. Asaresult, additional administrative controls
or PPE are routinely used.

During the past six years, an interim stabilization
project has been under way to removethe liquidsfrom
al of the SSTs and transfer the waste liquid (i.e.,
supernatant) to the DSTs. The interim stabilization
program was completed in mid-March of this yesr.
However, the interim stabilization for the SSTs, the
addition of waste to the DSTs, and the transfer of
wastes to and from the evaporator has changed the
chemical compositionsand/or chemical concentrations
of many of the tanks. Other waste tank activities that
canresultin changesin tank vapor compositionsinclude
the following:

* Disturbances of tank wastes. Historicaly, most
tanks have been undisturbed. However, recovery
and remediation operations have affected the
composition and concentration of chemicalsin the
tank headspaces.

e A number of tanks within the farms are
interconnected, alowing vapors to migrate from
disturbed tanks to undisturbed tanks.

* Transfer of wastes to DSTs and subsequent
evaporation have resulted in different vapor mixes
in some tanks.

Asaresult of these activities, vapor concentrations,
and the chemica mix in the tank headspaces, have
changed over time. The tank characterizations
conducted in the mid to late 1990s, upon which some
exposure assessment assumptions are based, may not
adequately represent the current tank contents. A
historic review of tank vapor headspace data conducted
by CH2M HILL during the first week of April 2004
confirmed the transitory nature of vaporsin the waste
tanks. The CH2M HILL review, which compared tank
headspace vapor samples from the past two years to
previous results, concluded that concentrations of tank
vaporswill change over time based on seasond events
and that specific tank events (e.g., shutdown of
ventilators) result inincreases in vapor concentrations
in the waste tanks. The CH2M HILL review aso
identified 26 chemical compounds that had higher
concentrations than previously identified, and 19
compounds that had previoudy been below analytical
limits and were therefore excluded from toxicological
evaluations. The OA independent sampling also
confirmed the increasing levels of organics in one of
the tanksthat wassampled (i.e,, Tank AY-102), dthough
analyzed concentrations are bel ow regulatory concern.
Similar concerns were suspected by other externa
reviewers (see Section C.2.6). An understanding of
the chemicals in the vapor space is essential to
developing aworker exposure sampling plan, because
the vapors to which Tank Farm workers are exposed
are most likely bounded by those chemical vapors that
are identified in the tank headspaces. Without an
accurate characterization of chemicalsin the tank vapor
gpaces, theindustria hygiene sampling and monitoring
of chemicalsin work areas may miss some chemical
contaminants that could affect the health of workers.
For developing industrial hygiene sampling and
monitoring plans, tank headspace characterization data
is needed both for the Tank Farm in generd, aswell as
for individual tanks, since some tanks have higher
concentrations of specific chemicals than other tanks
(e.g., nitrous oxide), or different chemicals, which will
impact the industrid hygiene sampling plan.

CH2M HILL tank vapor space data is contained
in two data systems: the TWINS database, which
contains sampling data on the liquid, sludge, and
headspace vapors from the early to late 1990s, and a
database recently established by the CH2M HILL
Industrial Hygiene Group for SSTs. The primary
function of the TWINSs database has been for facilitating
process and chemistry control of tank waste (sudge,
supernatant, and headspace vapors). The CH2M HILL




industrial hygienists also use the TWINS database,
particularly the tank headspace data, for identifying
chemical contaminantsthat could be released from the
waste tanks and result in exposures to Tank Farm
workers. In addition, during the past two years, the
SST section of the Industrial Hygiene Group has
conducted additiona sampling of tank headspaces to
supplement the TWINS data, because much of the
TWINS data for headspace vaporsis six to ten years
old, and may not be representative of current tank vapor
concentrations, particularly for organics. Collectively,
though these databases contain considerable chemical
data with respect to the composition of the waste tank
headspace vapors, thereareanumber of flaws, namely:

e  The TWINS and CH2M HILL industria hygiene
headspace databases are independent, and not
readily consolidated. Without a consolidated
database, it is difficult for industria hygienists to
readily obtain consistent data on any tank.

*  Thepresentation of the datain the TWINS database
is often in units that are less commonly used by
indugtrial hygienists, and asaresultisproneto error
in interpretation. This concern was aso recently
identified by the National Institute for Occupationa
Safety and Health (NIOSH).

*  Muchof the TWINS headspace vapor dataismore
than five years old, and may not be reflective of
the current chemicalsin the tank headspaces and/
or their concentrations, particularly as a result of
waste stabilization, tank sluicing and retrieval
operations, waste transfer, and evaporator
operations conducted during the past few years.
For example, the April 2004 CH2M HILL review
of tank vapors concluded that the interim
stabilization of SSTs has resulted in an increasein
organic concentrations in the SSTs. The
independent sampling conducted by the OA team
also identified a fivefold increase in selective
organics in some tanks (e.g., AY-102) when
compared to previous headspace sample results.

* Insome cases, thereis no tank headspace datain
either database (e.g., Tank AY-108, an evaporator
dudge receiving tank).

e Other than waste transfer, retrieval, and chemical
additions, there is no CH2M HILL strategy to
routinely collect and maintain chemica headspace

data to ensure that the industrial hygiene sampling
and monitoring plans accurately reflect the
chemicalsmost likely to bein the tank headspaces.
In April 2004, CH2M HILL initiated the
development of a tank vapor technical basis
document to develop such a strategy.

* Thetank headspace datahas not been trended over
time to assess potential changes in the chemical
analytes in headspaces or their concentrations,
athough CH2M HILL plans such an activity for
its planned technical basis document.

Additionally, current sampling protocols and
practices have introduced potentia unanalyzed errors
that make some sample results unreliable. For those
samples obtained from the headspaces via SUMMA
canister sampling, the following potential sources of
measurement error were identified by the OA team,
and are now being analyzed by CH2M HILL for their
impact on the resulting data:

* There are potentia errors in purging sample lines
and riser spaces prior to obtaining the SUMMA
canister sample. Industrial hygiene sampling
strategy procedures do not detail or record purge
alignments, procedures, or purge times to ensure
representative sampling. Based on OA team
comments, CH2M HILL hasrecently revised some
sampling strategy procedures to provide these
details.

* Most industrid hygiene headspace vapor samples
for SSTsare obtained from tank risers or breather
filters. Risers are typically 4 inches in diameter
and 8to 10feetinlength. SST risersfor headspace
sampling typically do not have sample tubing
inserted in the risers, and the sample is extracted
fromaplug inserted into the top section of theriser.
A concern with sampling from the breather filter is
the potential of in-leakage of ambient air and
subsequent dilution of the headspace vapor sample.
There is no verification that vapors in the riser
volume are representative of the vapors in the
headspace volume, nor are there procedures to
ensure that the risers are adequately purged. The
April 2004 CH2M HILL review, for example, noted
that an industrial hygiene SUMMA sample
collected in January 2004 from the ENRAF flush
port indicated only low levels of organic vapors
present. This was recognized by CH2M HILL




not to be a valid sample of the C-103 headspace
because the remaining organic liquid should have
resulted in relatively high levels of organic vapors
in the headspace. The CH2M HILL review
concluded that the industria hygiene SUMMA
sample may have been compromised by the
addition of ambient air via leaks in the sampling
system or the tank riser used to obtain the sample.

* Potentia purging errors in the SUMMA canister
areevident. CH2M HILL hasrecently re-plumbed
the SUMMA canister following discussions with
OA team members, to minimize this error source
for future sampling activities.

* Potential errors associated with plateout of
chemica anadytesin both the sample lines and the
SUMMA canister filter have not been sufficiently
analyzed or documented. Of particular concernis
the plateout of those chemicals that are moisture
reactive, such as ammonia. Plateout in sample
lines may result in the sample being degraded or
lost.

* Therearepotentia errorsin sample equipment use
and cdibration. There are no industrial hygiene
technician procedures for calibration of sample
pumps and some other sampling functions, athough
such procedures are planned for the future.

In addition, CH2M HILL industrial hygiene
technicians routinely use direct-reading instruments
(DRIs), such as organic vapor and ammoniadetectors,
to obtain a headspace vapor sample, and record the
results in the DRI database. A number of concerns
with the use of DRIsare discussed later in this section.

One condition that is clearly evident from the
existing tank characterization dataisthat many potential
and known carcinogens and toxins are present in the
tanks, although these chemicalsare most likely present
in levels that are well below current OSHA and
American Conference of Governmental Industrial
Hygienists (ACGIH) limits. Further, OSHA and
NIOSH exposure limits are based on studies of
exposure to a single chemical, not on the variety of
potential combinations present in the Tank Farms.
There is little or no research available in industry to
demongtrate that exposure to the mixtures present in
the Tank Farm do not have synergistic effectsthat could
result in long-term health consequences. Consequently,
those limits, as well as limits established in the CH2M

HILL HASP, may not be adequate to ensure that
workers are protected from potential long-term health
effects of chronic exposure to tank vapors.

Overdll, adthough there is considerable data on
waste tank solids, liquids, and vapors in the tank
headspaces, the headspace vapor data for a number
of tanks is dated and may not reflect current vapor
conditions in the tank as a result of process changes.
For sometanksthereisno dataon chemicalscontained
in the tank headspaces. During the past two years,
tank headspace vapors from only 15 of the 177 waste
tanks have been sampled and analyzed. Significantly
more recent data has been obtained on the chemical
composition of liquid and dudge in the waste tanks.
The chemica composition of the tank headspaces is
important because it providesthe basisfor selection of
which chemicals are to be sampled in tank effluents
and for workers. However, the concentrations of some
chemicalsin thetank headspaces are above regulatory
limits established by OSHA and ACGIH for worker
protection. The identification, concentration, and any
trending of increases in chemical concentrations are
important in defining or modifying theindustrid hygiene
sampling plan for tank sources, areas, and workers.

Finding #C-1. CH2M HILL tank vapor
characterization is not sufficient to support industrial
hygiene exposure assessment and respiratory protection
programs.

Exposure Assessments

DOE Order 440.1A, Worker Protection
Management for DOE Federal and Contractor
Employees, establishesthe framework for an effective
worker protection program that will reduce or prevent
accidenta injuries and illnesses. One eement of the
worker protection program in the order isthe exposure
assessment.  The associated DOE guide defines an
exposure assessment as a “systematic collection and
analysis of occupational hazards and exposure
determinants such aswork tasks, magnitude, frequency,
variability, duration, and route of exposure; and the
linkage of the resulting exposure profiles of individuals
and similarly exposed groups for the purposes of risk
management and health surveillance.” |In addition,
personal monitoring is defined as “the process of
measuring the concentration of a hazardous chemical
in the breathing zone of an individua, usng a method
such as a persona air pump to gather a sample for
analysis, a DRI, or a monitor worn by the worker in




the breathing zone... Areamonitoringisnot considered
personal monitoring.”

According to the October 2003 CH2M HILL
independent assessment of the implementation of the
vapor monitoring programs, “thereisno comprehensive
Tank Farms exposure assessment strategy that is
consistent with DOE requirements and expectations
to develop and document exposure chemica vapor
profiles of individuals for the purpose of risk
management and health services,” and “personal
sampling and monitoring strategies have not been
routinely revised to remain commensurate with the
changing Tank Farmmission.” Externd reviewersprior
to and after the CH2M HILL independent assessment
aso commented on the lack of persona sampling and
the need for a comprehensive exposure assessment
drategy.

The OA team’ s review also confirms that CH2M
HILL hasnot implemented acomprehensive exposure
assessment program for tank vapors, and has not
conducted sufficient persona monitoring to adequately
assess Tank Farm workers exposures to airborne
chemical contaminantsin the Tank Farms.

On March 5, 2004, CH2M HILL issued an
exposure assessment strategy for a comprehensive
assessment of worker exposuresto Tank Farm vapors.
The exposure assessment strategy is consistent with
the requirements and expectations of DOE as described
in DOE Order 440.1A, associated DOE guidance
documents, and general industry practices as set forth
inthe American Industrial Hygiene Association (AIHA)
Strategy for Assessing and Managing Occupational
Exposures. The exposure assessment strategy isnow
being implemented, and significant datais expected by
the end of CY 2004. Full implementation may require
oneor moreyears. Specific concernsidentified by the
OA team with respect to the current CH2M HILL
exposure assessment program are described in the
following paragraphs.

There is no comprehensive, well-documented
strategy for industriad hygiene sampling of tank vapor
spaces, tank ventilation effluents, or tank areas.
Although the recently issued exposure assessment
strategy outlinesaprogram for obtaining representative
worker exposure datathrough persona sampling, there
isno comparable strategy for sampling tank headspaces,
tank areas, and source points, other than in support of
tank retrieval operations. Asindicated in the previous
section of this report, for tank vapor spaces, a few
tanks have been sampled extensively in the past two
years (e.g., C-103), but a number of tanks have not
been sampled for nearly a decade. In some cases

(e.g., Tank AP-108) there is no headspace chemical
data, other than the data recently obtained by the OA
team through independent sampling. With changing
tank operations (e.g., interim stabilization, waste
transfers, and evaporator operations), for many tanks
there is insufficient basis to conclude that the dated
characterization information in the TWINS database
is reflective of the chemicals or the concentrations of
those chemicals currently in the vapor spaces.
Although the vapor spaces in some tanks are being
reanalyzed in preparation for work activities for which
there iswaste intrusive work, there is no strategy that
defines the frequency for sampling tank headspaces
based on risk, operations, vapor incidents, hazard
guotients, loss of ventilation systems, changes in
environmental conditions, or other such factors.
Minimum sampling frequencies have not been
established. No comprehensive headspace sampling
strategy exists, nor does such a strategy exist for
sampling tank effluents areas or fugitive emission points.
Severd yearsago, routine“ sweeps’ of Tank Farm areas
were conducted to document vapor sources through
DRIs. These “sweeps’ were discontinued, athough
thereisno documented technical basisfor discontinuing
this practice. During April 2004, CH2M HILL
recognized the value of developing a technical basis
for thetank vapor source, and initiated the development
of an ongoing program for headspace vapor
characterization. CH2M HILL expectsto haveaninitial
draft for such a program developed by June 2004.

The current personal sampling databases used by
CH2M HILL for documenting worker exposures to
chemical vapors are cumbersome, inconsistent, and
incomplete. Personal sampling exposure data for
workers exposed to Tank Farm vaporsis contained in
one of two databases. the Hanford Industrial Hygiene
Exposure Database (i.e., Hanford industrial hygiene
database), and individual CH2M HILL personal
sampling exposure records that have been collected
during the past two years, but have not been entered
into the Hanford industria hygiene database. The
Hanford industrid hygiene databaseis operated by FHuor
Hanford, Incorporated (FHI) for a number of
contractors, such as CH2M HILL. Specific concerns
with the Hanford industrial hygiene database are as
follows:

* Tank Farm data has not been maintained current
inthe Hanford database, and data entries often lag
by up to a year or more from the date when
sampling was conducted. For example, the last
entry into the Hanford industrial hygiene database




isfrom calendar year (CY) 2002. Over 200 CH2M
HILL personal exposure records have yet to be
entered into the Hanford industrial hygiene
database.

* Data entry fields in the Hanford database are
inconsigtent with the CH2M HILL data collection
forms, and somerelevant dataon the CH2M HILL
persona exposure forms may not “fit” into the
Hanford industrial hygiene database.

* |In some cases, data has not been correctly
interpreted or entered into the database by FHI.

* Persona exposure data is not routinely submitted
to the occupationa medicine program for evauation
of entry into workers' medical records. The
incorporation of personal exposure datainto medical
recordsisrequired by DOE 440.1A. Furthermore,
without this exposure data, physicians are
handicapped in determining the most appropriate
medical surveillances for affected workers.

The OA team reviewed the data contained in both
the Hanford industrial hygiene database, and over 200
CH2M HILL individual exposurerecordsfor CY 2002
and CY 2003, which have not been entered into the
Hanford industrial hygiene database. In general,
minimal breathing zone sampling has been conducted
during the past seven yearsfor Tank Farm workersfor
the dominant contaminants identified by CH2M HILL
(e.g., anmonia, organics, and nitrous oxides). Specific
concerns with persona sampling data for Tank Farm
workers are as follows:

* Although there areasignificant number of persona
sampling records for CY 2002 and CY 2003, the
vast mgjority of these records are associated with
the saltwell pumping or interim stabilization work
during the past few years. However, collectively,
persona sampling records are associated with only
a few work activities, waste tanks, or a few
workers. For most Tank Farm work activities,
worker exposure groups (e.g., Tank Farm
operators) do not currently have personal sampling
exposure data to indicate the level of chemical
contaminants to which workers are exposed.

* Many recent industria hygiene personal sampling
survey records are of minimal value because they
lack sample results, calibration data, and sampling

time and/or sampling volume, and in a number of
cases have not met the requirements of the
sampling protocols established by OSHA and
NIOSH.

As noted in previous internal and external
assessments of the Tank Farm safety and health
programs, in some cases, areareadings conducted
with DRIs have been used to fill the void resulting
from a lack of full-shift persona breathing zone
sampling, contrary to DOE guidance.

As noted in the CH2M HILL independent
assessment of October 2003, a review of the
Hanford industria hygiene database for fiscal year
(FY) 2003 identified only six instances, some
associated with the same job, where personal
sampling had been conducted by CH2M HILL and
subsequently sent by FHI to the occupational
medica contractor. Based on information from
the OA medical subteam, few exposure records
were received or entered into workers medical
recordsduring FY 2003. During CY 2003, the OA
team identified over 100 personal exposure
sampling records, which often are not provided to
the occupational medical program or are not
provided in atimely manner (see Appendix D).

Industrid hygiene technicians have varying levels
of knowledge of the chemical contaminants in
waste tanks and, in some cases, provide workers
with exposure information that is based more on
perception than actual chemical data. For example,
industrid hygienetechniciansinterviewed could not
identify the type of organic vapors most likely to
be present at work activities they were supporting
or the health effects of these vapors. Furthermore,
some industrial hygiene technicians could not
explain the relative importance of some organic
chemicals present inthe vapor mix. Although most
recorded worker exposures have been low, records
from DRIs and personal sampling indicate that
somework activitiesmay result in Sgnificant vapor
exposure potential to workers. One observation
from areview of the database is that some of the
“lesser abundant” chemicals have produced the
highest worker exposures relative to the threshold
limit values (TLVsS). For example, a number of
breathing zone samples have detected benzene in
the workers bresthing zone. 1n 2000, benzene
levels were detected at concentrations of up to




0.29 parts per million (ppm) for operators (8-hour
time-weighted average [TWA]) during waste
transfersin the SY Tank Farm. The 8-hour TLV
for benzene is 0.50 ppm, but the action levd is
typicaly 0.25 ppm. Furthermore, during the last
guarter of 2003, DRIs recorded a number of
€levated organic concentrationsin somework areas
in the range of 10 ppm to 39 ppm. In some cases,
the record is not clear concerning the location of
the measurement withinthework zone. TheHASP
action level for respiratory protection is 2 ppm in
the breathing zone. Therecorded level of organics
in the referenced examples was well above this
criterion, if the measurements were conducted in
the breathing zone. Most records did not state
whether the samples were taken in the breathing
zone or whether workerswerein respiratorsduring
the time of the measurement.

CH2M HILL recognizes the problems with the
existing exposure data base and has been developing a
CH2M HILL industrial hygiene exposure database, the
softwarefor whichisnearly complete. Once completed,
historical as well as new exposure records will be
entered into the CH2M HILL industrial hygiene
exposure database. This action will be tracked in the
Integrated Mission Execution Schedule.

One administrative control that CH2M HILL has
implemented for the control of worker exposures to
tank vapors is the establishment of exposure criteria
based on breathing zone exposures (either measured
or estimated from DRIS). Thesecriteria(e.g., 25 ppm
ammoniaand 2 ppm organics) aredescribed inthe Tank
Farm HA SP and other implementation documents (e.g.,
standing orders). However, there is no documented
technical basis for the establishment of these criteria,
and in some cases the criteria may be incorrect and
non-consarvative. For example, thereisno documented
technica basisto support the assumption that an organic
vapor limit of 2 ppm (as specified in the Tank Farm
HASP) issufficient to protect workersfrom exceeding
an OSHA permissible exposure limit (PEL) or an
ACGIH TLYV for individua organic contaminants (e.g.,
benzene) that may be contained within the vapor mix
and have regulatory thresholds that are well below the
2 ppm limit. Other concerns with respect to the
exposure criteria described in the Tank Farm HASP
are asfollows:

* The basis for the 2-ppm limit for organics in the
HASP has not been justified and needs to be
documented.

* Instantaneousreadingsfrom DRIs, someof which
are not obtained in the breathing zone, are used to
ensure compliance with the HASP criteria.
However, thereisno technical basisfor correlating
direct-reading areareadingsto HA SP requirements
that are based on eight-hour (full-shift) breathing
ZOone exposures.

e CH2M HILL has not documented how the DRIs
used for exposure assessments respond to the
vaiety of chemicastypicaly found within the vapor
spaces, and how the varied responseis considered
when determining a limit to a chemica mixture.

* Based on conclusions obtained from TWINS
characterization data, CH2M HILL hasincorrectly
assumed that nitrous oxides are present only when
ammoniais present and that ammoniaispresent in
greater concentrations than nitrous oxide. Asa
result, if ammonia is not present, exposure
assessments to nitrous oxides were often not
considered. A review of a 1996 characterization
report, however, indicates that nitrous oxide vapors
intank headspaces can be present in concentrations
of up to 500 ppm, even in the absence of ammonia
In addition, CH2M HILL persona sampling data
from January 2000 identified breathing
concentrations of nitrous oxide of 11 ppm in the
presence of only 0.058 ppm ammonia. Worker
exposure data to nitrous oxide (TLV of 50 ppm) is
minimal, and the team identified fewer than ten
exposure records in the past eight years to nitrous
oxides. In genera, there is insufficient data to
determine the extent to which workers are being
exposed to nitrous oxides.

A second administrative control measure that is
used by CH2M HILL for controlling worker exposures
are the air monitoring zones (AMZs). AMZs are
established by operations and/or industrial hygiene to
control exposures to tank vapors that are generaly
perceived to be below regulatory thresholds, but could
result in unpleasant odors and/or acute health systems.
Althoughthe AMZ concept isdefined to alimited extent
inthe HASP and a standing order, many aspects of the
AMZ (e.g., establishment and removal of AMZ
boundaries, and monitoring/posting requirements) are
not well documented. In addition, many workers have
expressed confusion with respect to the AMZs. For
example, in a recent Chemical Vapor Solutions
Committee meeting, several workers complained about




the establishment of AMZs and controls. There was
confusion about why the AMZs were established or
why AMZ boundaries changed in some cases. In
general, CH2M HILL relies on the AMZs to protect
workers from exposures to chemical vapors.
However, there are no issued procedures that describe
the requirements and use of the AMZs.

Overdl, thereiscurrently no comprehensive, well-
documented strategy for sampling of tank vapor spaces,
tank ventilation effluents, or tank areas to support
industria hygiene monitoring and sampling activities,
although the development of such a strategy is in
process. Thecurrent personal sampling databases used
by CH2M HILL for documenting worker exposuresto
chemical vapors are cumbersome, inconsistent, and
incomplete, though CH2M HILL plansto implement
its new exposure database in the near future. Minimal
personal sampling (i.e., breathing zone data) to indicate
the level to which workers have been exposed to
chemicals has been conducted to date, with the
exception of afew tank work activities. Furthermore,
adminigtrative controls limiting worker exposures to
chemica vapors (e.g., AMZs and action levels for
industria hygiene monitoring readings) do not have a
well-defined technical basis and in some cases may
not be conservative.

Finding #C-2: Compliance with OSHA and DOE
exposure limits for chemical vapors cannot be
sufficiently demonstrated due to weaknesses in the
CH2M HILL exposure assessment program.

Industrial Hygiene Instrumentation

The CH2M HILL Industrial Hygiene Group
currently uses a variety of instruments for evaluating
the levels of airborne chemical contaminants and
exposures to tank vapors. Industrial hygiene uses
DRIs, such as organic vapor detectors, ammonia
detectors, colorimetric ammonia badges, and Draeger
tubes, for detection of chemica contaminants within
general work areas, worker breathing zones, tank
ventilation filters, and headspace gases via remote
sampletubing connected to the detector input. Industria
hygiene aso uses non-direct reading instruments that
rely on the collection of chemica contaminantsthrough
a variety of sample collection media and subsequent
analysis by an anadytical laboratory to assess worker
exposures to chemica vapors. Non-direct reading
instruments include passive monitoring badges, and
sampling trainsthat consist of persond sampling pumps
with a variety of sampling media used to collect

chemicd contaminants over aperiod of time (e.g., eight-
hour work shift). These devices, aswell as SUMMA
canisters, which are aso used to collect samples of
airborne contaminants, require an anaytical |aboratory
for processing the sample media

With respect to the DRIs, a considerable amount
of data has been obtained during the past few years
for tank operations. DRIsareused by industrid hygiene
technicians to support ongoing work activities, monitor
tank effluents and areas, including AMZs, and to
respond to vapor incidents. The magjority of current
data on vapors in the Tank Farms has been obtained
through DRIs. Although DRIsserve auseful function,
they are often inappropriately used to record aworkers
breathing zone exposure as noted by CH2M HILL and
previous external reviewers. Other specific concerns
noted by the OA team with respect to the use of DRIs
are asfollows:

* DRIs for ammonia and total organics are the
primary type of DRIsin use by industria hygiene
technicians at the Tank Farms. The selection of
these instruments is based on headspace data that
indicates that ammonia and volatile organic
compounds (VOCs) are the dominant constituents
inmost tanks. Although nitrous oxide hasaso been
identified as a primary constituent in headspace
vapors, concentrations of nitrous oxide (TLV of
50 ppm) are seldom measured in the Tank Farms,
and nitrous oxides cannot be detected withthe DRIs
currently in use (with the possible exception of
Draeger tubes). Furthermore, CH2M HILL
assumes that levels of nitrous oxide and ammonia
are proportional, although there is no documented
technical basis to adequately support this
assumption.

e Organic vapor monitors that rely on photo-
ionization detectors (PIDs) require an internal
“lamp,” which is used for ionizing the chemica
contaminant. The PIDs used by CH2M HILL
have 10.6 eectron volt (eV) lamps that are not
capable of detecting some of the chemicals of
interest that are present in thetanks. For example,
formaldehyde, nitrous oxide, methanol, acetonitrile,
carbon tetrachloride, methyl chloride, and other
chemicasidentified in tank headspaceswill not be
detected by these instruments, regardless of the
vapor concentrations. Some of these contaminants
have also been detected in tank headspaces in
concentrationsthat are above regulatory thresholds
(e.g. nitrousoxide). Severa of these contaminants




were identified by the OA team’s independent
sampling inlow concentrationsin ventilation sysems
and workers' breathing zones. CH2M HILL
personnel have used higher ionizing lamps (e.g.,
11.7 eV lamps) that could detect some of these
chemicals. However, these lamps were
discontinued due to the difficulty in maintaining
them. The life expectancy of a PID with an 11.7
eV lamp is three months, compared to the 3-year
life expectancy of aPID with a10.6 eV lamp.

The sengitivity of someammoniadetectorsand the
organic vapor monitorsmay be non-linear a higher
ranges. Therefore, when these instruments are
used to detect higher concentrations of chemical
contaminants (e.g., headspace vapor monitoring),
according to the manufacturer the readings are
inherently inaccurate to some degree (+/- 15
percent), and statements concerning theinaccuracy
of the reading are not entered into the instrument
datarecords. Inaddition, the multi-gasinstruments
may provide higher readings in the presence of
nitrous oxide when reading ammonia in the
headspaces. Work suspension levels identified in
the HASP have not factored in uncertainties of
instrument response.

The presence of some chemicals can interferewith
the chemicals being measured. For example, the
presence of nitrous oxide can interfere with the
detection of anmmonia and can result in an error in
thereading. Theimpact of such interferences has
not been analyzed or documented.

In some cases, these instruments are attached to
lengthy samplelineswithout aclear technical basis
that analyzes the impact of long sample lines on
the integrity of the sample or the effect on the
instrument. For example, a the CR Vault, the
sample line from the DRI extends 15 to 20 feet
and into the headspace of atank undernesth avault.
CH2M HILL hasnot analyzed the configuration to
determine whether this long sample line has any
effect on sample loss, or reduction in the capacity
of the instrument pump. Furthermore, there are
no industrial hygiene technician procedures to
establish expectations when using instrument
samplelines. A few instancesof poor field practices
were observed where the technician did not alow
sufficient instrument sampling time to ensure a
representative sample prior to recording the data.

* Samplelinesfor DRIsincludeaprefilter to remove
potential radioactive particulates from the sample.
The effect of thisfilter on the chemica constituents
of the sample has been evaluated by Waste
Sampling Characterization Facility (WSCF)
scientists, athough the evaluation has not been
documented.

* Industrial hygiene technicians do not aways
accurately record data from DRIs in a timely
manner as required by procedure, which has
resulted in inaccuracies in the recording of
instrument data. Although the DRI procedure
provides aform on which dataisto be recorded in
the field, the form was not being used in the field
by the industria hygiene technicians. Industrial
hygiene technicians observed by OA recorded their
readings on scratch paper and later transferred the
data to the forma record form. As observed by
the OA team, this process has increased the
possibility that data required by the procedure is
not captured in the field and appropriately
transferred to the permanent record.

* There are no industrial hygiene technician
procedures for calibration and field use of DRIs;
techniciansrely on the vendor’ smanua, which does
not address such concerns as the prefilter, data
recording, and common problems experienced in
the Hanford Tank Farm (e.g., sampling linelosses).

e Cadlibration for DRIs is conducted with one
calibration gas and a one-point calibration on the
instrument range, athough theinstrumentsare used
to detect avariety of chemical contaminants, over
aconsiderable concentration range. For example,
the vendor’s manua for one monitor (i.e., the
ppbRAE) recommendsatwo-point field caibration.

Non-direct sampling instrumentation for airborne
contaminantsconsist of sampling pumpsand associated
collection media (e.g., charcoa tubes), and SUMMA
canisters (6 liter and 0.4 liter capacities). Concerns
identified by the OA team with respect to this type of
instrumentation are listed in order of importance as
follows:

* To date there has not been a Tank Farm strategy
implemented for the use of this instrumentation in
obtaining worker exposures (via breathing zone
measurements) that meets DOE Order 440.1A,




or industry good practices (e.g., AIHA Exposure
Assessment Strategy). This has been a criticism
of several external assessments.

e  CH2M HILL does not possess sufficient sampling
pumps and/or media to implement the new
Industria Hygiene Exposure Assessment Strategy,
and a number of the recently purchased sampling
pumps are unreliable and cannot be used for
persona sampling.

* There are no industrial hygiene technical
procedures (other than the vendor manuals) for
the operation and calibration of this equipment.

A gtrength of theindustria hygieneinstrumentation
and analysis program is the andytical capabilities and
proficiencies of the WSCF. The new WSCF is well-
equipped with state-of-the art instrumentation, and is
staffed by competent and highly qualified anaysts.
WSCF maintains a number of national certifications
and is accredited by the AIHA for a number of
analytical processes.

DOE Order 440.1 and associated guidance
documents emphasi ze the importance of documenting
and maintaining quaity industrial hygiene measurement
and exposure data. The CH2M HILL databases that
have been established and implemented to achieve these
requirements include the Hanford industriad hygiene
database, CH2M HILL persona sampling records, and
the CH2M HILL DRI database. The first two
databases were discussed in the previous section. A
discussion of the DRI database follows.

Although a considerable number of data records
are obtained from the DRIs, the number of concerns
identified by the OA team with respect to datarecords
indicates that much of this dataiis unreliable or cannot
be consistently interpreted. Exposure monitoring,
reporting, and records management follow the
requirements of Manual HNF-1P-0842, Volume IX,
“Safety.” The DRI report requirementsare outlined in
that manua and are required when conducting exposure
evaluation surveysfor physica agents other than noise.
A review of DRI survey reportswas performed during
this investigation to determine whether previously
identified deficiencies documented on PER-2003-3221
for August 2003 were still occurring. The review
sampled approximately 20 percent of the DRI records
for October through December 2003. The recent
review identified concerns essentially identica to those
discovered from the August review and indicates that

the interim actions of the PER were insufficient to
prevent continued errorsinthe DRIs. A few examples
of the deficiencies noted were:

* Incorrect calibration gas (ppm) was used.

» Calibration expiration date was expired for
instrumentation used.

¢ Conflictswerefound between “ AsFound/As L eft”
data.

* The survey number assigned is required to be
placed on each page of the survey form to ensure
that records are maintained in the appropriate
records package, that the records are retrievable,
and that al monitoring forms are present in the
package. Most survey formsdo not list the survey
number on each page.

e TheCH2M HILL procedurerequiresidentification
of the name of each agent that will be sampled or
monitored, limits, and references. In some cases,
the inappropriate limit is identified (e.g., 35 ppm
ammonia limit, in lieu of 25 ppm as indicated by
NIOSH).

* Insome cases, the name of the person responsible
for reviewing the form and the name of the person
who entered the survey datainto the system have
not been entered on the report as required.

* By CH2M HILL procedures, the calibration effect/
expiration date of the calibration sourceisrequired
to beidentified. The reports reviewed by OA list
the calibration effect date, but there is no
information for the cdibration gas expiration date.

The result of this evaluation of DRI reports has
concluded that, in some cases, the personnel are not
following the CH2M HILL proceduresin recording DRI
data. Consequently, the integrity of data collected in
this manner is questionable. Deficiencies in industrial
hygiene instrument data records have also been
identified by externd reviewers and by CH2M HILL
in their self-assessment program.

Overall, most of the exposure datafor Tank Farm
workers has been obtained through DRIs (e.g., organic
or ammoniavapor meters), or to alesser extent through
persond sampling. Although the capability for detecting
low levels of chemica vapors hasimproved during the




past two years, there are still a number of concerns
that affect the reliability and integrity of the results
obtained when using these instruments. Specific
concernsinclude theinability of theinstrumentsto detect
some of the chemicals that may be released from the
waste tanks; the lack of monitoring for some of the
chemicalsidentified by CH2M HILL to be of potential
concern (e.g., nitrousoxide), thelack of formal training
and procedures for use of the instruments, unanalyzed
errorsin using theingruments, and errors and omissions
in the recorded data.

Finding #C-3: Chemica vapor exposure data obtained
by CH2M HILL through the use of field
instrumentation, particularly direct-reading instruments,
is in some cases unreliable and may not accurately
reflect exposures of workersto some chemical vapors
being released from the tanks.

Industrial Hygiene Training, Qualifications,
and Procedures

DOE Order 440.1A requires professionally and
technicaly qudified industrid hygienists as a key part
of industria hygiene programs.

Most day-to-day monitoring of work areas and
exposures to workers is conducted by the industrial
hygiene technicians. In genera, industria hygiene
technicians observed by the OA team were
professiona, well-motivated, and respected by most of
the workforce. However, in anumber of areas, some
industria hygienetechnicianslacked knowledge onthe
limitations of ther instrumentation, and wereunfamiliar
with the potentia composition and health consequences
of vapors emanating from waste tanks (and therefore
could not adequately respond to workers questions).
Furthermore, since CH2M HILL has not developed
formal proceduresfor industrial hygienetechniciansor
established a forma training program, calibration and
use of someinstrumentation, recording results, and other
such functions are inconsistent and sometimes
questionable.

At present, CH2M HILL has identified the need
for 29 industrid hygiene technical procedures, none of
which have beenissued. Five of these proceduresare
currently under development. Industrial hygiene
technician training currently consists of informal
mentoring by the industrial hygienist to which the
technician is assigned, and required reading of
instrument vendor manuals, sncethereareno industria
hygiene technician procedures.

Asof March 16, 2004, the CH2M HILL Integrated
Training Evaluation Matrix Item report indicated that
theindustria hygiene departments consisted of a staff
of 11 industria hygiene professionas and 28 industria
hygiene technicians. Of the industrial hygiene
professionals, fiveare certified by the American Board
of Industrial Hygiene. However, only six of the
professional industrial hygiene staff had completed
Industrial Hygiene Professiona Qualification Cards
prior to the commencement of the OA investigation.
Of the 28 industrial hygiene technicians, 24 have
completed their Industrial Hygiene Technicians
Quadlification Cards. However, completion and sign-
off criteria are subjective, and evauator quaifications
arevague. Written testing isnot required, and approvers
can be the CH2M HILL Hedth and Safety Director
or adesignee. Additional observations are asfollows:

e Qudlification card evaluators can use questions,
observations, and reviews of work practices to
assesstopical or work activity knowledge and skill
to*“...the satisfaction of theevaluator.” Evauation
criteria are not standardized via written testing,
standard evaluator question sets, or evaluator
observation checklists.

*  Evauatorscan be managers, supervisors, or apeer.
*  Many evauator Sgnatures/initialswere not legible.

* Atypicd qudification card hasmorethan 41 items
requiring signature by thetechnician and asignature
by a reviewer attesting to the technician’s
knowledge of the subject area. In some cases, all
of the elements were signed on the same day and
by the same person.

These qualification card observations raise
questions about their effectiveness and the degree to
which they are being taken serioudy by evaluators.
Additional training and qudification concerns were
identified in the respiratory protection program, and are
discussed in the following section.

Overdl, a number of industrid hygienists had not
met their qualification requirements prior to the
commencement of the investigation, and the industrial
hygiene technician and staff training and qudification
program requires substantial improvement. This has
limited the quality and consistency of technician
performance when monitoring and sampling for
chemical vapors. Techniciantraining currently consists




of required reading, and mentoring by the industrial
hygienist to whom the technician is assigned.
Qudification isachieved through aninformal evauation
process that is documented on a qualification card.
Although there are 29 industrial hygiene instrument
procedures under development that will be used for
training of industrial hygiene technicians as well as
implementation, none of these procedures has been
issued. Deficienciesin the industrial hygiene training
and qudification program were a so previoudy identified
by CH2M HILL and external reviewers.

Finding#C-4. Limitationsinthe current CH2M HILL
industria hygiene technician training and qudification
program, and the lack of instrument procedures, do not
ensure consistency or proficiency when conducting
vapor exposure and monitoring activities.

Respiratory Protection

The CH2M HILL Tank Farm Respiratory
Protection Program (TFC-ESHQ-S-IH-C-05, Rev C,
dated January 20, 2004) appropriately specifies that it
complieswith OSHA (29 CFR 1910.134) and American
National Standards Institute (ANSI Z88.2)
requirements. Respiratory protection must be certified
by NIOSH. Respirator issuance and control
procedures are contained in ESHQ-S-IH-CD-05.1.

The written respiratory protection program is
comprehensive but lacking in a number of areas as
described in the following paragraphs. Some of these
concerns were also identified by the CH2M HILL
Respiratory Protection Program Administrator during
an assessment of the respiratory protection program
conducted in CY 2003.

The respiratory protection program training and
qualification requirementsfor respirator issuers, which
areno different from the requirementsto be arespirator
user, are not sufficient to ensure that issuers can
perform their assigned roles and responsibilities.
Likewise, the training and qualification requirements
for the respirator administrator are not sufficiently
defined. Although OSHA does not identify specific
training guiddinesfor respirator issuers, OSHA requires
that “the program must be administered by a suitably
trained program administrator.” Interviewswithtraining
personnel from the HAMMER Training Facility
confirmed that respiratory protection training does not
adequately address al of the responsibilities expected
of respirator issuers.

The current program administrator is a certified
indugtrial hygienist and thus appears qudified for his

responsibilities, athough he has not received specific
training as a respiratory protection program
administrator and is not a participant in the DOE
Respiratory Protection Program Administrator
Committee. Specific training in respiratory protection
program administration and participation in apeer group
like the DOE Respiratory Protection Program
Administrator Committee could improve the credibility
of the respiratory protection program, and broaden the
knowledge base and experience of those who
administer the program.

Therespiratory protection program doesnot clearly
define roles and responsibilities for industrial hygiene
and radiological control staff and technicians. The
written program generically identifies personnel
responsibilities for administration of the respiratory
protection program. However, the program does not
differentiate between the responsibilities of industrial
hygiene staff, technicians, and radiation control
technicians. A number of the stated functions should
only be performed by industrid hygiene professional
gtaff, dthough the program document does not provide
this level of guidance.

Although respirators need to be controlled, the
current procedure for issuance of voluntary respirators
is unnecessarily cumbersome and has become an
impediment for voluntary use of respirators. VVoluntary
use respirator procedures and policies are detailed in
Section 4.13, Figure 9, and Attachment D of the
Respiratory Protection Program. These procedures
are longer and more complex than procedures for
required-use respirators. This cumbersome process
has discouraged workers from voluntarily using
respirators, even if the worker would prefer to use a
respirator. This impediment in issuance and use of
respirators on avoluntary basis conflictswith the stated
voluntary use respirator policy in Attachment D of the
respirator procedure, which states “respirator use is
encouraged, even when exposures are below the
exposurelimit, to provide an additiona level of comfort
and protection to workers.” The criteriafor voluntary
respirator use assume extraordinary measures or an
increasein the other hazards. Whilethese are respirator
use considerations, they are not unique to voluntary-
use respirators and need not be a part of the voluntary-
userespirator section. Singling them out for discussion
in this section creates a non-essential obstacle to the
voluntary use of respirators. Several workers have
complaints about the difficulty in obtaining voluntary-
userespirators, and their complaints appear to bevalid.

Therespiratory protection program doesnot provide
requirements for documenting personnel exposure




measurements (breathing zone measurements) to
demondtrate that the respirators are providing adequate
protection. All respirators have assigned protection
factors (APFs). APFsare concentrations, specifiedin
multiples of the occupationa exposure limit, for which
the respirators can be assumed to be effective.
Persond breathing zone TWA sampling provides the
mechanism to verify that the APFs of the respirators
being used are adequate, athough such monitoring is
not routinely conducted.

Wesaknessesin hazard identification programs have
adversaly affected the respiratory protection program.
Any respiratory protection program that usesrespirators
other than self-contained breathing apparatuses hinges
on an effective hazard identification, assessment, and
monitoring program to ensure that the proper respirators
are selected and used within their limits. Ineffective
or incomplete hazard identification and characterization
can result in the selection and use of the wrong
respirator, or arespirator that isnot designed to protect
the worker from the appropriate hazard(s). For these
reasons, hazard identification and exposure assessment
issues discussed previoudy contribute to respiratory
protection program vulnerabilities, such as:

* Organic (PID) and ammonia instrument
measurements do not detect nitrous oxide, which
is one of the abundant gases identified in the tank
vapor spaces. Thelimited breathing zone sampling
that has been conducted for nitrous oxide identified
nitrous oxide concentrations of up to 11 ppm.
Persona sampling or monitoring for nitrous oxide
is seldom conducted, and the manufacturer of the
respirator cartridges warns against use of the
currently issued respirator cartridge for protection
against nitrous oxide. As a result, Tank Farm
workers may be exposed to elevated levels of
nitrous oxide without the appropriate respiratory
protection. In response to this concern, on April
15, 2004, CH2M HILL management required any
work conducted in non-ventilated waste tanks to
be performed using supplied air or salf-contained
breathing apparatus.

* Organic (PID) and ammonia instrument
measurements currently in use do not detect
methanol. which isone of the larger organic vapor
fractions in some tanks. Personal exposure
monitoring for methanol is seldom conducted, and
the cartridge respirators currently in use also warn
against using these cartridgesfor protection against
methanol vapor.

Overall, the CH2M HILL respiratory protection
program, while generaly comprehensive, is lacking in
severa areas. The respiratory protection program is
a so vulnerable because of limitationsin the Tank Farm
exposure assessment processes, the cumbersome
voluntary-use policy, and unclear industria hygieneand
radiological personnel responsibilities. In addition,
respirator cartridges in use do not provide adequate
protection for some chemica vapors identified in the
Tank Farms, such as nitrous oxide and methanol .

Finding #C-5: The CH2M HILL respiratory
protection program has not facilitated the voluntary use
of respirators, ensured that respirator issuersaretrained,
or adequately demonstrated that workers are protected
from the variety of chemical contaminants in tank
vapors.

Results of the OA Program to Independently
Sample Selected Waste Tanks

The OA team independent sampling program
consisted of three elements: (1) collection and anaysis
of tank headspace data from three waste tanks; (2)
collection and analysis of ventilation effluentsfrom both
SSTs and DSTs; and (3) sampling of selected CH2M
HILL workers for chemicals that may be presentin a
worker’s breathing zone for a full 8-hour shift.

Samples obtained by the OA team were analyzed
by accredited laboratories operated by the
Westinghouse Savannah River Company (WSRC),
located near Aiken, South Carolina, or their
subcontractors. The WSRC laboratorieswere sel ected
because thelaboratories have experienceintheanadysis
of tank wastes from the Savannah River Site.

Headspace vapor samples were withdrawn from
two DSTs (AY-102 and AP-108), and one SST (C-
105). The AY-102 tank was selected because there
had been areported vapor incident associated with this
tank on the day prior to sampling. The AP-108 tank
was sel ected because thistank, asareceiver for waste
effluents from the evaporator, is constantly in a state
of waste flux, and there was no prior record of the
headspaces of thistank being previoudy sampled. Tank
C-105wastheonly SST tank sampled and was selected
for its history of odor incidents, and higher organic
contents. The headspace for each tank was sampled
usngaSUMMA canister, which was subsequently sent
to the Savannah River Technology Center |aboratories
for analysis. Prior to obtaining the SUMMA canisters,
some changes in sampling protocols, procedures, and




in the SUMMA canister purge system were
implemented to correct the deficienciesin these areas
as previoudy discussed. However, not al sampling
deficiencies could be corrected due to the complexity
of the needed corrective action (i.e., ingtal additional
sampling lines in the tank risers). As a result, some
systematic errors are also inherent in the headspace
samples obtained by the OA team.

In general, the analytes detected by the OA team
inthe tank vapor headspaces were qualitatively smilar
to chemicals previoudy detected by the Hanford Site
anaytical laboratory (WSCF) and their predecessors.
In some cases (e.g., AY-102) concentrations of some
organics asidentified by the OA team, such as heptane,
have increased more than fivefold from previous sample
results taken in the same headspace. This confirms
recent CH2M HILL analyses that concentrations of
organic vaporsin headspaces have increased since the
completion of interim stabilization.

Theventilation effluent stack for the AP Tank farm
(241-AP-108 stack), which serves as the ventilation
exhaust for severa DSTs, was sampled for a variety
of chemical contaminants. A scan for metals was
conducted on ventilation effluents, and no detectable
metal concentrations were identified being released
from the AP-108 stack. Stack effluents were aso
analyzed for benzene, formadehyde, methanol, and
acetaldehyde, with dl results being below quantification
limits for the analysis instrumentation. Although
hydrocarbons were identified in stack effluents, the
concentration of total hydrocarbonswasa so well below
regulatory thresholds. However, anumber of chemical
contaminants that have either noticeable odors at low
concentrations, or chemicals that have low regulatory
thresholds, were identified exiting from the AP-108
stack in concentrations that were above minimum
detectable leves, but below quantifiable limits. For
example, measurable amounts of acetone,
tetrahydrofuran, methyl ethyl ketone, toluene, and
detectable amounts of methyl isoamyl ketone, and 1,3,5-
trimethylbenzene were identified by the laboratory
analysis, but inlow concentrationsthat werewel | below
regulatory limits.

Because the SSTs are individually and passively
ventilated, the breather filters of tanks C-105, C-107,
and C-204 were sampled for awide variety of organic
vapors, at the point in which the breather filters exhaust
to the environs. These samples, like the ventilation
stack effluent samples, were analyzed by acommercial
industrial hygiene laboratory accredited by the AIHA,
and under the supervision of the Savannah River Site
Industrial Hygiene Laboratory. In all cases,

concentrations of chemicals from the breather filters
wereasowell below regulatory thresholds, and in most
cases were at levels below quantification.

Personal sampling was also conducted for workers
conducting two typica work activities: C-103 sdtwell
screenremoval, and tank grab sampling being conducted
on Riser 2 for AP-101. In both cases, workers wore
passive organic vapor monitors and a personal sample
pump with collection media for ammonia during their
8-hour work shift. These sampleswere aso analyzed
by the same commercia industrial hygiene laboratory
that conducted the analysisfor the ventilation effluents.

These personal sampling results also indicated that
concentrations of those chemicasfor whichanandysis
was conducted were well below regulatory thresholds.
However, less than quantifiable concentrations of a
number of chemicas were identified in the persona
breathing zone samples. One of these chemicals,
acetonitrile, cannot be detected by the DRIs currently
in use.

Summary

In general, for those waste tanks evaluated by the
OA team, concentrations of most chemicasin thewaste
tank headspaces are below levels of regulatory
concern. Furthermore, there are no records of Tank
Farm workers having been exposed to chemica vapors
from the Hanford waste tanks in excess of regulatory
limits. Thelimited independent sampling conducted by
the OA team a so concluded that vapor concentrations
of those chemicals sampled by the team were well
below regulatory limitsin all cases. This confirmsthe
generadly low worker exposures to chemical vapors
also measured by CH2M HILL during the past two
years.

However, the CH2M HILL persona sampling data
is too limited to conclude that the exposure of al
workersisbelow regulatory thresholdsfor al chemicas
to which they might be exposed. Furthermore, because
of the number of industrial hygiene vapor issues
identified in this report and through CH2M HILL sdf-
assessmentsand external reviewers, worker exposures
to some waste tank vapors cannot be determined
because of insufficient exposure data, uncertaintiesin
the detection of some chemicals, or the collection and
recording of the data. Significant vulnerabilities exist
inthe CH2M HILL industria hygiene program, which
until corrected will continue to raise uncertainties in
the determination of whether some workers are being
overexposed to some chemical vapors. Specific
concerns that require management attention include




an insufficient sampling and characterization of tank
vapors, insufficient personal vapor exposure data,
inadequate DRI and personal exposure records,
limitations of instruments to detect some vapors, lack
of industria hygienetechnician procedures, insufficient
industria hygiene technician training and qualification,
and shortcomingsin the respiratory protection program.

CH2M HILL recently developed and is
implementing an industrid hygiene improvement plan,
which addresses a number of the areas in which
deficiencieswereidentified by the OA team. However,
there are also a number of concerns identified by the
OA team that were not previously identified or
sufficiently evaluated by CH2M HILL. Due to the
uncertainties in some aspects of worker exposures to
waste tank vapors, CH2M HILL recently implemented
additiona interim respiratory protection requirements
a the Tank Farms.

C.2.2 Work Processes
Overview

To evaluate the effectiveness of current Tank Farm
processesfor hazard identification, analys's, and control,
the OA team sdlectively sampled current work activities
a the Tank Farms, including those with the highest
potential for exposure of workers to tank vapors as
well as radioactive material. While potential vapor
exposures were the primary emphasis, exposure to
radioactive material was aso considered.

Reviews were designed to be representative of
overal Tank Farm activities and included efforts of
Waste Feed Operations tanks and Closure Projects
tanks. A variety of work was observed during the
investigation. Work observations included activities
performed by construction, maintenance, and operations
personnel, such asintrusive activities, tank surveillance,
corrective and preventive maintenance, sampling,
operator activities, and routine job coverage by both
industrial hygiene and health physics technicians. In
addition, the OA team reviewed data collected in support
of job coverage, hazards analysis, and hazard control
activities, including air monitoring and sampling data
and radiological survey records.

At the activity level, proper implementation of the
CH2M HILL work control process is designed to
encompass all required elements of DOE'’ s integrated
safety management core function framework. The
processfor defining and planning individua work scopes
is bounded by TFC-OPS-MAINT-C-01, Tank Farm
Contractor Work Control. Thisprocessusesagraded

approach to the level of rigor, planning, and
documentation required for individual work scopes,
based on the anticipated hazard and complexity of the
work. Theselevelsrangefrom simple, verbaly directed
work for the most routine activities, to enhanced work
planning with increased oversight by senior management
(Joint Review Group) for the most complex and
hazardous jobs, where multidisciplinary teams jointly
develop and approve formal work packages.

Anaysisof hazards associated with individua work
scopes is accomplished through the use of the job
hazardsanaysis(JHA) process. TheJHA, inprinciple,
identifies al relevant hazards associated with a scope
of work as well as linkage to the appropriate controls.
All maintenancework iscovered by oneor more JHAS.
Some broad classes of work activities are covered by
asingleor “standing” JHA. Inthe case of construction
work, Fluor Federal Services, the construction
subcontractor to CH2M HILL, uses a separate job
safety analysis (JSA), reviewed and approved by
CH2M HILL, to identify and analyze hazards
associated with construction-related activities.
Mitigation of identified activity-level hazardsrelies upon
an established hierarchy of controls, including
engineered controls, administrative controls, and PPE.
To ensure proper readiness for performing work,
personnel are aso briefed on hazards and controls
associated with individud work activities.

In general, management and workers at the Tank
Farms were competent, conscientious, and genuinely
concerned about ensuring a safe work environment.
All meetings begin with asafety topic, which servesas
a reminder of the importance of safety in daily
operations. Work packages and technical procedures
covering work under review were generally effective
in defining the scope, boundaries, prerequisites, and
initial conditions for work activities. In the field, the
amount of safety and health coverage was
commensurate with the level of risk, and effective
controls were evident on jobs where there was an
expectation for high potentia vapor emissions. For
example, the 241-TX-110/111 Breather Filter
Replacement work included special boundaries at both
tanksto delineate established AMZs. Postingsprovided
instructions, including “Caution Hazardous V apor
Source,” and required contact of the Shift Manager
prior to entry for specific instruction. Job coverage
included full-time industrial hygiene monitoring of
ammonia, organics, and flammable gases, and hedlth
physics technicians for the provision of radiological
contamination and exposurerate monitoring. Similarly,
robust safety and health controls were evident on the




241AP 101 pumpingtal work, which involved insertion
and removal of atank depth verification rod, removal
of atank riser extension, and insertion of a new tank
pump. Thiswork was being performed by Fluor Federa
Services personnel, with safety and health coverage
by CH2M HILL. There were five headth physics
technicians providing radiologica support, oneindustria
hygiene technician performing industrial hygiene
sampling, and a senior supervisory watch construction
manager from CH2M HILL overseeing the work.

While aspects of Tank Farm work efforts were
effective, the OA team noted examples of weaknesses
in application of core functions of integrated safety
management in the areas of hazards analysis,
identification and implementation of controls, and work
performance. These weaknesses are discussed in the
following sections.

Analysis of Hazards

Effective hazards analysisis necessary to be able
to identify and implement appropriate controls. While
the Site has mechanismsin place to drive proper hazards
anaysis, observation of Tank Farm work planning
activitiesindicated that an appropriate level of hazards
anaysisisnot dwaysperformed beforework isalowed
to proceed. A number of deficienciesrelated to work
planning were observed that had the potentia to impact
worker safety, including potential exposure to vapors,
radiologica material, and other hazards.

One exampleinvolved the 241 AZ condensateline
mechanica cleaning job. Inthiscase, industria hygiene
monitoring wasinitialy required but wasremoved from
the work package based on a change in work scope
eliminating addition of caustics. The potentia for tank
vapors was not anticipated. The system was the
condensate drain line from the condenser of the Primary
Tank Ventilation System. Because the system was
tied into the Tank’ s primary ventilation system, vapors
should have been anticipated, and the required controls
should have been established. An operator was
uncomfortable working without monitoring for vapors
and requested that industrial hygiene monitoring be
performed when the riser plug was removed. This
monitoring subsequently identified 25 ppm ammonia
levels at the source, and continuous industria hygiene
monitoring during the job wastherefore required based
on the Standing Industrial Hygiene Sampling/
Monitoring Strategy, TF-SIHS-011. Similarly, a
generd radiation work permit (RWP) was chosen to
control the work based on a presumption that

radiological contamination was unlikely, rather than
attempting to gather radiological survey data or
characterization information on the system. Asaresult,
the RWP that was used did not have al appropriate
controls, creating the potential for uncharacterized
exposure of workers. When the mechanical device
was removed from the riser, high levels of radiological
contamination levels were detected. The work was
appropriately stopped based on unexpected
contamination and exceeding RWP suspension limits.
Work planners interviewed did not have a clear
understanding of the depth the mechanical devicewould
traverse into the condensate catch tank riser, which
should have been a key factor in determining whether
aradiological hazard might be present. Thisfailure to
understand al relevant detail s associated with the work
and the potential hazards is indicative of a need for
improvement in work planning.

Another example of deficient work planning and
hazards analysis was the work to cut the 241AP depth
verifier into smaller segments for disposal. Work
methods employed by workersinthefield did not match
the expectations or assumptions of the work planners
responsible for identifying appropriate controls. This
disconnect occurred because planners did not include
sufficient details on expectationsin thework instructions
and permits. Asaresult, work plannerswere unaware
of the actua glovebag method being used by workers
for size reduction of the contaminated depth verifier.
Planners believed the entire reciprocating saw (used
to cut the depth verifier) wasto befully enclosed inthe
glovebag rather than the partia deeve-in method set
up in the field. The work instructions did not address
how to properly deeve the saw into the glovebag to
ensure that glovebag integrity was maintained. The
partial sleeve-in method that was used created greater
potential for spread of contamination outside the
glovebag or airborne radioactivity than was presumed.
The glovebag certification checklist provided in the
package did not address certification of anon-standard
glovebag configuration as required because these
additiona hazards were not anticipated. In addition,
instead of treating the saw as radioactive waste as
originaly presumed by the work package, the saw was
initially surveyed and released outside the radiological
buffer area (RBA) as non-radioactive, in conflict with
requirements for potential internally contaminated
items. The saw was later retrieved and tagged as
potentidly internaly contaminated.




Finding #C-6: CH2M HILL hazards analysis
processes have not been sufficiently rigorousto ensure
an adequate understanding of potentia hazards prior
to allowing workers to perform work.

Although CH2M HILL management recently
embraced the application of the ALARA concept to
potentia vapor exposures, implementationisinthe early
phases, and certain aspects fell short of the intent of
the concept. The ALARA philosophy, which is a
fundamental regulatory-driven premise regarding
occupational radiation exposures, is based on the
presumption that there is no threshold below which
exposures can be considered negligible, and therefore
any amount of exposure entails some, abeit low, risk
of long-term health consequence. Such a philosophy
requires not only that exposures are maintained well
below regulatory limits but that controls are
implemented to ensure that exposures are maintained
as far below those limits as is reasonably achievable.

TheCH2M HILL stated gpplication of the ALARA
process for potential vapor emissions is not mature.
For example, industrial hygiene hazards analysis
conducted in support of closure project work planning
does not consider aternative exposure limits other than
ACGIH TLVs (required by DOE order) or OSHA
PELs (mandated by law) in establishment of controls
and routine DRI monitoring. Closure project industrial
hygiene staff use ACGIH TLV'sto compute a Hazard
Index for each chemical based on results of SUMMA
or DRI anadysis. However in the absence of TLVS,
alternative exposure limits, such as temporary
emergency exposure limits (TEELS), recommended
exposure limits, and derived limits published by other
organizations, are not required to be considered in the
evaluation of sampling and monitoring results and
establishment of controls. This is the case even for
chemicals that have no regulatory TLV or PEL, such
as butanal. If butana is detected, other sources of
recommended exposure limits (e.g., TEELS) are not
used to develop a specific Hazard Index, based on
industria hygiene management direction to only use
regulatory-driven limits. Such an approach indicatesa
shortfall in application of the ALARA philosophy to
the vapor issue.

Specific information on potential hazards, including
tank vapor emissions, was not aways properly reflected
in relevant work packages, JHAs, and JSAs, and
therefore may not ensure that workers are informed
about al potentia hazardous conditions applicable to
the work. For example, the work package for 241

TX-110 and 111 to replace failed breather filters
contained no reference to the location of the work
within an AMZ or the appropriate controls or standing
orders applicable to the work. SIJHA-0001 Rev. 4,
which was referenced in thiswork package, identifies
the generic hazards common to Tank Farm operations,
but contains no information related to the potential for
vapor exposures or the established AMZs. In another
example, the work package for a project that required
Fluor Federal Services to be working adjacent to an
AMZ did not discuss the potential for tank vapor
emissions. The CH2M HILL JHA for the work
referenced the subcontractor’s JSA for hazards and
associated controls, however, the JSA did not contain
any information related to vapor emissionsand indicated
that respiratory hazards were not applicable.

Other hazards were aso omitted from hazards
analysisdocumentation. For example, JSA 2004-0004,
prepared in support of the 241-C-105 Pit Video and
Radiation Survey, did not include potential hazards
associated with lead sheets, which were utilized as
shielding over theriser cover to reduce externd radiation
exposurerates, or the handling of these barelead sheets
with raw cut edges. Work planning for this activity
included industrial hygiene review and analysis of the
potentia lead hazard, but the results of the andysis
and resulting decision-making with regard to the need
for controls were not contained in the JSA. As such,
the JSA contained no information regarding lead
hazards or controls. Similarly, JSAs for construction
work did not include information on potential noise
hazards associated with compressors and tools being
used for the work. In one case, an unattended
compressor operating outside the 241 AY Farm
measured 89 decibels without any boundary control,
noise posting, or specific information in the JSA about
the potential hazard and the need for controls for this
activity.

The job-specific hazards anaysis, TO-630-001,
associated with durry sampling at the 242-A evaporator
recognized the potential for spilling waste during the
activity. However, there was no requirement for the
use of afilter cartridge for protection against chemical
contaminants, and there was no reguirement to perform
industria hygiene monitoring, only the need for industria
hygiene to be notified of the sampling activity. While
there have been no reports of chemical vapors
associated with the evaporator operation, the process
of condensing waste through evaporation and the
recognition of spilling waste during the activity indicate
the potentia for the formation of vapors. Theindustria
hygienist responsible for work planning performed an




assessment and determined that potential vapor
exposures from this evolution would not require
respiratory protection or industrial hygiene monitoring;
however, the assessment and technical basis for
decision-making were not documented.

Finding #C-7: CH2M HILL’suse of the HA/JSA
as a working document in work packages does not
ensure that al relevant hazards are identified or that
workers are fully cognizant of necessary hazard
controls and the work steps to which those controls

aoply.

Identification and Implementation of
Controls

Weaknesses were also observed in the
identification and implementation of hazard controls
associated with some of the Tank Farm work being
reviewed during this investigation in the application of
adminigtrative controls and PPE.

Non-conservative and/or conflicting industrial
hygiene, radiologica, and communication procedures,
practices, and controls were observed, increasing the
potentia for unmonitored exposure and/or spread of
contamination. In some cases, a lack of rigor and
formality associated with implementation of certain
controls resulted in undesirable events. For example,
respiratory protection controlswere not clearly defined
for workers establishing AMZs or replacing stanchions
and chainswithin existing AMZs. Inonecase observed
by the team, workers removed the stanchionsand signs,
then proceeded to enter the area previoudly posted as
anAMZ. Similarly, workersinthe AY Tank Farmwere
actually exposed to vapors while posting an AMZ
without respiratory protection. In neither case was
the need for respiratory protection clearly identified to
theworkers, and theworkersdid not believe protection
was necessary. Routineactivitiesin Tank Farms, such
asthe establishment of an AMZ, do not requireindustrial
hygiene coverage unless requested by Operationsor if
source readings are above the HASP limit. Inthe AY
Tank Farm case, industria hygiene coverage was not
provided because the source levels identified a few
hours earlier were below the HASP limits. In neither
casewasaclear protocol established for the control of
the monitoring strategies. For example, the initial
monitoring plans for the AY/AZ and AN Tank Farms
were signed and dated by industria hygieneand located
in the Shift Manager’ s office, but a change was made
to the strategy for the AN Tank Farm. This copy was
not signed and dated. The revised plan was provided

via email from the Senior Indudtrid Hygienist. This
email also discusses changes necessary for the AY/
AZ Tank Farm, including the use of full-faced air
purifying respiratorswith aGME/P100 cartridge while
performing monitoring inthisarea. The AY/AZ initid
monitoring strategy was not revised to reflect these
changes.

Implementation of controls for vapor emission
sources did not always have an appropriate technical
basis, particularly for thedifferencesand lack of controls
in some areas. Work conducted in most Tank Farms
does not have a requirement for a roving industrial
hygiene technician or specifically assigned industria
hygiene technician coverage requirement unless
entering an AMZ or when asystem containing aknown
vapor source is to be breached. Work is routingly
performed in several Tank Farms without industrial
hygiene technician coverage. In the event of a vapor
emission from these known sources or from other
unknown sources, workers would have no indication
of potentia exposurelevels, nor would they be provided
information or direction related to any vapors
encountered.

CH2M HILL does not have an effective means of
ensuring that all workers are informed of protective
actions under abnormal conditions, such as vapor
releases. A vapor release on March 16, 2004, resulted
in evacuation of a Tank Farm; however, two
construction employees working inside a structure in
the Tank Farm did not receive prompt notification of
the evacuation. Following notification by coworkers
over a telephone, these two employees encountered
vapors while exiting the Tank Farm, experienced
physical symptoms, and reported to the medica facility
for evduation. The Hanford Site Conduct of Operations
Manual, Chapter 4, “Communications,” establishesthe
guidelines for the Tank Farm contractor for accurate
and prompt transmission of essentid information in
abnormal conditions or emergencies. The 200 East
and West areas have an emergency communication
system controlled by the Hanford Site contractor. In
this vapor release and a subsequent release on March
17, 2004, the emergency communication system was
not used to notify employees even though this was an
abnormal condition addressed by an AOP. Instead,
thefacility depended on radio communications, pagers,
bullhorns, and telephone calls to alert personnd to
evacuatethese areas. Construction craft have reported
during fact-finding meetings that they were not aware
of the need to evacuate because their radios are not on
the same frequency as Operations, and they did not
receive the message. In addition, construction first-




line supervisorswerenot onthepager cdl list. Although
the guiddlines in the Conduct of Operations Manual
address abnormal conditions, facility management has
limited the use of the emergency communication system
to declared emergencies.

A number of safety and hedlth controls at Tank
Farms are being implemented through the use of
standing orders rather than procedures or other work
control mechanisms, in conflict with Chapter 15 of the
CH2M HILL Conduct of Operations Manual.
According to the manual, standing orders are for
dissemination of essentia short-term information and
administrative instructions to Tank Farm contractor
operations personnel and shdl not be used to revise or
substitute for approved procedures. However, standing
orders are being used at Tank Farms to implement
numerous safety and health-related controls, including
industria hygiene instrument alarm responses, special
controls to prevent cross connection of breathing air
systems, C-farm work control for vapor issues, and
compensatory controlsfor chemica and/or radiological
leaks and spills, including revisons to pre-job briefing
requirements. While administratively smpler, the use
of standing orders for these types of activities
circumvents the more rigorous and formal procedural
and work control mechanismsdesigned to control work.
Further, there is no formal mechanism to ensure that
standing orders are implemented for al workers.

With regard to radiological hazard controls, RWPs
were not always tailored to the specific work being
performed and were sometimes written in a manner
that required the user to interpret the conditions and
necessary controls. For example, the specific RWP
E-1494 for the caugtic addition to the 241AP sed pot
required workers and/or the health physics technician
to interpret the necessary radiological posting for the
area, which would then determine the PPE
requirements. However, this information was known
in advance and should have been clearly specified in
the work instructions or the RWP. As a result, there
was uncertainty during the pre-job brief asto the exact
radiological requirements and PPE for the work.
Similarly, RWP TF-001 was used to cover avariety of
intrusive work with the potential for changing
radiologica conditions, however, thisRWPisagenera
RWP, intended to be used only for non-intrusive-type
work with stable and well-characterized conditions
(e.9., toursand inspections). Asaresult, the RWP did
not include specific information on the expected
radiologica conditions gpplicable to the work.

In a third example, the 242A evaporator durry
sample RWP included extraneous information on

entering contamination areas and RBAs when all the
work was being performed in an airborne radioactivity
area and high-radiation area.

As previoudy indicated, the 241AP depth verifier
pipe size reduction work involved use of a Seeved
containment device to contain contamination while
cutting the contaminated depth verifier. The depth
verifier waswrapped in plastic during aprevious phase
of the work and was being stored in the RBA while
awaiting size reduction. The work package did not
specify which of the two RWPs included in the work
package was applicable to the size reduction work. In
the absence of definitive direction, the workers chose
the job-specific RWP, which included glovebag-type
controls. However, the job-specific RWP was written
primarily to control the AP pump replacement work
inside a containment tent, so it was not specified
whether temporary contamination area controls and
PPE should be established for the size reduction portion
of thework withinthe RBA. Again, thisRWP allowed
for work under a variety of different radiological
conditions and required interpretation by workers and/
or the health physics technician as to what the
radiologica posting for the areashould be, which would
drive the PPE requirements and other radiological
controls.

Finding #C-8: CH2M HILL has not required
sufficient rigor, formality, or specificity in the processes
used to identify and implement controls needed to
ensure effective hazard mitigation.

Performing Work Within Controls

Readiness to perform work at Tank Farms is
effectively verified and controlled through plan-of-the-
day schedules, morning work clearance meetings, shift
manager approvals, crew briefings, and pre-job briefs.
The morning work clearance meetings were effective
for providing first-line supervisors and support
organizations with management expectations for the
day’swork. Pre-job briefings for Tank Farm projects
involved supervisors and workers and with few
exceptions were through and comprehensive. In
addition, when controls were clearly identified, Tank
Farm workers generdly performed observed activities
safely and in accordance with established controls. This
included compliance with work packages, procedures,
and administrative requirements.

Most of the workers interviewed expressed
comfort in raising safety concernsto their supervisors.
Additiondly, some workers have used their “ stop work




cards’ when they felt safety concerns were not
receiving adequate response. Workers did raise
questions during pre-job briefs regarding controls,
demonstrating comfort in addressing safety issues.

A few examples were identified where workers
did not follow established controls as expected. On
the 241 AP depth verifier sizereduction, workerswere
not wearing extremity dosimeters as required by the
RWP, and the health physics technician did not
immediately recognize the need to obtain the required
control or modify the RWP before proceeding with the
work. On the 241 AP pump replacement, a worker
exhibited poor contamination control practices while
doffing PPE, which could have resulted in a personnel
contamination. Health physicstechnicians outside the
zone who wereto survey the exiting workerswere not
engaged with the doffing evolution and did not observe
or question the poor doffing technique. Similar doffing-
related contamination control issues were observed
during pit preparation work conducted at the 244 CR
vault/pit. Lastly, on the 241AP evaporator slurry
sample, alapel sampler on aworker was never turned
on as required; therefore the survey record shows
results for only two of the three workers who entered
the airborne radioactivity area.

Summary

Some aspects of Tank Farm work efforts were
effective, particularly for activitiesin which higher vapor
concentrations were expected. Work was generaly
well defined in work packages and technical
procedures. Hazard identification and analysisin HAs
and JSAswere not always sufficiently detailed, and in
some cases, predominant hazards of the work were
not adequately covered. Identification and
implementation of controlswereweak, with significant
reliance on individua expertise and interpretation to
protect workers from radiological and chemical
hazards. Consequently, in some cases workers were
not aware of appropriate controls. In other cases,
workers did not appropriately implement identified
controls while conducting work. Although the work
control processes clearly establish requirements for
work planning, implementation of these processes is
weak and warrants additional management attention.

C.2.3 Communication to Workers
Recent Initiatives

CH2M HILL has recently introduced several
mechanisms to improve communication channels
between management and Tank Farm workers
regarding tank vapor issues. In 2003, the company
implemented a Tank Chemicd Vapor Project formdizing
and scheduling the various activities addressing tank
vapors. The company has communicated details
regarding tank vapors directly to workers through
numerous channds, including articles in the company
newsletter, “Winds of Change,” “all-employee
messages,” tailgate safety meetings, and two brochures
on vapor issues mailed directly to employees homes.
Management hasincreased emphasis on vapor hazard
awareness during safety meetingsand pre-job briefings,
and workers interviewed by OA indicated that these
methods have been beneficial. An independent
toxicologist was hired to answer worker questions
about the health effects of vapor exposures, and other
health and safety specialists recommended by the
bargaining unit were invited to the site to perform
independent assessments of vapor exposure issues.
Management has also implemented its ALARA
approach to chemical exposures to address worker
concernsand hasused the ALARA terminology, in part
because workersarefamiliar with the ALARA concept
in the radiologica arena.

CH2M HILL has also utilized the Employee
Response Team (ERT) to serve as an ombudsman to
ass st management and employees in the resolution of
concerns. Whilethe ERT was devel oped for resolution
of any employee concerns, the ERT has helped some
employees resolve concerns specifically related to
chemical vapor exposures.

CH2M HILL aso created the Chemica Vapor
Solutions Team (CV ST), co-chaired by management
and bargaining unit representatives, to provide aforum
for management and Tank Farm workers to work
together to address chemical vapor exposure issues
and to ensure that employee concerns are heard and
addressed. Overall, the members have worked
effectively in proposing measures for hazard
identification and control and in providing feedback to
responsible persons. The CVST has provided
information on vapor exposure issuesto theworkforce
through tailgate meetings, newdetters, and a CVST
web site. An element of the CV ST charter states that
the CV ST will “Obtain, document and communicate
responses to questions from employees regarding




Tank Farm chemical odor and vapor concerns,
including but not limited to characterization,
toxicology, monitoring and hazard controls.”
Questions received by the CVST are posted on the
CVST web site and are provided to line managers to
be answered. Answers from line management are
provided to senior CH2M HILL management and legal
staff for review and then posted on the web site.

As part of the improvement in communications,
CH2M HILL developed an eight-hour Chemical
Hazards Awareness training course to provide basic
fundamentals training for Tank Farm workers. The
lesson plan provides a history of tank vapor problems,
descriptions of common chemicals present in the
vapors, potential health effects from exposure, and
appropriate methods to control and respond to chemical
exposures. Questionsfrom students regarding chemical
vaporsthat are beyond the knowledge of theinstructor
are documented on a PER and/or submitted to the
CVST for resolution. Worker feedback to the course
has been generally positive.

Worker Perceptions and Concerns

In order to gain a perception of worker attitudes,
OA requested interviews with amgjority of the CH2M
HILL and Fluor Federal Services workers who had
received medica evaluation due to vapor exposures
since January 2002. OA also interviewed members of
the CVST and ERT as well as union representatives.
These workers were aware of the various channelsto
raise safety concerns, and most were comfortable with
raising safety concernsthrough their supervisor or other
available channelsif necessary, with the Fluor Federal
Services workers expressing the most trust in the
management chain for this. Although a few of the
requested CH2M HILL workersrefused to talk to OA,
most were comfortable with the interview process.

Reports of worker exposures to chemical vapors
have increased over the last few years because of a
combination of factors, including lower thresholds for
reporting vapor exposures and increased worker
awareness of vapor issues. Some Tank Farm workers
remain concerned about the health risks associated with
chemical vapor exposures, and their concern increases
as reported exposure events become more frequent.
Workers fear that their exposures may be higher than
indicated by industria hygiene monitoring because the
acute symptoms that some workers are experiencing
are more severe than would be expected based on
monitoring results. Continuing events involving acute

symptoms aso contribute to worker distrust in current
tank vapor characterization measurements performed
by industrial hygiene as well as management’s
assertionsthat no exposure limits have been exceeded.
Severd CH2M HILL workersinterviewed by OA did
not trust the industria hygiene program justifications
for lack of respirator requirementsfor Tank Farm jobs
but were not comfortable about use of voluntary
respiratory protection because of negative peer
pressure and the perception by other workers that it
was a sign of weakness. In addition, several CH2M
HILL interviewees stated that the process and
paperwork to obtain voluntary respiratory protection
was too much trouble and too time consuming. Only
one of the interviewed CH2M HILL employees had
used voluntary respiratory protection. Only one of five
construction employees had ever heard that voluntary
respiratory protection was available, and none had ever
used it.

Management statementsthat workers need not be
concerned about long-term effects have not been
convincing in view of worker uncertainties about the
concentrations and identity of toxic and carcinogenic
materialsin the vapors. Workers expressed particular
concern that established controls have not been
effectivein reducing the frequency of vapor exposures.
The continuing exposure trend, distrust in the current
tank characterization, alegations contained in the GAP
report, and other unrelated factors, including major
organizationa restructuring, outsourcing of work, and
reductionsin force, have contributed to theloss of trust
in management.

In addition, there are problems with some of the
above communication channels that further hinder
improvement in worker trust in management. Although
the CVST has been a positive measure in worker
communication, some deficiencies hinder its full
potential. The CVST does not maintain a record of
guestion or answer dates, and there is no formal
procedure or tracking system to assure that questions
are answered in atimely manner or that the specific
employee asking aquestion receivesan answer. Some
employees said that they did not have ready accessto
computers and were not aware that questions and
answerswere posted on the CV ST web site. Answers
have been posted for only about half of the questions
on the web site. There are aso deficiencies with the
Chemica Hazards Awarenesstraining. 1nsome cases,
the training material was not current with actual
practices in the field, and line management responses
to questionsraised in classhave not beentimely. These




issues caused an indefinite suspension of the training
inMarch 2004 until theinaccuraciesand communication
problems are resolved.

In some cases, workers are confused about the
required responses to vapor odors. The AOP for
“Response to Reported Odors or Vapor Exposures,”
TF-AOP-15, isapplicableto al CH2M HILL personnel
and subcontractors doing work inthe Tank Farm. The
AOP providesentry conditionsand providesasubjective
list of six criteriafor the odorsto meet entry conditions.
The AOP referencesthe standing JHA for general Tank
Farm hazards (TF-SJHA-0001) asthe safety guideline
for thisprocedure. ThisJHA listschemica spills/vapor
exposures as potential emergency or abnormal events,
and lists some specific controls. However, the additiona
text for thishazard saysto refer to AOPs or emergency
response procedures as appropriate, but the JHA does
not list dl worker actions from the AOP for vapor
exposure. Consequently, not al workers would know
the specific AOP actions necessary to respond to a
vapor event fromthisJHA. Inthefact-finding meetings
for the exposure events of March 16 and 17, 2004,
workers were confused about actions related to
response to vapor odors, further indicating that
communications regarding management expectations
have not been successful.

Summary

A fundamental problem expressed by the workers
isthat management makes the assertion that the waste
tanks and vapor emissions are well characterized;
however, management cannot identify the specific
chemicals causing the symptoms in the exposure
events. Therefore, management assertions that there
are no long-term hedlth effects and that there are no
exposures over limits are not perceived as credible if
the chemicals causing the symptoms are unknown.

Following the exposures in late March 2004,
management implemented a new policy requiring the
use of respiratory equipment during dl work inthe Tank
Fams. To facilitate communications regarding this
policy, management increased participation in weekly
tailgate meetings and began periodic distribution of
guestion and answer packetsto provide more accurate
andtimely answerstoworkers questions. Management
actions such as these improve the communication
problems with workers; however, increased
management emphasis on communication of the
unknowns with regard to vapors is needed to further
restore worker trust.

C.2.4 Engineered Controls
Overview

When thesingle SSTswereoriginally designed and
installed, vapor releases were not recognized as a
significant worker safety hazard. Thus, the tanks and
associated support systemswere not designed with the
specific purpose of preventing or minimizing vapor
exposures. The SST passive ventilation approach was
designed such that gases and vapors escaped the tank
with no engineered filtering, treatment, forced dilution,
or dilution through eevation. Infact, the exhaust point
of the breather exhaust lines for many SSTs was at
about five feet above ground levd, at about the same
level as the worker’'s breathing zone. This Stuation
probably contributed to some of the vapor exposure
events. In addition, the SSTs were not designed to
preclude vapor leaks and there were a number of
places, such as vave stems and electrica cabinets,
where fugitive vapors leaked from the tanks at ground
level and could cause a vapor exposure event.

DSTsdso were not specifically designed with the
goal of precluding vapor exposures. However, DSTs
were designed with active ventilation systems primarily
intended tofilter out radioactive particul ates and prevent
heat and hydrogen buildup in the tank. These DSTs
with active ventilation systems have inherent
advantages over the SSTsfrom the standpoint of vapor
emissions because the tank vapor spaces are
maintained bel ow atmospheric pressure, such that leak
pathsare inward and fugitive emissions are minimized.
In addition, the exhaust stacks' release points are
elevated, and thusvaporswill be diluted before reaching
worker breather zones; the amount of dilution depends
on the wind patterns and atmospheric conditions.

Over the past fifteen years, the concern about
noxious odors and vapor exposure events has received
significant attention, and severa attempts were made
to install engineered controls to mitigate the vapor
hazards, primarily on SST's, which have beenthe primary
focus of engineering control modifications. Some of
these engineered controls were determined to be
ineffective for various reasons and were removed.
Others currently being used on sdlected tanks have
experienced varying levels of success.

To evaluate the engineered controls, OA
interviewed engineering managers, held in-depth
technical discussions with technical staff, performed
walkdowns of existing systems, and reviewed various
documents, including modification packages, design




documents, facility operating, testing, maintenance, and
conduct of engineering procedures, and the unreviewed
safety question (USQ) processes. OA evaluated
engineered controlsfor DSTsand SSTs, with emphasis
on design modifications and tanks that have a history
of vapor emissons. A number of other modifications
have been made over the years, such as replacement
in the early 1990s of active ventilation with passive
HEPA filters on SST tank exhausts that were not
designed to capture vapors and thus were not eval uated
as part of the review of vapor exposure issue.

OA evaluated three aspects of engineered controls:

» Effectiveness of current engineered controls and
those that have been attempted and abandoned

* Appropriateness of approaches for selecting and
designing future modifications

» Effectiveness of engineering processes.
Current Engineered Controls

Engineered controls are only one part of the vapor
protection strategy. ORP and CH2M HILL recognize
that engineered controls do not, by themsalves, preclude
Tank Farm workers from being exposed to tank vapor
leaks or releases. Asdiscussed earlier, the protection
strategy also relies on administrative controls and PPE.
Conseguently, OA examined the current engineered
controlsfrom the perspective of their rolein the overall
strategy and their effectiveness in performing their
intended function, including testing, maintenance, and
operationa interfaces.

At the time of this review, the SSTs had various
engineered controls in place to reduce worker vapor
exposure, including:

* Tank structure. Maintaining tank integrity is
fundamental to vapor control.

* Tank sealing. Tank sedling began primarily to
prevent water intrusion after interim stabilization
in the late 1970gearly 1980s and shifted around
2000 to address ground-level fugitive vapor release
pathways. Sealing methodsincluded foaming and
taping potential release pathways, replacing pit
coversand installing specia gasketson their sedls;
designing and ingtalling specia sedsonthevarious
valve operator temsthat penetrated the pit covers;

and providing special components to prevent
leskagein electrical conduits between thetank pits
and externa cabinet and panels.

* Breather stack extension on C-103. SST C-
103 has been identified asthe source of many vapor
exposureincidentsand is consdered by Tank Farm
personnel to be one of the most problematic tanks.
After two other unsuccessful engineered controls
were attempted in the 1990s, an extension to the
outlet of the breather filter on the Tank C-103 was
installed to raise the exhaust point to 15 feet.

* Activeventilation for 13 SSTsat the SX Tank
Farm. One set of SSTs for the SX Tank Farm
was designed with an active ventilation system for
use with high-temperature wastes.

* Portable exhausters. Portable exhausters are
used on SSTs during major waste disturbing
activities. The portable exhausters are used to
remove vapors through an elevated stack and to
keep tanks at adlight negative pressure, aswell as
to remove generated heat.

The team reviewed the effectiveness of the SST
engineered controls. The tank sealing modifications,
in genera, were effective in reducing fugitive vapor
release. CH2M HILL has developed plans for
periodically monitoring these modifications and, when
necessary, new components are designated for sealing,
or existing seals are replaced.

The extended breather stack on Tank C-103
provides for some level of dilution before vapors from
the stack reach the breathing zone. Similarly, athough
their primary purpose is to remove decay hest, the
active ventilation systems on some SX SSTs mitigate
vapor exposure potential by preventing fugitive
emissions, by providing dilution in the tank headspace
which prevents fugitive emissions, and by providing
dilution as a result of the elevated release point.
However, only asmall number of the SSTs havethese
controls. In addition, the tanks with active ventilation
are subject to the same concerns about excessive
vacuum asthe DSTs (see discussion below and Finding
#C-9), which resulted in the SX tank active ventilation
being shut down during this investigation after the
concern was rai sed.

The OA team identified a weakness in
configuration control for some SSTs. Thetank sedling
efforts were not treated as modifications to the tank




configurations, which they were, and, therefore, they
did not undergo dl of the applicable rigorous, formal,
documented procedural steps necessary to assure that
complete, valid technical considerations were being
performed and that configuration control was
maintained. Such sealing on tankswith active ventilation
increasestank vacuum, but the potential vacuum threat
to these tanks' integrity, aswell asthe ability to remain
below thetechnical safety requirement (TSR)-required
hydrogen concentration limits with reduced inleskage,
were not adequately evaluated. Several years ago, a
potential inadequacy inthesafety analysiswasdeclared
because of these hydrogen buildup concerns, which
were addressed by removing some of the sealing.

In addition, measurement of the effectiveness of
the C-103 stack extension was limited. CH2M HILL
had an appropriate goa of moving exhaust out of the
direct breathing zone of workers and performed some
calculations to quantify the potential benefit of the
modification in terms of vapor dilution under average
meteorological conditions. However, they did not re-
evaluate lessons learned from previous attempts to
resolve vapor emission from the tank and did not
develop an effective test plan to ascertain the actual
effectiveness of the modification. The testing was not
complete, inthat it did not eva uate effectiveness under
other than average meteorological conditions and was
fundamentally flawed, in that the initial readings taken
without the stack indicated no emissions, which would
be characterigtic of the tank being in the inhale mode
for which no emissionswould be expected. Therefore,
the readings had no bearing on the concern, and as a
result, the effectiveness of the stack was never
demonstrated.

At the time of this review, the DSTs had various
engineered controls in place to reduce worker vapor
exposure, including:

e Tank structure. Maintaining tank integrity is
fundamental to vapor control.

» Activetank exhaust ventilation. All DSTshave
active ventilation that helps to prevent fugitive
ground-level tank emissions, reduces headspace
vapor concentrations, and exhausts vapors through
a stack above worker breathing space.

* AY/AZ Tank Farm condensers. Certain tanks
have condensers in the exhaust ventilation path to
reduce some vapor concentrations (e.g., anmonia).

» High-efficiency gasadsorbers(HEGAS). One
Tank Farm exhaust ventilation (AY/AZ Tank
Farm) includes charcoal bed HEGAS, which are
installed to address State of Washington concerns
with arsenic, ammonia, and volatile organic
compound (VOC) emissions. Althoughthe HEGAS
were designed to remove arsenic, they were not
designed for efficient removal of the other vapors
of concern with regard to worker exposure.

e Continuous air monitoring (CAM) cabinet
modifications. CAM cabinets were identified as
asource of vapor exposurein DSTs. The cabinets
were modified to alow manual starting of the
cabinet exhaust fans to remove vapors prior to
opening the cabinet doors.

Historically, DSTs have been viewed as less of a
problem from the vapor exposure perspective because
al DSTshaveactiveventilation. With some exceptions,
the ventilation systems have reduced fugitive emissions
and provided dilution. The condensersand HEGAson
some of the DSTs have aso provided an additional
degree of protection for some types of vapors.

The modificationsto the CAM cabinets addressed
arecognized source of emissions. The CAM systems
monitor radiation in the ventilation system exhaust stack.
Leakage from the sampling components inside the
CAM cabinets would collect inside the cabinets and
cause exposures to workerswhenever the cabinet doors
were opened. To address this source, a push button
was ingtalled on the cabinets to alow manua starting
of the cabinet cooling fan to purge vapors from the
cabinet prior to opening the doors.

Although engineered controls are in place, their
reliability and effectiveness are hindered by wesknesses
in design, testing, maintenance, and configuration
control. The most significant weakness involves
potential threats to tank integrity from excessive
vacuum as discussed below.

The most important engineered feature for
controlling tank vapor rel easesisthe tanks themselves.
Failure of any of the mgjor structural componentsin a
tank because of exceeding vacuum limits would have
the potentia for producing immediate worker vapor
exposures and could also result in an uncontrolled
release of tank contentsto the environment. Recovery
from such a condition could also be extremely
problematic, with high potentia for additional worker
vapor exposures. OA identified the following specific
conditionswith the potential to cause excessive vacuum

in both the SSTs and the DSTs;



e Contrary to American Society of Mechanical
Engineers code requirements and commonly
accepted good engineering practice, most actively
ventilated tanks (both SSTsand DSTs) did not have
specifically engineered relief devices. On those
that had such devices, they had not been
demonstrated as adequate for design
considerations.

*  Other installed engineered devicesthat might have
provided some vacuum relief protection had
intermediate isolation valves between the devices
and the tanks, which is also contrary to code
requirements and commonly accepted good
engineering practice.

* HEPA filters were dso ingalled in-line between
these other engineered devices and the tanks.
Differential pressures across these filters would
raise the effective relief point of these devices,
potentidly beyond tank limits.

*  Numerous modifications were performed without
adequate consideration of the potential vacuum
threats they could pose to the tanks. Examples
were:

— Activetank ventilation systemswere installed
without adequate analyses of their vacuum
producing capabilities versus alowable tank
vacuums, some of these with capacities well
beyond the tanks' design limits. At least one
system designed by an outside architect/
engineer called for vacuum relief devices, but
they were not installed.

— Vacuum retrieval systems were installed
without consideration of their additional
vacuum-producing capabilities.

— Sedling of potentia tank |eakage paths of both
SSTs and DSTs was performed.

— Air inlet orifices were reduced in size to
increasetank vacuum because of problemswith
uncontrolled leskage.

* Rdlief capabilities were assumed for originaly-
instaled vacuum relief loop sedls, which they did
not have.

* Relief capabilities were assumed for random tank
leakage, which was not a legitimate, reliable
engineered tank protection feature.

* In some cases, tank weak link structural analyses
had not addressed dl of the potential wesk links
for various tank fluid levels. Tank vacuum and
level limits that had been imposed on SSTs
addressed only pullup of thetank bottoms, whereas
analyses indicated that, in some cases, the tanks
sides were the limiting components for vacuum.
Therefore, theimposed limitswere not necessarily
conservative. These analyses were revised after
this concern was raised by OA, and they showed
higher limits for the tank sides, but these analyses
were based on optimistic, unverified assumptions
about liner corrosion rates rather than worst
credible cases and on vacuum relief for the tank
sides, which would not necessarily occur. Also, it
was learned that during the initia liquid transfer
activities (1998-1999) from Tank C-106, the
minimum allowable depth limit used to prevent
bottom uplift was amost violated.

As a result of these discoveries, the contractor
generated “Significant” PER-2004-1710, and all
activities with the potential to challenge the tanks
integrity were suspended, except for routine operator
rounds, pending tank-by-tank operationa evaluations.

Finding #C-9: DSTs and SSTs with active exhaust
ventilation systemsat the River Protection Project Tank
Farms are not provided with adequate vacuum relief
devices or other vacuum protection measures, such as
positive adminigrative controls on critical valves, to
preclude potential excessive vacuum conditions that
could seriously damage the tanks.

Other deficiencies in design and testing include:

* HEGASs frequently fail their performance tests.
CH2M HILL has not investigated the causes of
the failures and has not ensured that the upstream
moisture removal components (the recirculation
system, the condenser system, and the high
efficiency mist eliminator system) are performing
properly as designed. In addition, there has been
no rigorous sampling for the effectiveness of the
HEGASs in removing ammonia and VOCs and no
effort to relate the sampling to efficiency tests.




*  TheCAM cabinet modification failed to recognize
that the cabinet ventilation outlet was located on
the side of the cabinet at approximately head level,
and therefore, for certain wind directions, purged
vapors could be blown directly into the worker’'s
face. Complaints of such exposures had been
reported.

For DSTsand SSTswith engineering controls that
incorporate elevated release points, these controls
reduce the likelihood of worker exposure by reducing
concentrations of pollutants in the breathing zones by
dilution. However, the vapors are not removed and
the effectiveness of this approach varies with the
meteorological conditions. The benefits of dilution are
more pronounced in unstable meteorological conditions
(typicaly during the daytime or high winds) and less
pronounced when meteorological conditions are stable
(typicdly at night and early morning, because of ground-
based temperature inversions and shallow mixing
layers, and occasionally during stationary high-pressure
systems). Inaddition, air patterns are subject to random
variationsindirection and intensity (gusts) that can blow
vapors toward workers regardless of the stack height.
Therefore, el evated stacks provide asignificant benefit
but cannot provide full assurance that all exposures
will be precluded.

Overdl, the engineered controlsreduce the potential
for worker exposure at many Tank Farm locations, and
the modifications have addressed some known
problems. However, some weaknesses in design,
testing, and configuration management have reduced
their effectiveness. While the current engineered
controls for the SSTs and DSTs reduce exposure
potential by eiminating release pathways or diluting
release concentration, they do not eliminate the vapors.

Future Modifications

As part of their approach to addressing the vapor
concerns, ORP and CH2M HILL areinvarious stages
of implementing additiona engineered controls, and are
considering and evaluating a number of other options.
OA examined the engineered controls optionsthat have
been approved for ingdlation or further analysis by
CH2M HILL and/or ORP management.

Some CH2M HILL plans to evaluate and
implement further engineered controlswere devel oped
as part of the corrective actions specified in the
September 2003 PER 2003-3497, Approach to Dealing

With Chemical Hazards in the Workplace. Other
improvements were developed as part of an effort to
replace ventilation systems for the AW and AN Tank
Farms that were approaching their design lifetime.

Three sets of engineered controls planned for
implementation include: (1) addition of stacksto breather
filters on nine additional SSTs (ten new stacks totdl,
with one — C-103 — complete) to raise the exhaust to
15 feet, (2) replacement of the AW and AN Tank Farm
ventilation system to includetaller stacks, improved fan
sedls, vacuum pumps external to CAM cabinets, and
separate ventilation trains, which will result inimproved
ventilation isolation control, and (3) extenson of the
AP ventilation stack. Although CH2M HILL has not
formally established schedules or milestones for
implementing these improvements, they currently
estimate that these modifications will be complete in
less than one year.

These three sets of controls will provide benefits
primarily in the localized to the areas near the tanks.
The improved ventilation fan seals and more complete
train separation should prevent fugitive emission from
known emission points in the current AN and AW
ventilation systems. Further, the stack additions and
extensions will reduce concentrations of pollutants in
the breathing zones (subject to the same limitations and
variation with meteorological conditions as discussed
previously for all elevated-stack, dilution-based
approaches).

However, the plan to add stacks to ten SST
breather filter exhausts has not undergone a formal
and rigorous engineering analysis to support selection
of the ten best tanksto modify. Toinitidly identify the
tanks, CH2M HILL appropriately solicited worker
input. However, CH2M HILL did not complement this
input with a rigorous analysis of current tank
congtituents, breathing rates, and other such factorsto
provide a solid technical basis for selecting the tanks.
Further, CH2M HILL did not rigoroudly evaluate the
potential unintended consequences (e.g., changes in
passive ventilation patterns through interconnected
tanks), and initiate these analyses immediately when
the concern was raised.

CH2M HILL is currently evaluating the potential
benefits of another type of engineered control—
scrubbers for permanent and portable ventilators.
Scrubbers were one of the engineered controls
recommended inaCH2M HILL evauation completed
in January 2004. CH2M HILL plans to complete an
evauation of the feasibility of instaling scrubbers in




June 2004. Scrubbers would have the benefit of
removing most of the ammonia from the ventilator
emissions. However, the January 2004 study indicated
that they would not be effective in removing VOCs.

Although the CH2M HILL initiatives to improve
engineered controls should result in some reductionsin
vapor exposures in the short term and potentially more
reductionsin the longer term if scrubbers are installed,
CH2M HILL has not performed a comprehensive
engineering evaluation of these and other potential
aternative solutionsto the chemical vapor issues. The
stated objective of corrective actions for the vapor
emission PER is to achieve ALARA. However,
ALARA hasnot been defined such that the engineered
controls in place, planned, and being studied can be
evaluated against specific criteria

Furthermore, CH2M HILL has not formally
evauated acomprehensive set of dternativesto support
the current corrective action plan. Alternatives that
have not been formally evaluated include charcoal
filters, dilution fans with stacks for the SSTs, catalytic
converters, active ventilation for SSTs (individud or
ganged), and incorporation of improvements specified
for the AN and AW ventilation systems (e.g., better
seals and separate stacks) at other Tank Farms.
Although some of these alternatives have been
considered in previous engineering evaluations and
environmental permits, CH2M HILL has not yet
comprehensively considered the range of potential
optionsg/controls, and has not considered lessons|earned
from earlier studies and unsuccessful modifications.
For example, CH2M HILL is not evaluating some
options, such as charcod filters and dilution fans with
stacksfor the SSTs, in part because they cite previous
modifications us ng these optionsthat were unsuccessful
(seefollowing section). However, OA’sreview of the
design packages for these modifications indicated that
they were potentially good mitigation approaches that
likely failed because of poor engineering, lack of
attention to detail, poor follow-up after ingtallation to
address refinements, poor operational support, poor
testing, and poor maintenance, etc., not necessarily
because the technology was not viable. Effective
engineering at the times these were installed (in the
late 1980s and 1990s) should have eva uated the causes
of the failures and taken appropriate corrective actions.
Therecent dismissal of these options based on cursory
evaluations without a full understanding of the causes
of the failures indicates recurring deficiencies in the
engineering approach and processes and in the
integration of the supporting disciplines.

Overal, the planned modifications of selected
sysemsare gppropriateto reduce thelikelihood of vapor
exposures. However, the planned actions are limited
in scope and provide only an incremental decreasein
risks. CH2M HILL ismaking progressontheanaysis
of the benefits of using scrubbers but has not
systematically considered thefull range of other options.

Engineering Processes

OA evauated CH2M HILL engineering processes
for developing, reviewing, and ingtituting engineered
controls. Specifically, OA reviewed selected aspects
of design processes, maintenance and testing of
engineered controls, configuration control, and
integration of controls into operating procedures. The
current engineering processeswerereviewed to provide
insights on actions that ORP and CH2M HILL should
consider to increase the reliability of current controls
and increase thelikelihood of success of controlsbeing
installed or evaluated for future installation.
Modifications were also reviewed to provide
perspectives on the historical reasonsthat some of them
were unsuccessful, so that lessons learned can be
applied.

Over the past 15 years, numerous engineered vapor
controls have been ingtituted in the Tank Farms. Some
have been generally effective and adequately
engineered. However, in a number of cases, the
engineering and the supporting disciplines were either
inadequate or incomplete, or had the potentia to create
new additional concerns. Asdiscussed inthe examples
below, weaknesses in the engineering processes of
CH2M HILL and predecessor site contractors (CH2M
HILL took over the contract in 1999) were a
contributing factor. CH2M HILL management
recognized approximately two years ago that technical
rigor must be improved and hasimplemented anumber
of longer-term actions to improve the discipline for
designs, calculations, and associated documentation.
Most of these examples pre-date theseinitiatives. The
AW/AN example, where CH2M HILL staff removed
the vacuum rdlief, indicates that continued vigilance is
needed. These weaknesses contributed to situations
where the engineered controls did not perform
adequately and, in some cases, appeared to have
actually increased the potential for vapor exposure.

* AY/AZ Tank Farm condenser system. Plugging
of the condensate pot drain line seal for the AY/
AZ Tank Farm is a recurring problem requiring
maintenance. Repair of this subsystem caused the




active ventilation at the AY/AZ Tank Farm to be
shut down for an extended period, which led to
several vapor exposures during the investigation
(see Section C.2.2). The design of the condenser
did not permit easy flushing because fouling was
not anticipated in the design phase.

Carbitrol passivevapor treatment system. In
1989, the Carbitrol passive vapor treatment system
was installed downstream of the breather filter of
tank C-103. Thiswas a passive system that used
two carbon adsorbers to remove organics and
ammonia.  Although this system had promise for
reducing vapors, numerous technica difficulties
were encountered with its operation, apparently
because of moisture accumulation in the adsorption
media.  The moisture accumulation occurred, at
least in part, due to the system’s piping not being
installed in accordance with the design, and heat
tracing on components upstream of the system that
was not always functional. This moisture tended
to plug the adsorber material to the point of creating
high tank breathing resistance through this pathway,
which tended to cause the tank to breathe
preferentialy through the myriad of ground-level
fugitive leak paths. This system was determined
to be ineffective and was removed.

Vapor mixing system. Thevapor mixing system
was ingtaled on tank C-103 in 1995. It utilized a
blower to force fresh air up through a stack and a
smaller venturi draw tube from the tank breather
line in the stack to pull the tank vapors into the
stack where they were diluted by the fresh air
flowing in the stack before being discharged.
Although possessing much potentid, this system
experienced numerous technical problems which
undermined its operability, including unreliable
electrical power, an ineffective stack cap design
(which directed flow back down to the ground),
and insufficient draw from the venturi draw tube.
The system was abandoned in 1999 after numerous
attempts to resolve the venturi draw were
unsuccessful.  This engineered control appeared
to be a valid approach, inadequate engineering
reduced the effectiveness of the design (e.g.,
location of the draw tube on the high-pressure side
of the dilution fan).

DST exhauster fan shaft leakage. The origina
active ventilation systems on some of the DSTs

contained two parale exhaust fans, one normaly
operating and the other idle. Both fans discharged
into a common exhaust stack. With this design,
the idle fan was pressurized by the discharge of
the operating fan, which created a potential ground-
level leakage source at theidlefan shaft. Although
this was a known |leakage source, no engineered
controls, such as shaft exhausters to the operating
fan, which is a standard engineered approach to
this phenomenon, had been attempted. CH2M
HILL is currently addressing these problems by
replacing shaft seals. The shaft seal for AW Tank
Farmtrain A shaft was replaced with animproved
sedl in 2003, and further replacements are planned.

Weaknesses in engineered controls for the DST
CAM cabinet ventilation modification, C-103 tank vent
stack addition, HEGAS, and the tank vacuum protection
were discussed previoudy and aso indicate historical
or current problems with engineering processes. For
example, athough HEGASs are being considered as a
potentia option for controlling vapors at other Tank
Farms, CH2M HILL has not yet investigated or
evaluated the design/performance problems with the
presently installed system with HEGAS to enable an
informed decision about the practicality of usng them
for vapor removal for other Tank Farms. CH2M HILL
is aso actively evaluating the use of scrubbers.

Finding #C-10: The conceptualization, analyss,
detailed engineering, and execution of engineering
measures have not been adequate to provide fully
effective engineered vapor controlsfor the Tank Farms,
as exemplified by recent modifications to the AY/AZ
Tank Farms and the CAM cabinets.

For engineered controlsto effectively achieve their
intended purpose, they must be supported by operations,
maintenance, testing, procedures, and practices. The
support in these disciplines was effective with regard
to TSR-related requirements. However, OA identified
the following areas where the effectiveness of non-
TSR engineered controlswasimpacted by weaknesses
in these other disciplines:

* Thereisareductionintherdiability and availability
of Tank Farm ventilation because of maintenance
issues, such as lack of spare parts. The reliability
of the active exhaust ventilation systems is an
important concern since during the period of time
when a DST Tank Farm ventilation system is out




of sarvice, fugitive emission paths are possible.
Several upgrades to the DST active ventilation
systemsto replace worn-out equipment have been
completed or are near completion. Having readily
available spare parts permits Maintenance to
rapidly complete many ventilation repairs. A spare
parts process procedure with milestones has been
gpproved and is being implemented.

* Therecirculation fan for AY 102 had been out of
service for three years, as recognized in a 2002
CH2M HILL management assessment and
subsequent quarterly system health reports. The
recirculation system is used to remove heat from
thetank and it a so removes some vapors, including
water vapor. Lack of an operational recirculation
system places potentially excessive demands on
downstream components. Therefore, when this
systemisout of service, higher vapor and moisture
concentrations are presented to downstream
components, and potentially higher vapor
concentrations are rel eased out of the stack. These
higher concentrations at the HEGA filters could
be a significant factor in the excessivefailure rate
that has been experienced with these filters.

* Inindustria facilitieswhere incorrect operation of
equipment could endanger personnel or vital
eguipment, common operating practice is to
ingtitute physical operational controls, such aslocks
or seals. For tanks with active ventilation (both
SSTsand DSTs), the tank inlet vent paths contain
manual isolation valves, whichif throttled or closed
without proper engineering evauation could cause
tank vacuum limits to be quickly exceeded.
However, no physical operational controlshad been
placed on these critical valves.

* Asprevioudy described, actively ventilated tanks
had no specifically engineered relief devices, but
some did have various types of pressure control
devices or fan trip devices. However, routine
testing and/or operational surveillances of these
devices were not being performed to verify that
they would function as designed to prevent
excessive tank vacuums.

A few deficiencies in configuration control were
aso identified. As discussed earlier, CH2M HILL is
not treating tank sealing as a modification. Other
configuration control deficiencies are described in the

following paragraphs.

During this investigation, OA identified a
configuration control concern with CH2M HILL’s
USQ practices. 10 CFR 830 requiresthat any changes
to procedures, “ as described in the documented safety
analysis,” must undergo aUSQ evauation. The team
identified seven procedure changes from a sampling
of nineteen that had been incorrectly screened out of
the evaluation process by using incorrect, non-
conservative screening criteria.  Six of the seven
incorrect screenings had used non-conservative
gudifiers to the CFR’s criterion. One screening's
interpretation was that only procedure changes that
entailed a different procedure type from those types
described in the documented safety analysis required
a USQ evaluation; thus, since that change was to a
maintenance procedure, which was a procedure type
described in the documented safety analysis, it did not
require an evaluation. Another screened-out change
to a maintenance procedure was for the opposite
reason; it reasoned that since maintenance procedures
were not described in the documented safety analys's,
either explicitly or implicitly (which, infact, they were),
no evaluation was required. The other procedure
changes were screened out because they would not
require a change to be made in the documented safety
anaysis, which was also not the CFR criterion.

OA’s review of 44 modification packages
(engineering change notices) identified one significant
documentation weakness. In amost every case, the
descriptions provided in the documentation were
inadequate to alow a technicaly qualified reader to
clearly understand what was to be accomplished, why
it was to be accomplished, how it was to be
accomplished, or what the expected results were.
CH2M HILL personnel acknowledged thisweakness,
and indicated that it had been self-identified asfar back
as two years ago and most recently in January 2004,
and that actions were being taken, such as additional
training for responsible engineers, formalizing
expectations, upgrading procedures, and establishing
senior reviews. The bulk of the engineering change
notices that were reviewed pre-dated these initiatives,
as the focus was on ventilation system modifications
made in the late 1990s to 2002.

The engineering organization does not have
sufficient formal processesthat ensurethat engineering
activities consistently and rigorously consider the
potential effects of engineering actions, such as
modifications, on worker vapor exposure as a routine
part of its design processes. A hypothetical example
would be a modification to the control logic of tank
exhaust fans that could leave both fans operating for




certain conditions (where before only one at a time
could operate). Such a modification could have the
potential to exceed tank vacuum limits. Presently,
consideration of vapor issues in engineering activities
relies on individual expertise or initiatives rather than
on rigorous and systematic processes. OA reviewed
dozens of recent modification packages and determined
that vapor mitigation was not explicitly considered in
any of the packages, although several packages had
the potential for such impacts.

Several programmatic weaknesses contributed to
the deficiencies in engineering processes and controls,
including:

* Insufficient attention to detail in engineering,
congtruction, maintenance, operations, and testing

* Not incorporating appropriate surveillance and
testing requirements as part of system design

* |Insufficient consideration of possible impacts of
modifications on connected/affected systems and
standard engineering safety considerations (e.g.,
vacuum protection)

*  Poor documentation of system design and testing

* |Insufficient application of lessons learned.

Finding #C-11: Engineering processes have not
ensured that engineering activities specifically consider
potential worker vapor exposures or phenomena that
could threaten the integrity of the tanks.

Summary

The current engineered controls reduce the
potential for worker exposure at many Tank Farm
locations, and the modifications have addressed some
known problems. ORP and CH2M HILL recognize
the need to enhance engineered controls, and some
enhancements are underway that will reduce the risk
of vapor exposures. While the current engineered
controls for the SSTs and DSTs reduce exposure
potential by eliminating release pathways or diluting
rel ease concentration, they do not eiminatethe vapors.

However, weaknesses in design, testing,
maintenance, and configuration management reduce
the effectiveness of the current controls. Past and

current weaknesses in engineering processes are a
contributing factor. ORP and CH2M HILL aretaking
actionsto address some of these weaknesses, but more
rigor is needed.

C.2.5 CH2MHILL Injury and lliness
Investigation and Reporting

The OA investigation team reviewed the
documentation contained in injury and illness casefiles
and discussed case detail sand investigation and reporting
processes with the manager responsible for
implementing the injury and illness program and case
management. About 90 cases were reviewed to
determine compliance with CH2M HILL procedures
and OSHA and DOE reporting requirements, including
casefilesfor 45individuasin 31 vapor-related incidents
listed in the GAP report, 25 vapor exposure incidents
reported between August 2003 and March 2004, and
20 non-vapor exposure-reated injuries occurring during
the last quarter of CY 2002. The team aso evaluated
the rigor and effectiveness of the CH2M HILL
investigations of the vapor exposure incidents cited in
the GAP report and the adequacy of corrective and
preventive actions.

No widespread or significant underreporting of
injuries and illnesses was identified. In severa
instances, cases may have been overly conservatively
classfied asnon-reportable“first aid” caseswhenthere
was no evidence that first aid, as defined by OSHA,
had been provided. With minor exceptions, CH2M
HILL’s procedures for evaluating, classifying, and
reporting injuries and illnesses to OSHA and CAIRs
were adequate to implement an effective program.

Notwithstanding the generdly appropriate decison-
meaking on classification and reportability, OA did identify
three cases where reportability requirements had not
been met. In addition, it was not possible to clearly
establish compliance in some cases because of
incomplete and conflicting information in the casefiles.
Case files had weaknesses in documentation, such as
inadequate information on the record-of-visit forms
from Hanford Environmental Health Foundation
(HEHF), insufficient documentation of personal
physician and emergency room medical reports, and
inadequate documentation or attribution of the basis
for injury and illness classification and reporting
decisions.




In vapor exposure case #55687, work restrictions
were specified by HEHF on severa record-of-visit
reports, but the case was not classified as recordable.
In vapor exposure case #55650, the case wasidentified
as recordable and was reported because prescription
drugs were dispensed, but it was not reported as a
restricted workday case, although there were work
restrictions specified by HEHF on the record-of-visit.
Thesetwo caseswerefirst identified by aMarch 2004
ORP assessment (performed with the help of a DOE
expert from another site), and these classificationshave
been corrected and reports to CAIRS revised.

Inappropriate documentation and classification
were also apparent in case #55942. A record-of-visit
form dated January 12, 2004, certified by a private
physician, addressed a vapor exposure from a year
earlier and indicated that the worker had been off work
for approximately a month (an OSHA and DOE
reportable condition). However, the casewas classified
on January 21 asfirst aid only. This case was later
reclassified asan OSHA recordablelost workday case
on March 2, 2004, after notification that the worker
had filed a worker’s compensation claim with a
supporting medical report from a persona physician.

In another exposure event listed in the GAP report,
a PER was generated indicating a potential link
between symptoms and avapor exposure that resulted
in aworker being transported to the onsite clinic and
an emergency room, but CH2M HILL did not establish
acase file asrequired by procedure. In thisinstance,
the case would not have met reportability thresholds,
but CH2M HILL procedures were not followed.

Examples of administrative and documentation
errorsinthefileincluded log entriesthat failed to provide
sufficient information on what actions were taken and
when, missing medical reports from emergency rooms
or persona physicians (and no evidence of attempts
by CH2M HILL to obtain them), associated PERS not
in the case file, and deficiencies in HEHF record-of-
visit forms that were not resolved by CH2M HILL.
Deficiencies in these forms included unrelated prior
work restrictions, specification of over-the-counter
medi cationswithout identifying dosage or whether they
were dispensed due to stated existing conditions or
symptoms from an exposure, and typographica errors
related to incident dates.

Investigating injury and illness causes and
establishing recurrence controls are governed by
Operdtions event investigation and site PER procedures.
Line and safety support management are responsible

for these corrective action dispositions of vapor
exposure events. Asdiscussed in Section C.2.6, PER
evaluations and resolutions of vapor exposures were
not alwaysthorough and complete. In addition, an event
report form required to be completed by the worker
and supervisor by the injury and illness reporting
procedure has not been consistently or fully completed
and contains numerous corrective action elements that
are not in consonance with the formal CH2M HILL
corrective action process. For example, the event
report requires the determination of root causes, and
recommended actions and decisions concerning unsafe
conditionsand behavior, none of which aredispositioned
on this form or incorporated into the PERs associated
with the event. These elementsare not helpful to case
management and corrective/preventive actions are not
within the purview of safety department case managers.

Management’s expectations and company policy
on reporting of Tank Farm odors and exposures are
not completely understood by some workers. Despite
communication of this information through severa
venues during the past year, questionsraised asaresult
of an exposure event occurring during thisinvestigation
prompted yet another letter to al workers clarifying
reporting requirements and the action thresholds of the
AOP for responses to reported odors or vapor
EXPOSUres.

Although a variety of graphical presentation and
analyssof injury and illnessdatais performed, primarily
the basic performance indicators of lost workday and
recordable case rates and averages, there does not
appear to be effective analysis or directed corrective
actions. For example, the recordable injury rates for
both the Closure Project and for Waste Feed Operations
have been rated as “red” for every month for the past
year, without any improvement over that time period.
There are no procedures or specified requirementsfor
trend analysis of injury and illness data except for the
required lost workday and recordable performance
indicators.

In summary, injury and illness evaluation and
reporting processes are generally adequate and there
are no indications of significant or pervasive
underreporting of injuries and illnesses. However,
CH2M HILL has not established and maintained a
sufficiently rigorous system of recordsto support injury
and illnessreporting, which isan important worker hedlth
and safety element subject to OSHA and DOE
regulations and requirements.




Finding #C-12: CH2M HILL has not properly
classified and reported some injury and illness cases,
and CH2M HILL injury and illnessreporting programs
and quality assurance processes are not sufficiently
rigorous, contributing to errors and omissions in
documentation and case management of reported injury
and illnesses.

C.2.6 CH2M HILL Feedback
Mechanisms

OA reviewed selected aspects of CH2M HILL
feedback mechanisms, including assessments, the
employee concerns program, and issues management.
The primary focus of the review was on the application
of feedback mechanisms to vapor exposure i Ssues.

Assessments

Because of longstanding and continuing
management and employee concerns and incidents
related to vapor exposures, various organizations have
been conducting numerousinternal assessment activities
to resolve vapor issues and support the dispositions of
PERs. Industrial Hygiene section leaders in Waste
Feed Operations and Closure Projects have conducted
routine field implementation reviews that are
documented on management observation checklistsand
sometimes on PERs. These management walkdowns
have identified and initiated resolutions for many
deficient conditions and activities. An internal
independent assessment of the implementation of the
industrid hygiene vapor monitoring program conducted
in September and October of 2003 was thorough and
identified substantial issues and opportunities for
improvement for which corrective actionsare complete
or in progress.

However, given the importance and attention
directed at the ongoing issuesrel ated to vapor exposures,
few formal self-assessment activities related to vapor
exposures and rated industria hygiene and engineering
programs over the last few years have been planned
and conducted as part of the formal management
assessment program. Further, with the exception of
the recent vapor monitoring program assessment, the
assessments that were performed lacked sufficient
rigor. For instance, an extensive January 2002
assessment of the worker protection program at the
Tank Farms only determined whether processes were
in place and did not evaluate their adequacy or

effective/compliant implementation. No deficiencies,
weaknesses, or observations were identified for any
of the 81 criteria assessed. A November 2001
assessment of the injury and illness reporting program
evauated 29 criteriaand identified only one opportunity
for improvement. The adequacy of implementation of
program requirements was not determined, and the
assessment did not identify weaknesses in the quality
of records and documentation, or errorsin reportability
decisonsidentified inthis or other recent investigations
and external reviews (see Section C.2.5). The one
improvement opportunity identified was that only one
person was trained to implement the injury and illness
reporting program — a condition that still exists.

Severa assessments of a variety of vapor-related
issues have been conducted over the last two years by
externa organizations, many initiated by CH2M HILL
after anincreasein thefrequency of reported exposures
was identified by CH2M HILL. The reviews were
performed by health and safety professionals contracted
by CH2M HILL; a Paper, Allied-Industrial, Chemical
& Energy Workers Union International (PACE) hedlth
and safety specialist; Dupont Safety Resources,
NIOSH; and the State of Washington. A report and
recommendations for improvement were devel oped for
each review except for recently-completed NIOSH
and State reviews for which forma reports have not
yet been issued. Collectively, these reviews provide a
comprehensive assessment of programs and practices
for theidentification and control of hazards associated
with chemical vapor exposures in the Hanford Tank
Farms. About 70 recommendations were made for
improvements in such areas as engineered controls,
characterization of gases in tank headspaces,
measurements of vapors in work areas, personal
exposure monitoring, respiratory protection, exposure
databases, and training and worker involvement. Many
of these recommendationswere only recently received
by CH2M HILL and thus have not yet been fully
implemented. As discussed below, some other
recommendations that were received earlier have not
been addressed in atimely manner.

The recommendations from reviews in 2003 and
2004 were properly entered into the CH2M HILL
corrective action system. A PER was generated for
each review, including the assignment of responsibilities
and due dates. A root cause analysis was performed
of chemical hazards in the workplace, based on the
results of these reviews and other vapor issues (see
PER 3497). A project manager was assigned and a
Mission Execution Schedule was developed.




PERs were not prepared for the recommendation
inthe 2002 review, which focused on exposure controls
and hedlth risks. The consultant who performed the
March 2002 review recommended that CH2M HILL
establish chemical worker training, pilot a proposed
monitoring strategy, establish a database of monitoring
results, create ajoint labor-management committee to
address concerns, and institute voluntary use of half-
face respirators. Steps have been taken to implement
al of these recommendations. Chemical Hazard
Awareness training is being provided to Tank Farm
workers, the CVST has been established as a forum
through which labor and management canjointly address
vapor issues, and voluntary use of respirators has been
authorized. However, implementation of some
recommendations was not timely or fully effective. In
particular, the proposed monitoring strategy, which
included use of personal monitoring, was piloted in
March 2002 but not approved for genera use in the
Tank Farms until March 2004, after ORP and CH2M
HILL assessments found that the CH2M HILL
exposure monitoring strategy did not fully meet the
requirementsof DOE Order 440.1A. A revised Strategy
was recently approved for use but has not yet been
fully implemented. In addition, adatabase of exposure
monitoring results is under development by CH2M
HILL but is not yet implemented.

CH2M HILL has effectively involved workersin
the identification and correction of vapor issues.
Recommendations solicited from bargaining unit
employeesin October 2003 were documented inaPER
and added to the Mission Execution Schedule. As
discussed elsewhere in this report, a CVST was
chartered to provide acontinuing forum for involvement
in this area by bargaining unit employees.

Although some corrective actions have been
completed and others are in progress, the number of
recent exposure events demonstrates the need for
timely completion of planned enhancementsand timely
evaluation of the deficiencies and potential
enhancements identified in this OA investigation. A
January 2004 midpoint assessment of the actions in
response to the root cause analysis indicated that
substantial progress was being made based upon a
reduced frequency of exposures that was evident at
that time. Since that time, additional exposure events
prompted ORP and CH2M HILL to take additiona
interim actions (as discussed previoudy).

The CH2M HILL self-assessment program has
lacked the frequency, scope, rigor, and self-critical
approach needed to identify the program and
implementation deficienciesinindustria hygiene, work

control, and engineering programs as detailed in Sections
C.21,C.22 and C.24. However, CH2M HILL has
used external expertise to perform assessments, which
have identified numerous deficiencies and aress for
improvement. The use of external expertise has also
provided a degree of independence that can enhance
credibility with workers and external organizations. In
addition, CH2M HILL hasrecently initiated appropriate
actions to address weaknesses in its self-assessment

program.
CH2M HILL Employee Concerns Programs

Investigation packages for 16 formal employee
concernsrelated to vapors reported between February
2002 and February 2004 were reviewed for compliance
with CH2M HILL policies and procedures and the
requirements and guidance in DOE Order 442.1.
Closed packages were generally adequate, with a
completed concern form indicating closure basisand a
chronological log of case-reated activities, including
final resolution. In general, the investigations,
interviews, and document reviews performed by the
employee concerns case manager were thorough and
appropriate.

However, severa dispositionsdid not fully address
all aspects of the concerns, and inadequacies in the
interfaces with RL and HEHF as well as internal
process weaknesses were identified. In one case,
wesknesses in the communication among RL, HEHF,
and CH2M HILL resulted in a potentialy inadequate
disposition of a case. Case #20003-0105, with four
issues, wastransferred from RL to CH2M HILL. Ina
casetransfer, RL closestheir file and does not require
feedback from CH2M HILL. In this instance, the
concerned individua requested confidentiaity, and RL
did not pursue the concerns adequately to acquire the
necessary details for CH2M HILL to do an effective
investigation. Further, RL did not transfer the case
until six weeks after receipt. CH2M HILL responded
to RL informally (e.g., via dectronic mail) that there
wasinsufficient information, theissueswere not within
the contractor’ sjurisdiction, and they were being closed.
CH2M HILL recommended that RL transfer oneissue,
an dlegation that HEHF was not providing adequate
data to patients, was not reporting exposures, and was
not protecting workers, to HEHF. RL rejected CH2M
HILL’s response (via eectronic mail) and did not
address the transfer of the HEHF-related concern.
CH2M HILL subsequently “transferred” the issue to
HEHF by electronic mail, although there is no
established process or protocol for transferring




concerns between contractors. CH2M HILL then
closed theissue and conducted no follow-up with HEHF.
RL did not follow up with either contractor on the
resolution of these concerns. HEHF made attempts
internally to addressthe concerns, but lacked sufficient
information, and no actions resulted from their review.
(See Appendix D for discussion of interface issuesin
the occupational medicine program.)

Case#2003-134, referred by RL (inareferral, RL
retains ultimate control of the case and expects a
response from CH2M HILL), involved an exposure of
aworker on November 13, 2003, while doing routine
work shortly after the engineering organization started
atest at 241BY by closing breather filters. The
resolution in the concern package and the two PERs
written for this incident described the reactive actions
taken after the event related to monitoring and controls,
but failed to address why the test did not consider the
potentiad additiona hazards and invoke compensatory
measures for work activities occurring in areas affected
by the test conditions.

Employee concern investigation packages exhibited
a number of administrative deficiencies that indicate
insufficient rigor in maintaining complete and accurate
files, and present vulnerabilities to an otherwise
effective program. In many cases, the employee
concernsofficeisnot identifying the concern statement
asthe employee’ sverbatim statement of their concern.
Many concerns as expressed by workers are lengthy
and imprecise. The case investigator distills the
expressed concern into a concise phrase or sentence
based on areview of thewritten or verbal presentation
from the concerned individud,, including initid interviews.
Although thisabbreviated concern statement facilitates
the investigation and closure of the issug(s), it may not
capture the nuances or full extent of the concern.
Thereisno indication or documentation in the filesthat
concerned individuas concur with the accuracy or
completeness of the abridged concern statement.

In several cases, it appeared the employee
concerns office dispositions may betechnicaly or legdly
correct based on the wording used by the concerned
individuals or the extracted concern statement, but are
not fully addressing dl of the underlying issue(s). For
example, the disposition of case #03-0129 addressed
only parts of a complex issue that had implications to
stop-work processes, personnel conflicts, and ongoing
conflicts between construction and health physics
technicians.

A February 2002 concern (#02-003) described
failures of management to resolve vapor exposureissues
related to mgjor tank S-111 operationd evolutions and

in developing a satisfactory monitoring plan. The
investigation report describes the technical resolutions
involving an independent industrid hygiene review, but
did not address the issue from the standpoint of
management failures, why it took an employee concern
to get the issue finally resolved, whether appropriate
work controls were in place to protect workers, and
whether ongoing actions would have adequately
resolved the concerns without jeopardizing worker
safety.

Although the documentation in completed packages
appeared to be complete and well organized, the
information contained in the reviewed packages that
were still open was incomplete and did not reflect a
controlled process. For example, the“intake’ process
form was not completed in open investigation files —
the concern form was not filled in except for some
unsigned handwritten notes, confidentiality decision
blocks were not checked, the assigned investigators
werenot noted, and theintake person was not i dentified.
In some cases there was no chronological log
established even though the concern had been
communicated to the office, intake information had
been taken, several interviews had been conducted,
and research had been performed. In some packages,
pertinent information was missing or the concerns office
gaff had to locate additiona folders to compile al the
evidence for this review. The employee concerns
procedure does not address protocols for retaining
controls and records management for cases that are
transferred to the legal department or to other
organizations, such asthe HEHF case described above.

Issues Management

As discussed in various sections of this report, a
myriad of Tank Farm vapor and vapor exposure issues
have been identified and addressed over the years by
CH2M HILL and previous contractors. Many different
mechanisms have been used to identify, evauate, and
disposition these issues. Many independent reviews
of various aspects of the vapor issues have been
conducted. CH2M HILL hasissued and dispositioned
hundreds of PERs that identify individual and specific
deficiencies, events, and concerns, and others that
identified broader, systemic vapor-related issues. Much
work has been done to identify and characterize vapor
hazards, and many initiatives have resulted in
improvementsin engineering, administrative, and PPE
controls for the vapor hazards. Multi-discipline teams
of subject matter experts and workers have been
formed and forums have been created to collect and




respond to concerns and suggestions for minimizing
vapor exposures and answering worker questions on
technical matters and improvement initiatives.
Numerous communiqués from senior management and
environment, safety, and hedth (ES&H) to dl Tank
Farm workers and through the monthly Tank Farm
newsletter also serve to communicate management
expectations, vapor-related policies, and ongoing
improvement initiatives. Approximately 150 vapor
project enhancement recommendations have been
catalogued from various assessment and studies
performed in 2003 and documented on PERs for
dispogtion.

Notwithstanding the many improvements and
actions taken to address tank vapor issues, many
systemic deficienciesin theimplementation of corrective
actions and i ssues management processes are apparent
and are impeding efforts to prevent tank vapor
exposures. Of the over 60 vapor exposure incidents
reviewed by the investigation team, only two were
subject to forma event investigations, and only one
event investigation team report related to vapor
exposures wasissued for each of the years 2001, 2002,
and 2003. Many of the reported vapor exposures have
occurred during routine survey and maintenance
operationsthat are not considered for post-job reviews,
and there is little evidence that the post-job review
process has been used to aid in the development of
preventive measures for vapor exposures. Theformal
lessons-learned process has aso not been used to
communicate vapor exposure event lessons. Only one
of the 161 formal lessons learned issued by CH2M
HILL since January 1, 2002, involves vapor
exposures—abulletin issued January 9, 2004, regarding
the application of ALARA principles to all safety
programs, with several mentions of vapor exposures
and industria hygiene.

Although CH2M HILL hasimplemented a robust
and comprehensive corrective action process, the
resulting large number and variety of concerns,
deficiencies, and recommendations documented on
PERs present a continuing challenge in achieving
consistent and appropriate classfications, evaluations,
and dispositions. The vast mgjority of PERsrelated to
exposure events have been classified astrend only after
an initiad review of the reported issue, with no further
actionsrequired. A number of the PERs with actions
written in response to events did not fully evaluate and
address all aspects of the event, especialy with regard
to work planning and control elements (see Section
C.2.2).

PER 2003-3553 describes an event where an
industrial hygiene technician was exposed to vaporsin
excess of the HASP limits and experienced symptoms
while conducting routine Tank Farm monitoring. This
PER and the related event investigation report provide
anillustration of numerousweaknessesin theevauation
and disposition of vapor events. The causal analysis
section of the PER indicatesthat respiratory protection
was not required for industria hygiene monitoring of
an AMZ unless airborne concentrations of VOCs and
ammoniaexceed HASPlimits. However, the document
or source of required controlsfor thiswork activity are
not identified, and the adequacy of the controls are not
addressed. The description of the event on the PER
does not address whether the exposed person was in
compliance with controls or whether the specified
controlswere adequate. The extent of condition/safety
significance and generic implications discussion does
not address those elements and cites only the actions
taken after the event. The causal analysison the PER
does not clearly identify root or contributing causes.
Further, no corrective actions other than immediate
actions aready taken are specified, nor is there a
statement that previous actionswere deemed sufficient.
There is no evauation or disposition of other aspects
of this event identified in the causal anadysis section of
the PER, such as assumptions made by the exposed
individual regarding the need for respiratory protection
or the appropriateness of the response to smelling
extremely strong odors. Further, a formal event
investigation performed to address both this exposure
and another exposure occurring earlier inthe day during
the same evolution (at different locations) identified
three areas for improvement, but none of the three
PERswritten for theserecommendationsidentified any
additiona actions.

Corrective actions to address vapor issues have
not always been completed in a timely manner. As
discussed above, recommended actions from aMarch
2002 review for establishing an exposure monitoring
program and exposure monitoring results database have
dtill not been implemented. Section C.2.1 discusses
inadequate corrective actions to vapor monitoring
instrument processes and performance identified by
prior external reviewers and self-assessments, including
issues documented in PERs in 2003. Section C.2.4
discusses examples of inadequate and untimely
corrective actions over the years for evaluating and
implementing effective engineered controls and
inadequate follow-up on the effectiveness and
maintenance of ingtaled controls. A February 2002




PER (2002-0887) directed severd tria projects and
engineering feasibility studies that were not brought to
resolution before closure of the PER. The extension
of piloted and successful engineered control
improvements, such as extending the vent stacks on
SSTs, has not been aggressively pursued.

Although there may be differences in various
characteristics and detall s, theissuesidentified in 21992
Type B investigation of recurring worker exposure
events and many of the resultant judgments of need
continue to exist over adecade later. At that time, one
disability had been reported to be associated with tank
vapor exposures, and a series of investigations and
analyses had failed to prevent recurrence of the
problem. The scope of that investigation covered 16
eventsfrom 1987 t0 1992. That investigation concluded
that causes of the exposures included the lack of a
properly developed industrid hygiene program, lack of
atechnicaly adequatefiltration system, failureto ensure
that all corrective actions to previous events were
adequately implemented, failure to characterize the
work environment, and failure to develop appropriate
engineered controls. Contributing causes were
weaknesses in risk assessment, data collection and
anaysis, and communications.

Long-term experience a the Tank Farms and some
basic technical assumptions and attitudes developed
over the years may contribute to reduced rigor in the
evaluation and response to vapor exposure incidents
and issues related to tank vapors. For example, during
this investigation CH2M HILL managers expressed
their belief that the tanks were adequately
characterized, that industrial hygiene monitoring
confirmed low levels of exposures, that there have been
no known “overexposures’ to hazardous materials, and
that no one has experienced long-term physical effects
from incidental exposures. As discussed in Section
C.2.1, the technical basis for these assumptions and
beliefsis not sufficiently comprehensive, and there are
some unanalyzed vulnerabilities, particularly in the
industrid hygiene program.

Finding #C-13: CH2M HILL’s corrective action
program has not been effective in defining and
investigating issuesrelated to Tank Farm vapor releases
and exposure incidents or in establishing actions that
effectively prevent recurrence of personnel vapor
exposures and provide assurance that vapor exposures
do not have long-term effects on worker hedlth.

Summary

In the past two years, CH2M HILL has devoted
significant attention and resources to assessing and
addressing vapor exposure issues. Given the scope
and volumeof tank vapor-related i ssuesand thedynamic
nature of ongoing studies and initiatives and recently
completed actions, it is not possible to establish
definitively theadequacy of current actionsor to predict
the success of these efforts. However, at the time of
this investigation, notwithstanding the initiatives and
corrective/preventive actions cited above, the
fundamental vapor exposure issues at the Tank Farms
have not been adequately resolved, contributing to ORP
and CH2M HILL decisonstoimplement aset of interim
actions in April 2004. Recent and ongoing
improvements are being implemented to apply project
management tools to address vapor issues and to
address these issues collectively. However, over the
last several yearsindividual vapor exposure events and
conditions and systemic issues have not been
consstently and completely evaluated and resolved in
atimely manner by CH2M HILL.

C.2.7 Office of River Protection
Oversight

Oversight of vapor issues at the ORP is
accomplished by two organizations: (1) the line
organization headed by an Assistant Manager for the
Tank Farm Project (TFP), and (2) the Environmental
Safety and Quality (ESQ) support organization. ESQ
and TFP Facility Representative (FR) assessmentsand
surveillances cover a wide range of ES&H programs
and issues and are generaly of good qudlity.

The TFP hasamature FR program, including eight
fully quaified FRs. Results of FR observations are
communicated in weekly and quarterly reports to the
contractor. The TFP Operations Division Director and
FRs meet with the contractor monthly to discuss the
weekly FR reports and track associated corrective
actions. Corrective actions are tracked in the CH2M
HILL PER program. An ORP Manual 420.2, Facility
Representative Program defines the expectations of
the FR program, and day-to-day FR actions are
described in FR instructions. The FR instructions
provide good information but do not reflect the current
organization or accurately describe the current FR
reporting process.

The ORP ESQ organization has an integrated
assessment program procedure that was implemented




last year. Specified minimum required assessments
(based on an ESQ review of rules, DOE orders, €tc.)
are being accomplished, and results are communicated
formally to the contractor. Corrective actions are
tracked to closure. ESQ conducted one reactive
assessment of the CH2M HILL industrial hygiene
program in October 2003, with support from an
industrial hygienist from RL. Weaknesses identified
by the ORP assessment are generally consistent with
those identified by the OA industrial hygiene team.
ORP did not communicate any findings requiring
corrective action to CH2M HILL as a result of the
assessment. CH2M HILL formally responded with a
corrective action plan for the identified programmatic
weaknesses.

ORP currently does not have sufficient industrial
hygiene expertise to adequately perform its line
management oversight responsibilities, including
industria hygiene assessments and routine evaluations.
ORP hasasingle industria hygienist on staff, but that
individual is on long-term educational leave while
completing aPhD inindustrid hygiene (he has not been
available since August 2001 and is not scheduled to
return until January 2005). ORP hasrecently arranged
for temporary industrial hygiene assistance from RL
(per a memorandum of agreement), DOE
Headquarters Office of Environment, Safety and
Health, and Oak Ridge Operations Office. However,
DOE Order 440.1A, Worker Protection Management
for DOE Federal and Contractor Employees,
requires DOE elements to use qualified worker
protection staff to direct and manage the worker
protection program and requires industrial hygiene
programs to have professionally and technically
qudified industrid hygieniststo manage and implement
the program. Although the recent reactive reviews
and interim actions to obtain industria hygiene support
from other DOE organizations are appropriate, ORP
has not devoted sufficient attention and resources to
performing effective line management oversight of the
industrial hygiene program, issues, and ongoing
corrective actions (see Section C.2.6) at the Tank Farm.
Insufficient industrial hygiene expertise on the ORP
staff isaparticular concernin light of thelongstanding
and recurring vapor exposures and the need for ORP
to understand and evaluate the complex and interrelated
industria hygieneissuesraised by variousCH2M HILL
and external reviews.

Finding #C-14: ORP has not adequately addressed
weaknesses in its oversight of the CH2M HILL
industrial hygiene program and has not ensured timely
corrective actions for identified issues.

ORP hasrecently conducted oversight assessments
of occupationa injury and illness reporting processes
for both of its contractors: CH2M HILL and Bechtel
National, Incorporated (BNI). Therecent assessments
stemmed from an employee concern about injury and
illness reporting that prompted ORPto direct an FR to
review injury and illness reporting. Based on the FR
results, ORP subsequently arranged for assistancefrom
an individual from another DOE organization, who has
considerable OSHA expertise, to further assess BNI
and CH2M HILL injury and illness reporting. These
assessmentswere of good qudity, and identified multiple
findings and observations. ORP transmitted the final
report and recommendationsto CH2M HILL on April
5, 2004, with gppropriate directionsto addresstheissues,
to review and correct discrepancies back to the start
of January 2002, and to support an eight-hour training
class by a certified OSHA instructor within the next
sx months.

Although there are no specific ES& H deliverables
for award fee in the CH2M HILL contract, there are
appropriate contract provisions for holding the
contractor accountable for ES&H requirements.
Clauses H-1 and H-2 describe the incremental and
provisional payment of fee associated with a number
of performance-basedincentives. SectionC, Statement
of Work, describes environment, safety, health and
quality reguirements during the conduct of work.
Clause H-31 provides requirementsfor subcontractors.
Clause 1-110 details the Conditiona Payment of Fee
asprescribed in 48 CFR 970.1504-5(c). The Conditiona
Payment of Fee clause was exercised by ORP in FY
2001 for a $2 million reduction in award fee for
deficiencies in meeting the implementation
requirements of integrated safety management, quaity
assurance, and the authorization basis. ORP
management indicated that CH2M HILL addressed
these problems and indicated satisfaction with CH2M
HILL ES&H performance and thus did not exercise
award fee reductionsin FY 2002 or FY 2003.

ORP has effective mechanismsin place to provide
oversight of the CH2M HILL employee concerns
program. ORP members participated in the RL
surveillance (July 2003) of the CH2M HILL employee
concerns program. ORP also interfaces with the RL




and CH2M HILL employee concerns programs and
receives monthly reports from RL about the nature of
the concerns and the status of RL and CH2M HILL
actions with regard to employee concerns.

ORP does not manage a separate DOE employee
concerns program but utilizesthe RL employee concerns
program (see Section C.2.8). RL and ORP interfaces
are defined in the RL employee concerns program
procedure.

In summary, ORP has been engaged in the various
assessments of vapor issues, hasamature FR program,
and has performed some quality assessments.
However, weaknessesin oversight of industrial hygiene
are evident, in part because of the lack of industrial
hygiene expertise on staff. Also, ORP has not aways
sufficiently focused on ensuring timely and
comprehensive corrective actions for the issues
identified in internal and externd reviews.

C.2.8 RL Employee Concerns Program

ORP relies on RL to provide a DOE employee
concerns program. RL and ORP interfaces are defined
in the RL employee concerns procedure. Posters are
in place on numerous ORP and CH2M HILL bulletin
boards listing contact information. The RL employee
concerns procedures are in accordance with DOE
Order 442.1A. Oversight assessments of the
contractor’s employee concerns programs are being
accomplished (i.e., CH2M HILL in July 2003). The
requirement for a yearly self-assessment of the RL
employee concerns program was last accomplished in
December 2003 and is on the integrated assessment
schedule for December 2004. RL has not conducted
an oversight review of HEHF. Such a review had
been planned was placed “on hold” pending award of
the new contract. An oversight review of Bechtel
Hanford, Incorporated is aso “on hold” pending
resolution of the contract protest.

Twelve casefileswerereviewed for conformance
to requirements in DOE Order 442.1A and the RL
employee concerns procedure. Concernsinvestigated
by RL or referred by RL to acontractor for investigation
are generally processed in an acceptable manner, and
include proper communication with the concerned
individual. Two cases studied were misprioritized as
“routing” when an “other than serious concern” was
appropriate. The “other than serious concern”
prioritization is for those concerns having ES&H
components, and guidance for this prioritization is that
the investigation is to be conducted within 20 working

days. Other than guidance for prioritizing screening,
DOE Order 442.1A does not specify case processing
durations. However, two cases referred to CH2M
HILL took six and fourteen months, respectively, to
close. Another casereferredto CH2M HILL hasbeen
in processfor 20 months, and remainsopentoday. One
vapor case that was transferred to CH2M HILL for
investigation (5 weeks after receipt at RL) was
subsequently closed without investigation by the CH2M
HILL employee concerns program because of
“...insufficient information for CHG to investigate.”

C.3 Conclusions

While there are no known instances of exposures
above regulatory limits, the longstanding deficiencies
in the characterization of the Tank Farm vapors and
industria hygiene program are such that the site cannot
adequately assure that all exposures are below
regulatory limits. Regardless, exposure to even low
concentrations may have caused symptomsto workers
and, thus, needs to be addressed.

The recent actions by ORP and CH2M HILL
(including requiring supplied air for certain activities)
protect workers from vapor exposures. Such
conservative measures are appropriate until ORP and
CH2M HILL develop a documented protection
strategy and trandate that strategy into a technically
defensible set of engineered controls, administrative
controls, and personal protective equipment.
Development of such a strategy needs to reflect a
conservative approach to exposure limits because the
synergistic effects of the more than 1200 identified
chemicals in the tank wastes cannot be explicitly
determined.

Improvements in the industria hygiene program
are needed to ensure that hazardous materias are
identified and monitored, and that concentrationsin the
breathing zone are adequately measured.
Improvements in engineered controls, engineering
processes, and work planning (including hazards
analysis and controls) are also needed to ensure that
workers are adequately protected against vapors. ORP
and CH2M HILL also need to further improve
communications to workers, including providing
information about resdua risks, and to make respirators
easily accessible to workers who choose to use them
as part of a voluntary respirator program (assuming
that the current interim measures are changed in the
future based on sufficient analysis, and that avoluntary

program is used in the future).



Thereare no indications of significant or pervasive
underreporting of injuriesand illnessesby CH2M HILL.
However, there are weaknesses in documentation and
quality assurance that result in errors and insufficient
records.

Vapor issues at the Tank Farms have been the
subject of numerous assessmentsin the past few years,
including this OA investigation. Collectively, these
assessments provide OPR and CH2M HILL with a
good understanding of the issues and the weaknesses
in the current safety and health programs at the Tank
Farms. However, corrective action management and
some aspects of ORPindustrial hygiene oversight need
to be improved to ensure that longstanding and
recurring deficiencies are adequately addressed in
severa areas, including tank characterization, industrial
hygiene, engineered controls, engineering processes,
and communications to workers.

C.4 Recommendations

The recommendations below apply to ORP and/or
CH2M HILL.

Industrial Hygiene

1. Develop a comprehensive strategy for
characterization of tank vapor headspacesthat can
be used as a living document for developing
industrial hygiene exposure assessments and
sampling and monitoring plans.

* Develop, document, and implement a strategy
for sampling and monitoring waste tank
headspaces.

* Establish a mechanism for periodically
reviewing and updating the chemical
composition of waste tanks.

* Peiodicdly perform toxicologica evauation
of chemicals identified in headspaces.

*  Consolidate the existing chemical vapor space
databases.

e Implement the CH2M HILL recommendations

recently identified during the re-evaluation of
the industrial hygiene technical basis.

Develop and implement an exposure assessment
strategy consistent with the requirements of DOE
Order 440.1A and industry good practices.

*  Establish arisk-based sampling and monitoring
plan.

* Increase the frequency and rigor of personal
monitoring for chemical contaminants.

* Expedite the implementation of the CH2M
HILL exposure assessment strategy.

Establish technical basis documents for
adminisrative controls identified in the HASP.

*  Document abasisfor actionlevelsfor industrial
hygiene monitoring (e.g., organic vapors,
ammonia)

* Document the process for establishing,
removing, and monitoring for AMZs.

*  Provide workers with training on the above.

Devedop and implement improvementsto direct and
non-direct instrumentation programs.

¢ Define limitations of instrumentation with

respect to the wide range of chemicals and
chemical concentrations in the tank farms.

* Procure the appropriate instrumentation and
calibration equipment to ensure adequate
monitoring and sampling of tank effluents,
areas, sources, and personal exposures.

* Deveop cdibration and usage procedures for
instrumentation in use.

¢ Train technicians on the above.

Assess the effectiveness of the instrument data
record-keeping systems; modify records,
procedures, and practices, and train accordingly.

Develop and implement a formal training and
qudification program for industrial hygienists and
industria hygiene technicians.




7. Evaluate the effectiveness of the CH2M HILL
respiratory protection program with respect to:

* Traning and qudification of respirator issuers

* Définition of roles and respongbilities for the
administration of the respiratory protection
program

* Adequacy of respirator cartridges for known
chemical contaminants in the tank farms

* Facilitation of the voluntary respiratory
protection policy.

8. Implement specific, conservative worker exposure
limitsfor vaporsto include adopting or establishing
local control limits.

* Implement specific, conservative worker
exposure limits for vapors.

» Edablishlocd control limitsthat arewell below
existing recommended or regulatory limits
where such limits exist.

* Edablish local control limits (e.g., limits of
detection) where regulatory or recommended
limits do not exist and it is practical to do so.

*  Where such limits are not practicd, clearly
communicate to workers that some residua
risksremain, and use conservative respiratory
controls.

9. Expand the corrective actions identified in the
Industria Hygiene Improvement Plan to incorporate
al of the industria hygiene deficiencies identified
in this report.

» Prioritize and risk-rank the corrective actions
in the expanded CH2M HILL Industrial
Hygiene Improvement Plan to ensure
expeditious corrective action implementation
in the areas of tank vapor characterization;
exposure assessments; industrial hygiene
insrumentation; training and quaification of
industrial hygiene technicians; industrial
hygiene procedure development and
implementation; and improvements to the
respiratory protection program.

* Ensure that sufficient industrial hygiene
resources are allocated to achieve the
milestones identified in the improvement plan.

Work Control Recommendations

10. Review existing JHAS/JSAs for current and
planned work packages within Tank Farms and
facilities to ensure that vapor hazards and controls
are adequately addressed.

* Develop indugtria hygiene controls that are
more tailored to specific vapor emission
concerns.

* Ensure that standing JHAs for operating
procedures or maintenance activities are
cong stent with routine expectations, and ensure
that response actions for conditions that could
result in exposure to vapor emissionsare clear
to workers.

* Ensure that job-specific JHAs include
appropriate reference to potential hazards
associated with vapor emissions.

* Ensure that JHAs include reference to
established AMZ requirements(i.e., aggressve
industrid hygienejob coverage and DRI survey
performance), and aswork tasksbecome more
invasive or where extensive use of
administrative controls and PPE are needed,
incorporate these requirementsinto applicable
work instructions.

11. Improvetheleve of rigor, formality, and specificity
associated with implementation of controls.

* Minimizethe use of standing ordersto convey
controls to personnel in lieu of procedures,
JHAS, or work instructions, consistent with the
Conduct of Operations Manual.

» Ensure that an adequate technical basis is
established and followed such that controlsare
consistent for work with similar hazard
potential across al tank farms.

» Subdivide broad RWPs into more discrete
RWPs with more narrow and realistic




numerical ranges on expected radiological
conditions and suspension limits, based on
actua survey data or anticipated conditions
applicable to the work.

Attach actual radiological survey results to
RWPs where possible.

12. Revise the JHA program to include specific site
hazards, such as vapor emissions, lead, etc.

Revise the Hazard Review Template (HRT)
to capture specific hazardsand controlsrelated
to vapor emissions.

Conduct periodic reviews of completed JHAS
to determine whether specific hazards are
being identified that could be included in the
HRT question set.

Encourage additional feedback from industrial
hygiene subject matter experts regarding
specific hazards and controls related to bare
lead sheets that could beincluded in the HRT.

13. Improve the adequacy and accuracy of hazards
andysis activities in support of work planning.

Ensure that work instructions and permits are
sufficiently detailed such that work can only
be performed within the constraints anti cipated
during thework planning. Eliminate subjectivity
to the extent practical and necessary.

Direct work planners to perform periodic
walkdowns of work activities in the field to
ensure that they are being performed as
expected. Document results of wakdowns
and findings.

Ensure that JHA hazards and controls are
taillored to individual work activitiesrather than
theentirejob such that thereislinkage between
the hazard and the specific work evolution
where the hazard may be encountered.

In the absence of specific characterization
data, assume the worst-case scenario when
developing contrals.

e Obtain actua survey and sampling data for
systems being breached, whenever practical.

14. Develop and implement awork control mechanism or
processto ensurethat appropriate HA/JSA and RWP
hazard controlsareimplemented for dl work activities

*  Improvethework control processesto ensure
that for any work activity the appropriate
hazard controlsin work packages can be easily
and consistently identified by workers.

* Increasetheleve of detail inwork instructions
to apoint where it is clear which hazards and
controls apply to which work evolutions.

*  Where possible, incorporate controls directly
into individua work ingtructions.

* Conduct periodic walkdowns, by work
plannersof work activitiesin thefield, to ensure
that they are being performed as expected.
Document results of walkdowns and findings.

* Intheabsence of specific characterization data
(radiological and/or chemical), assume the
worst-case scenario when devel oping controls.
Actual survey or sampling data should be
obtained for tank intrusive actions whenever
practical.

15. Implement more effective accountability
mechanisms for workers within the confines of
Tank Farms.

* Evaluate the feasibility of modifying the
emergency communication system (public
address) in the 200 East and West areas to
providethe capability for Tank Farm operations
personnd to useit in abnormal situations, such
as a Tank Farm evacuation due to vapor
releases.

* Implement asystem whereby workersentering
the Tank Farm are accounted for by namein
the event the Tank Farm is evacuated.

* Implement loca sounding aarms that would
signa workersto exit the Tank Farms. Make
thisalarm locally controlled from the Tank Farm
and from the work control centers.




Communications

16.

Continue to ensure frequent communications
between the CH2M HILL leadership team and
workers regarding vapor issues.

* Modify the Chemical Hazards Awareness
training classto include a question and answer
session with asenior tank farm manager at the
end of each presentation to demonstrate
management involvement and to ensure timely
answersto questions regarding operation of the
Tank Farms.

*  Deveop and disseminateinformation regarding
what is not known about tank vapors and
associated exposures. Address such topics as
potential unknown or unexpected chemical
interactions and vapor emissons during tank
cleanup and closure operations.

*  Devdopand disseminateinformation regarding
the increased risk of being a Hazardous Waste
Operations (HAZWOPER) worker and
working with chemica vapors, smilar to risk
discussions related to being radiation workers
and being exposed to radiation. If the risk
information is available, include rdative risk
comparisons of HAZWOPER workers to
workers in other hazardous occupations, such
as the chemical, congtruction, mining, and law
enforcement industries.

Engineering Processes

17.

18.

19.

Ensure a project management approach to the
engineering aspects of theresolution of vapor issues,
with clear objectives, respongbilities, and milestones
and a comprehensive assessment of al potentia
mitigation methods.

Explicitly definethe godsfor engineered controlsto
prevent or mitigate the release of vaporsto provide
a basis for evaluations and decisions about the
adequacy of engineered controls, including
effectiveness relaive to the ALARA palicy.

Determine the causes of past unsuccessful
engineered controlsand current engineering process
deficiencies, and incorporate lessons learned into
new engineered controlsand engineering processes.

20.

21

23.

Improve the engineering processes to ensure that
complete and appropriate engineering, installation,
testing, survelllance, maintenance, and configuration
control are performed for the full spectrum of
anticipated conditions (including conditions not
addressed by the documented safety analysis but
relevant to worker vapor exposures), and that
various conditionsthat could degrade performance
of engineered controls are identified.

Evauateapotentia upgradefor engineered controls
for CAM cabinet exhaust ventilation (e.g., atime
delay) and a gland sedl exhauster on the exhaust
fan sedls for those systems that share a common
stack.

Evaluate the following potentia longer-term vapor
control options for SSTs.

*  Further evaluatethe potential sourcesof vapor
releases to support evaluation of the
effectiveness of engineered controls, toinclude
sampling the source terms during various
conditions.

* Evauate installing ganged active exhaust
ventilation on entire SST Tank Farms when
performing retrieval operations versus the
current method of installing and moving
portable ventilation skids between individua
SSTs.

* Revistthefeashbility of adding adiffusion flow
system tied to the bresther filter exhaust stacks,
with the stack connection on the low pressure
sde of the purge fan.

Because of the very high potentid risksassociated
with vacuum conditions in the tanks, perform a
forma engineering basdline evaluation of all tanks
to determine their current status with regard to
vacuum threats, and install vacuum protection
where required (by code or good engineering
practice). Further, change engineering procedures
to include formal specific requirements for
consideration of al changes to the facility or
procedures with respect to their potential impact
on the protection of tanks from vacuum. Utilize
the basdline evaluation as the starting point for the
evaluation of such changes, and revisethe baseline,
asappropriate, asfacility and/or procedure changes

are made.



24. Change engineering procedures to add formal,
specific requirements for consideration of al
changes to the facility or procedures with respect
to their potential impact on the exposure of workers
to vapors from the Tank Farms.

Injury and lliness Investigation and
Reporting

25. Strengthen the injury and illness investigation and
reporting processes and re-verify the accuracy of
prior classification and reporting decisions.

» Formalizethe expectationsfor the content and
format of medica information from service
providers, including local emergency rooms.

 Ensure that case files include detailed
documentation of decisions and evidence or
clear attribution for information supporting
decisions, and ensure that DOE 5484.3
reporting forms accurately reflect when
revisions were made.

»  Conduct areview and upgrading of completed
case management files for at least the prior
two years to ensure that cases were properly
classified and reported and that files contain
gppropriateinformation to support classfication
decisions and changes.

» Tallor the event report form and process to
provide only information essentia to support
injury andillnessreporting, with casefilelinkage
to associated issues management documents.

Feedback Mechanisms

26. Strengthen the employee concerns program to
improve eva uation and disposition of concerns.

»  Edtablish procedures and protocolsfor transfers
of concernsto other organizations that ensure
appropriate controls and feedback on ultimate
resolutions.

» Ensurethat filesare continually maintained and
updated from the intake process to final
disposition and closure.

27.

28.

» Edablish processesto ensurethat thefull extent
of concerns are accurately established,
confirmed with concerned individuals when
possible, and fully addressed before closure.

Strengthen management assessment processes and
performance to ensure that the processes and
performance for safety programs and functiona
aress are routinely and rigoroudy evaluated.

* Ensure that rigorous self-assessments of all
safety-related functiond areasand eementsare
planned, scheduled, and conducted on a
frequency appropriateto risk and other relevant
factors.

* Provide additiona training, guidance, and
oversght to line and support organizations to
enhance assessment skills and techniques and
driveimprovement in the effectiveness of safety
program evaluations.

Strengthen i ssues management processesto ensure
that safety issues are properly evaluated and are
resolved with appropriate, timely, and effective
corrective and preventive actions that address
identified causes.

+ Apply successful techniques from the current
Corrective Action Review Board to a sample
of lower-level PERs, including the Performance
Improvement Evaluation category, to audit
performance and drive improvement in the
quality of problem descriptions, causa anaysis,
significance and extent-of-condition reviews,
corrective action plans, and closurejustifications.

* Provide additional training for personnel
responsible for PER causal evaluations and
corrective action plans, and hold responsble
managers accountable for effective
implementation of the corrective action

program.

* Lower the threshold for entering the formal
event investigation process, especidly for injury
andillnessevents, and take better advantage of
andytical toolsto clearly establish relevant facts
and support the determination of effective
corrective and preventive actions.




APPENDIX D

OCCUPATIONAL MEDICINE PROGRAM

D.1 Background

Hanford Site Occupational Medicine
Program

The Hanford Site has one primary occupational
medicine program that serves all Hanford Site
contractors except Bechtel National, Incorporated
(BNI), which was authorized by U.S. Department of
Energy (DOE) to subcontract to its own occupational
medical provider. Under contract to the DOE Richland
Operations Office (RL), the Hanford Environmental
Health Foundation (HEHF) manages and operatesthe
primary occupational medicine program, including the
main clinic in Richland and asatellite facility in the 200
Area. HEHF is a non-profit corporation that has
managed the Hanford Site occupational medicine
program since 1965. In September 2003, HEHF
underwent a restructuring and downsizing of staff, in
part to reduce costs.

In 2003, the occupational medicine program
contract was up for recompetition, and another company
(AdvanceMed) was awarded the contract on
January 6, 2004. The new contractor was scheduled
to take over operations in March 2004. However,
HEHF and other bidders filed protests, and HEHF is
continuing to manage the occupational medicine
program under contract extensions while awaiting a
final ruling from the General Accounting Office
(expected by end of April 2004).

The occupational medicine program provides a
number of medical servicesfor Hanford Site workers.
It operates their clinics (open day shift on week days)
that are used for treating Hanford Site workers who
becomeill or areinjured, provides medica surveillance
for regulatory mandated examinations, providesfitness-
for-duty determinations, and performs general case
management and follow-up for al work-related medical
cases. Workerswho areinjured or ill on back shiftsor
weekends would normally be sent to local hospital
emergency rooms and advised to return to HEHF for
any follow-up care as necessary. HEHF hasaphysician
on call for off shifts and weekends. The clinic also
performsvarious routine and scheduled medical exams,
such as routine physical examinations in a voluntary
wellness program, a specia examination program

created to medically follow workers concerned about
past potentia exposures, and behaviora health services
for workers and their immediate family under aformal
employee ass stance program. HEHF aso coordinates
other occupational medical services for workers with
injuries and illnesses, including referrals to speciaists
and additional laboratory diagnostic testing, as needed,
and works with contractors to evaluate work stations,
work restrictions, and accommodations in their work
environment.

The occupational medicine program performs
various functions as required by DOE Order 440.1A,
Worker Protection Management for DOE Federal
and Contractor Employees. For example, the
occupational medicine program provides medical
treatment, keeps health records for Hanford Site
workers, and hasresponsibility for performing, tracking,
and coordinating medical issues, including trending of
health issues for al site contractors.

Occupational Medicine Program
Interfaces

Hanford Site prime contractors (except for BNI)
use the sitewide occupationa medicine program. The
CH2M HILL contract requires HEHF be used as the
occupational medical provider. Other site prime
contractors have an option in their contracts to choose
their provider, with DOE concurrence. Each contractor
obtains occupational medicine program services and
sends employees to the clinic as necessary. For
example, CH2M HILL has case managers and health
advocates who coordinate and assist employees in
arranging visits and treatment at HEHF or emergency
treatment facilities.

Management of the contract and funding for the
occupational medicine programis provided by RL using
a chargeback mechanism to the prime contractors for
certain occupational medicine program services.
Memoranda of agreement (MOASs) describe the broad
responsibilities and relationships between RL and the
Office of River Protection (ORP).

RL has the responsibility for providing various
infrastructure services to the Hanford Site, including
the occupational medicine program. Assuch, RL has
responsibility for the occupational medical provider




contract and for ongoing oversight of the occupational
medicine program. Both RL and ORP have
responsibility for ensuring that appropriate agreements
are in place and adequately defining the processes by
which contractors interface with one another on
important safety and health related activities.

GAP Allegations

The Government Accountability Project (GAP)
report includes several allegations about the
occupational medicine program at the Hanford Site.
These alegations generally fall into the following
categories. inappropriately changing records, undue
pressure by HEHF management to minimize the number
of recordable injuries and diagnoses, insufficient
medical restrictions, collusion between HEHF and site
contractorsabout medical information and recordsused
in workers compensation claims, inappropriate
limitations on medica vists (e.g., workers are only
permitted to see certain doctors and cannot bring family
or representatives), dismissive approach to vapor
exposures (e.g., explaining away worker exposure
symptoms as psychological or allergic reactions),
unjustified psychologicd referras, insufficient health
care studies, different medical treatment of employees
depending on their administrative categories, and
inappropriate storage and sharing of patient records.

Hanford Site Response

RL and HEHF have disputed the factual aspects
of GAP alegations and their associated implications.
HEHF has specificaly denied any wrongdoing and
states that they were not party to any effort to
inappropriately adjust, destroy, or falsify health records.

The Inspector General extracted the GAP
alegations relevant to HEHF and transmitted them to
RL and HEHF in September 25, 2003, requiring RL
and HEHF to investigate the dlegations. RL determined
that it needed external expertise to investigate medical
meattersand arranged for the U.S. Public Health Service
(PHS) to conduct two reviews through an interagency
agreement. ThePHSand RL surveillanceteam reports
did not subgtantiate the GAP dlegations and did not
identify any major deficiencies with HEHF medical
services related to the specific allegations.

OA Investigation Conduct and Scope

The Office of Independent Oversight and
Performance Assurance (OA) examined the GAP

allegations and determined that they fall into the
following aress:

e Contracts and interfaces

*  HEHF management systems

e Clinical evaluation, diagnosis, treatment, and
medical records.

Therefore, OA reviewed the relevant HEHF
processesintheaboveareas. Inaddition, OA reviewed
RL line management oversight of HEHF activitiesand
interfaces.

OA interviewed RL, ORP, and HEHF personne,
including managers, medical providers, worker
advocates, and workers, and observed variousworking
meetings, such asthe Chemical Vapor Solutions Team.
OA reviewed site contractor prime contracts,
contractor Performance Evaluation Plans (PEPS),
MOAs, medica and contractor policies and protocols,
contractor medical records, a sample of patient
satisfaction surveys, employee concerns, survey
assessments, and incident reports.

D.2 Results

D.2.1 Contracts and Interfaces

The RL contract with HEHF, DE-ACO06-
98RL 13686, appropriately establishesthe requirements
for an occupational medicine program. DOE Order
440.1A, which includes DOE occupationa medicine
program requirements, is contained in Section J.7, List
of Applicable Directives, of the HEHF contract.
Section C, Statement of Work, of the contract provides
a broad set of expectations for occupational medical
services, such as: “provide timely and effective
occupational medical services to the Hanford
workforce,” and “assist site contractor and DOE
management in protecting employees from health
hazards.” However, RL has not established
supplemental directivesor other formal agreementsthat
establish specific expectations for how HEHF is to
interface with site contractors and specificaly how to
address health concerns of Tank Farm workers.

Occupational medicine program requirements for
other site contractors that use HEHF services are
established through the prime contracts with the
responsible DOE office: RL for Bechtel Hanford,
Incorporated (BHI), Fluor Hanford, Incorporated
(FHI), and Pacific Northwest Nationa Laboratory (soon
to bethe Office of Science) and ORPfor CH2M HILL.




However, these contracts did not establish specific
expectationsfor how site contractorswereto integrate
their efforts with the Hanford onsite occupational
medical provider. For example, the ORP/CH2M HILL
contract requires CH2M HILL to obtain occupational
medicine program services from HEHF and to reach
agreement on how these services would be delivered
in compliance with DOE Order 440.1A, Chapter 19.
However, there are no supplemental directivesor formal
agreements in place to describe how the contractor
would interface its activities with HEHF for obtaining
such services. Similarly, FHI chose to use HEHF as
its onsite occupational medical provider, but there are
no agreements in place that established specific
expectations on how these serviceswould be obtained.

Annual PEPs and the Performance Fee
Determination process were used by RL to establish
performance expectationsfor HEHF and to hold HEHF
accountable for meeting those expectations. With one
exception, PEPs were not used to focus HEHF
management attention on aggressively pursuing and
resolving worker health concerns at the Tank Farms.

The exception was the inclusion of an evaluation
criterion in the FY 2003 PEP for a population hedth
management program, which caled for a three-year
study on Tank Farm workersto identify early medical
problems. The 2003 portion of the study concluded
that time and continuing study of these workers is
needed to categorically determine that there is no
evidence of medica problems associated with Tank
Farm exposures. HEHF also recommended that Tank
Farm workers have additional medica follow-up post
exposure, that evaluations be actively case managed,
and that they continue the cross-sectiona study until
Tank Farm work is completed to determine any long-
term worker hedlth effects. However, the population
health management program was dropped from PEP
evaluation criteriain fisca year (FY) 2004 because of
uncertainties resulting from recompetition of the HEHF
contract.

Performance incentives have been established by
RL and ORP as a means of holding prime site
contractors accountable for performance. However,
the performance incentives for the FHI, BHI, and
CH2M HILL contracts did not establish expectations
for integration of efforts with HEHF for obtaining
occupational medical services and for addressing
worker health concerns.

RL and ORP have MOAs that clearly establish
their respective rolesand responsbilitiesfor conducting
activities at the Hanford Site. The MOA between RL
and ORP for hedlth and safety support specificaly

assigns responsibility for the occupationa medicine
contractor to RL. A second MOA assigns the role of
landlord for Site services to RL and requires RL and
ORP to develop and formalize, as necessary, interface
agreements between the two parties. The MOA aso
spells out the required content for each interface
agreement document, including responsibilities,
requirements, and approvals by individuals with
assigned approval authority. Although these MOAs
are intended to provide the basis for establishing
interface agreements between the two organizations
and their respective contractors, RL and ORP have
not developed and implemented such agreements to
address occupational medica and associated worker
health issues.

Several groups, such asthe Hanford Occupational
Health Processgroup and the Chemica V gpor Solutions
Team, have been established by site contractors to
address particular health-related needs. For example,
the Hanford Occupational Health Process group has
been established to provide guidance and oversight of
the employeejob task anaysis process. The Chemical
Vapor Solutions Team is a management/worker forum
established by CH2M HILL to address Tank Farm
vapor issuesthat now includesHEHF. Although these
groups represent positive actions by site contractorsto
address particular needs, formal interface agreements
have not been established between HEHF and site
contractors to address more serious issues, such as
providing information for reportability determinations
and assuring the timely flow of industrial hygiene
exposure information to the occupational medicine
contractor.

The MOA for health and safety support statesthat
RL will coordinate technical issues associated with the
occupationa medicine contractor with ORP sAss stant
Manager for Environmental, Safety, Health, and
Quality. However, mechanisms for coordinating
technical issues and addressing worker exposure issues
have not been established. Furthermore, at atimewhen
allegations were being raised by GAP and workers at
the Hanford Site, RL did not take action to bring al
parties (HEHF and contractors) together in acommon
forum to address these issues.

Hedlth-rel ated i ssues have gone unresolved, in part,
because of ineffective interfaces between HEHF and
site contractors, which result from the lack of interface
agreements that define roles, responsibilities, and
processes for addressing such issues. For example,
DOE Order 440.1A, Chapter 19 requires contractors
to supply, to the provider of medical services,
summaries of potential worksite exposures of




employees prior to mandatory health examinations.
Several instances were found where important
industrial hygiene exposure information was not
provided to HEHF in a timely manner. Several
exampleswereidentified where HEHF did not receive
health-related information (i.e., industrial hygiene
monitoring samples) for an unreasonably long time
(three months to two years). According to the FHI
dataentry person, approximately 25 percent of theinput
data contains errors that require follow-up by the data
entry clerk or returning it to CH2M HILL Industrial
Hygiene for correction. These delays were
substantiated by reviewing employee medical charts
at HEHF, where exposure results were not available
for as much as two years.

Thelack of effectiveworkinginterface agreements
between HEHF and site contractorsis also evident in
the record of visit (ROV) forms. As discussed in
Section D.2.3 and Appendix E, information provided
from HEHF on ROV sis not always sufficient to meet
the needs of the site contractor to provide for proper
decisions about recordable injury and illness events.
In the absence of agreements, there is no clear
expectation for what information the site contractors
need or how the occupationa medicine program is to
provide that information.

Finding #D-1: RL has not adequately coordinated
with ORP, the Pecific Northwest Site Office, and site
contractors to ensure that effective interface
agreements are in place between the occupational
medicine program contractor and site contractors to
ensure compliance with DOE occupational medicine
program requirements.

D.2.2 HEHF Management Systems

Both the RL contract (DOE Order 414.1A) and
the Joint Commission for Accreditation of Health Care
Organizations (JCAHCO) establish expectations for
the occupational medical contractor to obtain feedback
onwaysto improve organizationa performance through
self-assessments and patient satisfaction surveys.

HEHF uses many methods to collect feedback
from staff, contractors, and patients, such as meetings
with the President and Chief Executive Officer, “dll
staff” forums, focus groups with contractors, and
patient/staff surveys. These processes provide
feedback about the quality of health care, workplace
hedlth and safety, workplace restrictions, and other such

issues. However, the information gathered is not
analyzed, translated into specific action, and
implemented and used to improve organizational
performance. HEHF uses an automated quality
improvement software system to generate monthly
reports based on patient surveys. These surveysoffer
an excellent mechanism for obtaining patient feedback,
including anonymous patient surveys. However, in most
instances, the results from these surveys have not been
thoroughly analyzed and used to addressworker health
issues.

HEHF aso generates a second quality-based report
that contains the results of physician peer reviews.
However, the Clinic Director who has administrative
responsibility for the medical staff has not been ableto
review these reports because of arestrictive company
policy on credentialing, which ingppropriately precludes
hisability to monitor provider performance and provide
congtructive feedback. This policy has been revised,
but not issued or implemented.

HEHF has an operational policy for reporting
incidents that employees can use to identify incidents
related to HEHF medical affairs, safety, security, and
facilities. Thesemedical incident reportsare reviewed
by the Clinic Director and corrective actions taken in
many instances, however, the information from these
reportsisnot analyzed and trended and used to address
underlying issues within HEHF.

HEHF has aPlan for Enhancing Organizational
Performance through Process Improvement (dated
March 2003), which describes the roles of staff,
Supervisors, managers, senior management, and the
Board of Directors and the process for achieving
continuous improvement. The approach described in
this plan has the potentia for addressing many of the
interna HEHF and worker concerns, however, the plan
has not been fully implemented.

At the time of the investigation, HEHF continues
to face a number of significant personnel and
management challenges. Personnel problems and
interpersona conflicts among the HEHF medica staff
have been exacerbated by the September 2003
restructuring and downsizing of staff as well as the
turnover in the Medica Director postion, a pending
union contract with health care assistants, uncertainty
associated with the HEHF contract, and an
organizational culture that has historicaly tended to
avoid conflict. Some of these issues have been
documented as HEHF employee concerns and
addressed. However, conflicts with staff persist, and
some management actions to correct these problems
have not been effective.




HEHF management communications have not been
effectivein clarifying policy or providing clear direction
inanumber of cases. These communication problems
have been exacerbated through overuse of email to
communicate policy and direction; these email messages
have often been unclear or misunderstood, contributing
to confusion and additional conflict. A draft report,
prepared by PHS and the National Archives and
Records Administration aspart of validating the HEHF
response to GAP allegations, also identified poor
communications between HEHF staff and
management, poor communications between HEHF
and patients, and inadequate communication of HEHF
company policies, the basis for those policies, work
restrictions for patient/clients, and the basis for
restrictions placed on patient/clients.

Required coordination and communication between
HEHF and site contractors has not been adequately
addressed by HEHF procedures. As a result, there
are weaknesses in the transfer of industrial hygiene
exposure datato medical providers. Inaddition, HEHF
and site contractors are not interfacing sufficiently to
ensure that the occupational medicine program is
optimally used to assist in injury/illness determinations
or the communicetion of hedlth evauationsto managers
responsible for the mitigation of hazards. In a letter
dated February 9, 2004, the President/Chief Executive
Officer of HEHF requested a meeting with the CH2M
HILL General Manager to agree upon ways to
implement the recommendations contained in the
October 2003 DuPont report and address employee
concerns with vapor issues. No response to that
communication was received (see Finding #D-1).

Overall, HEHF management has some effective
processes in place for gathering patient feedback.
However, there are weaknesses in communication and
interfaces. Although senior HEHF management is
acutely aware of these problems, efforts to overcome
these problems to date have been fragmented and
inadequate. Furthermore, HEHF management has not
developed a plan for addressing these issues and for
communicating management expectations for
addressing interna staff and administrative issues (see
Finding #D-2).

D.2.3 Clinical Evaluation, Diagnosis,
Treatment, and Medical Records

The HEHF site medical program isbased on DOE
Order 440.1A Chapter 19 medical program
requirements. HEHF established a forma written
program that details the methods and procedures used

to implement the medical services provided to site
contractors, asrequired by the DOE order. The HEHF
policies, procedures, and protocols adequately define
how the HEHF medical programisto beimplemented.

Vapor Exposure Cases

In response to workplace exposure incidents,
HEHF developed a protocol entitled “Exposure and
Unusua Event Service.” The protocol has been in
effect since 1996 and has been updated five times since
then. It provides reasonable guidance to the medica
providersat both HEHF and K adlec Hospital (thelocal
hospital) for evaluating, testing, and follow-up on
employees post exposure.

Themedical records of al vapor exposed workers
identified during the DOE Inspector General’s
investigation were carefully reviewed (53 patient
records) by the OA team. In al cases, the incident
history and physical examination was properly
conducted, and findings were recorded in the medical
record. At the time of examination, all cases were
documented as work-related. Laboratory and other
medical tests, a part of the vapor exposure exam
protocol, were accomplished (unless declined by the
employee) and properly included in the medicd record.

Diagnoses varied with the individua patient, the
nature of the vapor exposure, and the system affected.
Typical symptoms included weepy, stinging eyes,
scratchy throat; metalic taste in the mouth; raspy voice;
headache; and skin irritation in some patients.
Symptomatic treatment was provided, and many
patients were symptom free within a day, most within
threetofivedays. A few workersexperienced lingering
symptoms, usudly respiratory in character. One patient,
whoserespiratory tract symptomslingered well beyond
the average duration for the exposed worker group,
was suspected of having an underlying alergic rhinitis,
which could be a potential underlying cause for
prolonged symptoms. HEHF arranged an appointment
with an alergy specidist to evaluate this differential
diagnostic possibility, but according to the record notes,
the patient did not keep the appointment.

Medical follow-up, including outside specialist
consultations, was aways afforded to vapor-exposed
patients until recovery was complete. Laboratory test
results were reported to the workers by mail or phone
calsdayslater. The medical care provided to injured
or vapor exposed workers by HEHF was of high
quality. More periodic follow-up to include dl vapor
exposure casesis desirable, and follow-up should be a

standard part of the protocol.



Medical Diagnosis and Patient Treatment

OA thoroughly examined more than 75 workers
medical records, including all records of the 53 vapor-
exposed workersfrom 2002 to date and selected other
cases. Thereview revealed no evidence of diagnosis
or disposition ateration without detailed explanation in
aproperly constructed and dated addendum.

HEHF health care providers are not responsible
for determining whether worker incidents are work-
related. They record the patient’ sversion of theinjury/
exposure incident, conduct a physical examination
supplemented by laboratory studies, record their
findings, and treat appropriately. The contractor case
manager, not the HEHF medica provider, makes the
fina determination of whether aninjury isoccupationdly
related. In some cases, this find determination may
vary from information on the medicadl ROV. OA’s
review of the medical records shows the allegation of
differing medical trestment for different categories of
workers to be unsubstantiated. This perception could
occur because some vapor-exposed workers elected
to abstain from some of the surveillance protocol tests
because the protocols seemed not to apply to their
particular symptom complexes. The fact that some
employees choose to abstain is an undesirable variant
to the study protocol but not an indicator of differing
treatment.

Recognizing that occupationa medicineis practiced
within a corporate interest climate, the pursuit of
accurate information and diagnosis is an imperative to
protect the company, the examiner, and the worker.
HEHF decided to consolidate all vapor exposure and
other injury and illnessfoll ow-up examinationswith one
medica provider, who is the acting medica director.
This individual was aso the author of the email
messages referred to in the GAP report, some of which
provided unclear direction that could be interpreted as
advocating a non-conservative approach to records
management such that recordable incidents are
minimized. It appears from HEHF staff interviews
that the instruction in the email was intended to ensure
that the terminology used on an ROV did not
automatically produce a recordable case before the
correct diagnosis was actually established.
Notwithstanding the poor communications, OA’s
detailed review of the recordsindicates that the records
were accurate and properly managed in all cases
reviewed. Additionaly, this physician possesses the
best occupational medicine training and credentials of
the clinical staff, including board certification in
occupationa medicine and a masters degree in public

health. The consolidation of all vapor-exposure cases
under thisprovider wasintended to achieve cons stency
in handling and documentation. Inthese circumstances,
the practice of having adesignated provider trest vapor-
related exposures and the associated limits on which
provider the patients would see has merit and is an
acceptable clinical practice, particularly when the
physician designated possesses the best occupational
medicine credentials and experience at HEHF.

Providing patient privacy during actual physical
examination is normal practice in medical facilities
across the nation. Privacy is the foundation for this
restriction, recognizing that the patient may be disrobed
and perhaps will be responding with personal
information to the examiner’s questions. Discussion
with others, with patient permission, following the
examinationispreferred. The perception by somethat
this policy is designed to limit patient rights is not
substantiated.

Allegations of improperly atered or even destroyed
medical recordsat HEHF were not substantiated. This
perception appears to be fueled by observations of
worksheet disposal following transfer of itsinformation
to the forma medica record. Following the close
examination of al elements of the medical records of
over 75 workers, no improprieties in medical record
keeping were found. The HEHF medical records
systemis sound and of high qudity. The sheer size of
some of the controversia caserecord filesis such that
extraction of pertinent information to a managesble
“casefile’ isan administrative necessity for efficiency.

OA’ sinvestigation showed no evidence of breaches
of patient confidentiaity. Medical records are handled
in aprofessional manner at HEHF. The records room
staff at HEHF were observed to be professional,
fastidious, and conscientious records librarians and
custodians.

Psychological Referrals

No vapor exposure incident workers were sent for
psychological evaluation because of vapor-related
symptoms. Two workers, who had experienced vapor
exposuresin the past, were seen by Behavioral Health
Service (BHS) psychologists for work-related stress
involving conflict withtheir supervisors, but thereferrals
were not related to any previous vapor-exposure
incident.

The HEHF protocol for exposures/unusual events
alows for referral to BHS depending on the type of
exposure and clinical findings. BHS would be
recommended in the event that an exposed worker




exhibited a neurological deficit or other adverse
behavioral symptoms. Inthe medical charts reviewed
by OA, no workers were referred to BHS for a
neurological assessment asaresult of avapor exposure.

OA reviewed other instances in which employees
may be referred to BHS and determined that they are
appropriate and do not substantiate allegations of
inappropriate referrals. There are four causes when
an employee is required to report to BHS. The first
cause is related to medical surveillance issues when
an employee must have a periodic psychological
assessment (human reliability program) or is to be
certified (e.g., substance testing) to operate commercial
vehicles. The second cause is when an employee has
missed five consecutive days of work because of a
behavioral/mental hedlth issue. The third cause is a
Ste contractor Human Resourcesreferral, which could
occur for various causes, such as when an employee
has had a performance problem, isunder theinfluence
of a substance and the behavior is witnessed by two
managers, is caught selling an illegal substance, is
involved in an dtercation, or threstensanother individud.
The fourth cause, also a fitness-for-duty issue, isif a
person has a positive post-accident drug screen or a
positive random drug screen.

If an employee isreferred to BHS for cause, it is
aways based on a site contractor Human Resources
referral. Human Resourceswill request animmediate
assessment of the patient’ sbehavioral status. At such
a time, if an employee discloses a substance abuse
problem, he/she is referred to an in-house treatment
facility. Following in-house treatment and prior to
returning to work, the employee must Sign an agreement
that he/she will submit to monthly monitoring and
random drug screening for one year. Agreements are
binding, and if an employeefailsto meet ether obligation,
he/she is considered not to be fit for duty. Patients
may aso be referred to BHS on a voluntary basis in
some circumstances.

At the time of periodic examinations, patients are
given a form entitled “Health Life Index.” Peatients
are asked to check the boxes that apply to them, and
these arereviewed and rated. If the scoreisover 300,
the patient is offered areferral to BHS. Both theform
and the referral are completely voluntary.

During one period, the HEHF acting medical
director and behaviora psychologist were considering
developing a protocol for chronic pain management.
The motive for this endeavor was to help employees
suffering from chronic pain to manage their disability
more effectively. Patient participation in the program
was to be grictly voluntary. Email was distributed to

HEHF providersand provided to GAP, defining possible
criteria that could be used in assessing a patient’s
possible need for BHS. The protocol was never
finalized. To date, thereisno informa or formal policy
for referring an employee to BHS for repeated
complaints of pain or injury.

Communications Between HEHF Medical
Providers and Site Contractors

With someisolated exceptions (i.e., three cases of
incomplete treatment information being recorded on
the ROV, which is discussed later), HEHF records
reviewed on this investigation showed no evidence of
providers yielding to outside pressure from site
contractors to adjust ROV terminology to minimize
OSHA recordable events.

Thereis appropriate and necessary communication
between HEHF staff and contractor case managers
to accommodate workable restrictionsin the workplace
for individual workers, both protecting worker health
and preserving worker employment. No evidencewas
found to support the alegation that providersdeveloped
ineffectivework regtrictions. Some restrictionsincluded
exposureleve limitations, which in effect would require
an individual worker to wear personal protective
equipment (PPE) during work assgnments. Giventhis
degree of restriction, the contractor would be obligated
to furnish easily accessible PPE for thisworker in job
Stuationswhere his’her exposureleve limitation would
likely be exceeded.

Staffing and Accreditation

The HEHF professional staff consists of four
physicians, four physicians assistants, and two
occupational health nurses who perform clinical
activities under the guidance of a physician. Two of
these physicians are board certified in occupational
medicine. All are properly credentialed and licensed
to practice medicine or nursing in the state of
Washington. HEHF was ingpected by JCAHCO in
2002. The accrediting team awarded HEHF a high
score and granted accreditation for three years.

The lack of a permanent medical director has
contributed to insufficient leadership and
communication of expectationsto theclinica staff. The
individual serving as the acting medica director has
served in this position for just over one year. He has
eight years experiencein managing clinical activity at
HEHF and continuesto a so perform thisfunction. This
dua set of responghilitiesisachalenge and dilutes his




attention to medical director responsibilities and
initiatives. He openly admits his preference for
managing clinica occupationa medica activity, rather
than being amedical director.

The lack of afull-time medica director adversaly
affected disemination of information (to Tank Farm
workersin particular) about the acute effects of vapor
exposures being seen by HEHF providers, the long-
term unknown effects, and the importance of follow-
up surveillance testing. Candid, repetitive discussions
with targeted groups, led by respected medical authority,
could help relieve anxiety and concern among Tank
Farm workers. There is documented evidence that
HEHF senior management appealed to CH2M HILL
on more than one occas on to work together to improve
worker confidence in the Hanford Site's chemical
exposure program. The communications suggested
development of ajoint long-term plan for understanding
and alleviating employee concerns regarding vapor
exposures. A response from CH2M HILL was never
received, and RL was not informed.

Long-term Health Impacts

Despite the management challenges, HEHF staff
has demonstrated genuine concern for and attention to
Hanford Tank Farm workers' vapor exposures. These
patients are all being followed in the Medical
Surveillance Study. Additional medical follow-ups are
being conducted where indicated, and at specified
intervals in addition to the next annual physical
examination. ThisMedica Surveillance Study of vapor-
exposed workers was begun in 2002 using data from
2000 and 2001. The data collected included physical
examination and laboratory and pulmonary basdine
information, which may prove useful in addressing the
long-term effects of exposure and health concerns of
Tank Farm workers.

At this early date, the study has not reached any
conclusions. However, in the 2003 Medical
Surveillance report, several recommendations for
program improvement were presented. One of the
recommendations was that all exposed workers have
additiona follow-up at HEHF with a physician and be
placed in the case management category. While this
has been accomplished in some cases, asyet, processes
are not sufficiently rigorousto ensure that such follow-
up is aways being done, particularly if the vapor
exposed worker has become asymptomatic in a few
days. There is a need for reliable follow-up review,
examination of indugtria hygiene chemicd identification
and measurement data during the follow-up visit, and

thorough progress notes on laboratory value changes
on all exposure cases.

Workers from CH2M HILL have voiced
increasing concerns about vapor smellsfrom the Tank
Farms. Thetoxicologica and biological effects on the
body that may develop resulting from exposures to
vapors found at the Hanford Tank Farms will vary
depending on the actual chemicals involved in a
particular tank and the quantity of the vapor exposure.
The effectswill aso vary depending on each worker’s
generd health and biologica systems functioning at
the time of exposure. Following some exposures,
Industria Hygiene has collected information about the
offending chemicals and/or has measurement data (see
Appendix C for adiscussion of weaknessesinindustria
hygiene measurements). This specific information
needs to be available on the worker’s medical record
for follow-up vigit review by aphysician. At present,
Industrial Hygiene and HEHF have not transferred
information in atimely manner or not at al (see Finding
#D-2).

Medical Record Storage and Quality

HEHF maintains a system for collection,
processing, maintenance, storage, retrieval, and
distribution of patient medical records. There are
approximately 14,600 active files, 4,000 inactive
microfiche files, and numerous active microfiche red
fileswithinthe HEHF recordsarea. Hard-copy inactive
medicd records originating prior to 1962 are stored at
the Federal Repository in Sedttle, Washington, along
with copies of the microfiche reels.

HEHF must comply with the DOE Record
Inventory Disposition Schedule (RIDS), an initigtive
managed by the DOE Chief Information Officer. The
Federal Records Act requires all agencies to have a
complete inventory of records such that the agency
knows what was destroyed in case of a catastrophic
event, and has predetermined apriority of retrievd for
any remaining damaged records. HEHF self-disclosed
that they have not submitted aRIDS report since 1995.
Records personnel notified the RL Records Officer on
October 27, 2003, of their non-compliance. Actions
were discussed with RL, and actions are under way to
come into compliance with the Federal Records Act
and good business practices set forth by the Chief
Information Officer.

During business hours, HEHF medical recordsare
stored in alocked areathat is only accessible to health
care providers and records personnel. Entry into this
area requires a badge swipe or private escort. After-




hours, the medical record cabinets are locked. Each
record is bar coded so that when it is released outside
the confines of the medical records area or removed
from storage by records personnel, it can be easily
tracked by individual and by location.

Each medical record has a green face sheet that
serves to highlight a patient’s allergies, current
medications, chronic health conditions, and outcomes
of past hedlth examinations. Within each individua
section, documents are arranged in chronologica order,
with the latest visit or test result gppearing on top of
past entries. HEHF medical providers are required to
initial lab work, x-ray, pulmonary function test,
electrocardiogram, physical examination forms, or other
correspondence to document their review and follow-
up of abnormal results.

A sample of 75 medical recordsthat included files
on current and former workers was reviewed. The
largest number of CH2M HILL records reviewed
pertained to patients reporting a vapor exposure (53).
A sdlection of non-vapor-exposure records representing
Hanford prime contractors (20) wasalso reviewed. A
review of beryllium surveillance records (2) was aso
performed. The beryllium records were reviewed
following dlegations that a worker’s diagnosis was
inappropriately changed by HEHF when in fact,
changes in laboratory values were the reason for the
modified diagnosis.

Overdl, therecordsreviewed werewell maintained
and in good condition. Occasionally a record was
divided into two folders because of the huge volume of
documents. Divided records were easily identified by
markings on the outside cover. To make larger charts
more manageable, HEHF personnel put early medical
data on microfiche, which is attached to the inside of
the folder. When requested, HEHF personnel could
easily retrieve the microfiche records.

With few exceptions, record contents were in
chronologica order. The most frequent inconsistency
in record organization involved the placement of reports
from Kadlec Hospita following the treatment of avapor
exposure. Hospital reports were found either in the
correspondence, laboratory, or progress notes sections.
Only oneinstance wasidentified where treatment notes
from Kadlec, following a vapor-related incident, were
not communicated in writing to HEHF. Inthat case, a
letter addressed to the patient from an HEHF medical
provider was present in the chart, detailing the outcomes
of the examination conducted at Kadlec and indicating
that an emergency room record once existed.

In the exposure records reviewed, the Exposure
and Unusua Event Service protocol was not followed

when an employee reported an exposure 24 hours post-
event and was also asymptomatic at the time of
examination. Further, it was also not followed when
an employee only wanted to document the vapor
incident in their medical record and declined an
examination. The Exposure and Unusud Event Service
laboratory panel consists of a chemistry profile
(electrolytes, liver enzymes, lipid panel), complete blood
count, and microscopic urindysis. Following andlysis,
the blood and urine specimens are preserved for 30
days so more definitive testing can be done if the
chemical agent of exposure is subsequently identified.
Because the chemical agent is usually unknown when
employees present themselves to HEHF or Kadlec,
the laboratory work generated evaluates likely target
organs and other systems that may be affected by a
chemical vapor exposure.

In reviewing the vapor-related incidents, it was
apparent that there has been amore cons stent approach
since 2002 in performing the Exposure and Unusual
Event Service protocol &t HEHF and Kadlec. Providers
were more apt to clearly document patient assessment,
tests conducted, and instructions for follow-up.
Progress notes were in the “SOAP” format, the
employee’ saccount of the vapor exposure incident and
associated health complaints (Subjective), physica
examination and lab work (Objective), medica diagnoss
(Assessment), and treatment (Plan). However, reports
of exposure or air monitoring data collected on the day
of the vapor incident were rarely found in the medical
charts. There were no references in the provider's
notes of discussions with industria hygiene personnel
or a description of the PPE worn at the time of the
vapor exposure.

There was afairly frequent trend of documenting
an assessment as* Exam WNL” (within normal limits)
when an employee reported symptoms but the provider
found no obvious physical findings. It is accepted
medical practice to usethe “WNL” terminology when
patients exhibit no abnormal physical findings.
However, the use of this terminology may create a
misperception among Tank Farm workersthat medical
personnel are discounting their symptoms. Some
assessments read “Vapor Exposure, Normal Exam.”
HEHF providerswere very consistent in their follow-up
of examination results with the patient post-exposure.
Providers documented by progress note or letter that
the patient had been informed of all test resultsrelated
to the vapor exposure.

The treatment plans developed depended on a
provider’s objective findings. If an employee
complained of headache pain post vapor exposure,




he/she was treated with over-the-counter (OTC)
medications. HEHF providerswere very consistent in
documenting instructions for employees to return as
needed, consulting a private medical physician if
symptoms persisted, providing instructionson workers
compensation rights, and noting areturn-to-work status.

If employees inform HEHF that they want to
pursue compensation, they are given a Workers
Compensation Advisory Form. Employees must
document their desire to pursue compensation, the
injury/illness incurred, a request to see their private
physician, and an acknowledgement of the two-year
time frame to claim injury. Once employees sign the
form, itismailed to their private physicians. Theprivate
physician provides the necessary prerequisite forms
the state needs to determine if the work-related injury/
illness is compensable. The state precludes the
employer from managing workers' compensation
claims; this service is provided by a third-party
administrator, Contract Claims Services Incorporated.
Compensability is decided by the State of Washington
Labor and Industry Board.

Records of Visit

When aworker istreated at HEHF, the method of
communicating the outcome of thevisit to their manager
and contractor safety representativeisthroughaROV.
The ROV is an HEHF computer-generated form that
documents the patient’s statement of visit; patient’s
account of injury or illnessincluding date and time; work-
relatedness, medications administered at the time of
treatment; medical referral; return-to-work status; and
work restrictionsand/accommodations. HEHF creates
aROV for work-related and non-work related incidents
and continuance of restrictions. For non-work related
incidents, theROV isareturn-to-work dip documenting
that the employeeis medically fit for duty following an
absence of more than five consecutive days.

Prior to creating the ROV, patients are asked by
the HEHF clinic receptionist to write their reason for
vigit and if it is work related or not. The patient
information is transcribed in the patient’s own words,
into the computer-generated ROV. |In the past, once
the ROV was created the HEHF administrators
discarded the origina document that patientsfilled out.
Severa months ago, HEHF started retaining the original
document as part of the permanent record.

The provider completesthe ROV by adding return-
to-work status, trestment plan, follow-up if needed, and
work restrictions/accommodations. If awork restriction
is required for the employee’'s return to work, a

discontinue or reassessment date is noted. The clinic
receptionist addsthe provider’ sinformation to the ROV
and prints patient and supervisor copies. The patient
then reads the printed information, and acknowledges
accuracy by signature. Upon return to work, the patient
deliversthe ROV to his/her supervisor. If the ROV is
work-related, athird copy is emailed to the contractor
safety representative.

There is certain information on the ROV that is
generated only by the employee/patient. The patient’s
statement of injury/illness and claim of work-
relatednessis strictly self-determined information. In
fact, if apatient failsto check the box claiming that the
vigtto medica iswork-related, it is perceived by HEHF
“as not.” In reviewing medical records there were
severd instances where thisinformation was|eft blank
by the patient and consequently the corresponding ROV
reflected “Not Work Related.”

When HEHF updated an existing ROV, it usudly
resulted from a patient returning for follow-up care or
when new information was communicated from the
contractor or workers' compensation. The old ROV
was stamped to direct attention to the newly created
ROV. Thenew ROV wasaso stamped acknowledging
the date of the ROV it superseded, with new information
highlighted in yellow. There were several records
whereanew ROV reflected anon-work related injury
being changed to work-related. In addition, an
accompanying entry describing why the change
occurred was usudly documented in the provider's
progress notes.

HEHF wasvery condgtent intheir method of adding
addendumsto existing ROV sand documenting changes
inthe provider’ sprogressnotesaswell. Therewasno
signin any of the charts reviewed that old information
was discarded in favor of new. If changes to
information occurred, the word “ Addendum” appeared
prior totheprogressnote. If any informationwas*lined
through,” it was still easily discernible and there was
no use of “white out” preparations or other masking
material. In al the charts reviewed, there was only
one severely crumpled and mended record. It was a
progress note that got caught in the copier when the
record was being duplicated per written request of the
patient. Records personnel mended the ill legible
document with tape and retained it in the file.

The ROV does not establish awork-related injury/
illness as an Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA) recordable. Also, it does not
establish whether theinjury/ilinessis compensible under
state workers' compensation laws. The contractor’s
safety recordkeeper makes the decision whether or




not an injury/iliness is OSHA recordable upon an
investigation of the alleged work-related incident, which
includeswritten reportsfrom theworker, the supervisor,
and any witnesses. However, the contractor’s
determination of OSHA recordability is partially
dependent on information generated by HEHF. For
example, if Safety classifies an injury/iliness as work-
related and HEHF reportsthe occurrence of afracture,
a laceration requiring suturing, uNCoONSCiousness, the
need for restricted duty, a controlled medication
prescribed, or lost time because the employee is sent
home or hospitalized beyond the day of injury, it
becomes arecordable case. The safety recordkeeper
must have aclear knowledge of al treatment rendered
by HEHF or local hospital and outcomes to make an
accurate entry in the OSHA 300 log.

In comparing the information recorded on the ROV
to that in the providers' progress notes, there were a
few discrepancies. In three records, a provider
prescribed an OTC medication at prescription strength,
but the corresponding ROV reflected only “OTC.” In
thefirst case, Ibuprofen was prescribed at “200 mg iii
tabletstid #20” (3 tablets, threetimes per day, 20 tablets
provided). The second case wasthe same medication,
but 30 tablets were provided. The third case was
Naproxen 200 mg i tablets bid (2 tablets twice per
day). The three ROVs contained incomplete
information and because the empl oyees were returned
to work without restriction, there were no other factors
that would make the cases recordable under OSHA
requirements. Asaresult, these cases may have been
improperly recorded. In one of the three cases, the
injury was later identified as recordable because it
turned into a lost-time injury. The three ROV
discrepanciesrepresent asma | number of the 75 records
sampled, but reflect management ineffectiveness in
records quality assurance review.

Finding #D-2: HEHF management has not ensured
that administrative processes are effectively
implemented for clearly communicating policy,
implementing theresults of surveysaspart of the HEHF
quality processimprovement initiative, and ensuring that
ROV s provide completeinformation to Site contractors
to preclude afew cases of misreporting of recordable
injuries.

D.2.4 RL Oversight

Except for the PEP and Award Fee Determination
process, RL has not conducted assessments of the

occupational medicine program since 2002. RL
oversight of the occupational medicine program has
been limited to participation in the performance
evauation and fee determination process, review of
HEHF invoices, and approva of HEHF subcontracts.
Until the decision was made to recompete the HEHF
contract, the RL Contracting Officer and HEHF
Program Manager met monthly with HEHF to discuss
topics of mutual interest that provided RL the
opportunity to raise and addressissues. However, those
meetings were discontinued to avoid the perception of
unfair advantage on the contract recompetition.
Furthermore, athough the RL HEHF Program Manager
was aware that there were concerns with vapors at
the Tank Farms, RL was not actively engaged and taking
formal action to address medical interface aspects of
these issues.

The occupationa medicine program resideswithin
the RL Infrastructure, Property Office and is one of
many services provided to the Hanford Site by RL.
The RL HEHF Program Manager has multiple roles
and responsibilities, including serving as the HEHF
Contracting Officer, serving as property officer for the
Hanford Site, managing the transfer of assets to the
local Community Reuse Organization, and serving as
Contracting Officer for disposa of persona property.
As such, the Program Manager devoted limited
attention to oversight of the occupational medicine
program and HEHF activities.

Recognizing their limited expertise in occupational
medicine/occupational health, RL established an
Interagency Agreement with the Department of Health
and Human Services/PHS in 2002. PHS helped RL
develop language for bidding the occupationa medicine
program contract and to validate the HEHF response
to concerns raised in the September 25, 2003, |etter
from the Office of the Inspector General related to
GAP dlegations against HEHF. However, RL has not
used PHS for conducting oversight of the occupational
medical program or for other evaluations of Tank Farm
worker issues. Some limited support was provided by
the RL environment, safety, and health organization in
evaluating HEHF performance as part of the Award
Fee Determination process. However, resourcesfrom
the environment, safety, and health organization were
not employed to conduct routine oversight activities of
HEHF and the occupational medical program.

D.3 Conclusions

Based on a detailed review of medical records of
75 workers, including the 53 identified in the GAP report,




as well as numerous interviews with HEHF medical
staff and tank workers and reviews of HEHF
administrative procedures and protocols, the OA team
did not substantiate any of the health-related GAP
alegations, except for several isolated instances of
incomplete treatment information being provided to
contractor record-keeping case managers. The OA
team aso found the clinica practices and protocols to
be consistent with standard occupational medical
practices. Medical records are detailed and well
organized, and are controlled by strict record-keeping
practices. Themedical staff has excellent professional
credentids, and it was apparent that quality worker
hedlth care was a priority of the organization.

HEHF has many of the basic survey tools needed
to obtain feedback from staff, contractors, and patients
concerning the quality of health care and offer an
excellent feedback mechanism for improving overal
hedlth services. However, the tools have not been
formalized and used by management to improve
organizational performance. HEHF has not devel oped
the necessary administrative protocols for properly
completing ROV's, for communicating policy and
expectationsto the professiona staff, and for integrating
exposure information into the medicd record. Thisis
evidenced by examples of incomplete information about
OTC medications provided on ROV's, contributing to
possible instances of misreporting of events and the
delay of reviewing exposure information for aslong as
two years.

Theunique reationship of HEHF to multiple prime
contractorsat Hanford requiresthat specific interfaces
be in place and be used to exchange health related
information such as the transfer of industrial hygiene
exposure data to medical charts and injury/illness
incident treatment information to safety case manager's,
these interfaces have not aways been effective in
ensuring timely and effective data exchange in past
years. Furthermore, interfacesamong HEHF and ORP
and CH2M HILL were not adequate to ensure that
HEHF was sufficiently involved in the ongoing
development of solutions to the vapor exposures and
recent OSHA record-keeping issues, even though
several consultant reports called for greater medical
program participation and increased efforts to better
communicate medical information to workers affected
by vapor issues.

The occupationa medicine program is managed
by RL asasite servicerather than aworker protection
program, asdescribed by DOE directivesand contractor
requirements, and thus has not received sufficient
programmatic management attention. RL has not

established expectations to focus the occupational
medicine program on critical activities, such as the
population health management program (which is an
important program for monitoring potentially exposed
workers for long-term health impacts and enhanced
communication projects to dispel worker concerns).
In addition, RL staff have not been sufficiently engaged
in ensuring that interface agreements are in place for
the integration of HEHF into Site safety and hedalth
management activities. Occupationa medicine program
personnel must work closely with contractor line
management and safety officials to solve problems,
collect relevant hedlth related data, communicate hedlth
information and track and trend the health of the
workforce so that management can be confident that
safety and health programs are effective. RL, ORP,
and the Pacific Northwest Site Office have not ensured
that individual interfaces at the prime contract level
are established to addressthe complete scope and intent
of the DOE occupational medical directive and
contractor requirements.

D.4 Recommendations

Richland Operations Office

1. Communicate clear expectations to the
occupational medical contractor and Hanford site
contractors for integrating activities in support of
the site occupational medicine program by
incorporating language into existing contracts and
contractor performance evaluation plans that
clearly establish DOE'’ s expectationsfor integrating
Hanford site occupational medical program
activities. Coordinate the establishment and
communication of these expectations to site
contractors with ORP and Pacific Northwest Site
Office to ensure consistency. Include the
popul ation health management program within the
Hanford onsite medical provider's performance
evauation plan as a means for evaluating long-
term worker health effects.

2. Ensure that formal interface agreements are
established between the occupational medical
contractor and Hanford site contractors for
integrating activities and addressing issues related
to the site occupationa medicine program. Include
roles and responsibilities, requirements,
expectations, and management approvalsfor each
interface agreement. Address processesto ensure




the timely flow of industrial hygiene exposure
information to the occupational medica contractor,
use of ROVs for providing accurate employee
information to contractors, and processes for
communicating occupational medical protocols,
procedures, and health outcomesto the workforce.
Coordinate the establishment of these interface
agreements with ORP and the Pacific Northwest
Site Office.

Strengthen oversight of the occupational medicine
program to include regular formal assessments of
the occupational medicine program as well as
frequent routine walk-throughs as part of oversight.
Meet regularly with occupationa medicine program
contractor management to ensure program issues
are being addressed in a timely and effective
manner. Provide personnel with occupational
medical and/or health expertise as needed to
support oversight activities.

Occupational Medical Contractor

1. Develop forma plansfor addressing internal staff

and administrative issues. Include developing
protocols for completing ROV's; quality review of
health examiners progress notes, including
exposure data; examination records, and |aboratory

reviews to ensure greater consistency and
adherence to protocols.

Revise the occupationa medica contractor ROV,
develop a protocol for its use, and train staff to:
provide sufficient information with regard to
medical recommendations and directions given to
the patient; name the medications administered,
prescribed, or recommended to the patient and
indicate whether a prescription dose was provided;
and devel op and document specific work restrictions
that aretailored to the diagnosisand theemployee' s
job task analysis.

Ensure medicd surveillance of Tank Farmworkers
study protocol is followed by al providers so the
data collected is consistent for all workers.
Consider implementing a standard six-month
follow-up review of vapor exposed patients by an
occupational medica contractor physician.

Provide frequent enhanced communication to Tank
Farm management, workers, and committees in
order to stem rumors, provide physician answers
to questions concerning vapor incidents, and
coordinate actions from vapor related audits and
assessments.
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APPENDIX E

INJURY AND ILLNESSINVESTIGATION AND REPORTING

E.1 Background

Injury and Iliness Investigation and
Reporting Requirements

U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) contractors
arerequired to devel op and implement awritten worker
protection program to meet the requirements in the
contractor requirements document (CRD) for DOE
Order 440.1A, Worker Protection Management for
DOE Federal and Contractor Employees. ThisCRD
has specific requirementsfor investigating and reporting
injuries and illnesses, and analyzing related data for
trends and lessons learned.

The CRD for DOE Order 440.1A also requires
establishment of an occupationa medicine program.
As discussed in Appendix D, most Hanford Site
contractors use the sitewide occupational medicine
program to meet this requirement. The occupationa
medicine program has some designated responsibilities,
including informing contractor management of
appropriate employee work restrictions, and reviewing
all monitored care of ill and injured employees, to
maximize their recovery and safe return to work and
to minimize lost time and associated costs.

DOE contractors are also required to develop and
implement programs to meet the requirements in the
CRD for DOE Notice 231.1 and in 29 CFR 1904 for
recording, maintaining accessble, reporting, and posting
records and statistics related to occupational fatalities,
injuries, and ilInesses occurring among their employees.
Contractors are required to maintain individual
occupationa injury and illness casefiles, including both
first aid and more serious cases. Contractors are also
required to use Occupational Safety and Health
Adminigtration (OSHA) 300, Log of Work-Related
Injuries and Illnesses, and OSHA 300-A, Summary
of Work-Related Injuries and IlInesses, to log and
summarize all occupationa injuries and illnesses
occurring to their employees that meet the criteriafor
OSHA recordable cases. The criteria for OSHA
recordable injury and illness cases are contained in 29
CFR 1904, Subpart C. Various OSHA documents
provide additiona guidancefor interpreting the reporting
criteria, including OSHA published responses to
frequently asked questions, record-keeping policiesand

procedures manual, record-keeping letters of
interpretation, and various OSHA web pages.
Contractors are also required to complete a
Computerized Accident/Incident Reporting System
(CAIRS) report, DOE Form 5484.3, Individual
Accident/Incident Report, within seven days of
receiving information that an OSHA recordable injury
or illness has occurred and to submit to DOE field
elements and Headquarters a copy of the new or
revised CAIRS report following the end of each
calendar quarter.

Hanford Site Organizations

Major site operating contractors at the Hanford
Siteinclude CH2M HILL, Fluor Hanford, Incorporated
(FHI), Bechtel Hanford, Incorporated (BHI), Bechtel
National, Incorporated (BNI), and Pacific Northwest
National Laboratory (PNNL). Each contractor
manages its own occupationa injury and illness (Oll)
investigation and reporting program. The qudity of
the injury and illness data and the adequacy of
investigations and reporting are theresponsibility of the
individual contractors. FHI, CH2M HILL, BHI, and
PNNL usethe sitewide occupational medical program,
whichiscurrently managed by Hanford Environmental
Health Foundation (HEHF). BNI uses another health
care provider organization, Work Care. DOE
organizations at the Hanford Site — DOE Richland
Operations Office (RL), DOE Office of River
Protection (ORP), and Pacific Northwest Site Office
(PNSO) — are responsible for providing line
management oversight of their respective contractors
(i.e., RL for FHI, BHI, and HEHF; ORP for CH2M
HILL and BNI; and PNSO, in support of RL, for
PNNL).

GAP Allegations

In addition to the alegations aready discussed in
Appendices C and D, the Government Accountability
Project (GAP) report containsageneral allegation that
DOE contractorsfasfy injury and illnessinvestigations
and reporting.




OA Investigation Conduct and Scope

In addition to the reviews of CH2M HILL and the
Stewide occupational medicine program discussed in
Appendices C and D, respectively, the Office of
Independent Oversight and Performance Assurance
(OA) evauated the effectiveness of injury and illness
reporting for four other prime site contractors: FHI,
BHI, BNI, and PNNL, with afocus on the adequacy
and accuracy of injury and illnessrecords and reporting.
For each of the evaluated contractors, OA interviewed
selected managers, reviewed injury and illness
investigation and reporting policies and practices, and
examined a sample of case investigations and records
for caendar years(CY's) 2002 and 2003. OA examined
the key documents associated with Oll reporting,
including event descriptions, investigation reports
including cause(s) and needed corrective action(s)
determinations, medical work restriction
recommendations, work restriction agreements, initial
and follow-up medical reports, return-to-work
authorizations, OSHA 300 logs, OSHA 300-A
summaries, applicable CAIRS reports, workers’
compensation claims, and correspondence associated
with casefiles. Thisreview also assessed the adequacy
of medica records and reports developed by HEHF
and Work Carein support of injury and illnessreporting
processes for site contractors. Further, OA reviewed
RL and PNSO oversight of their respective contractors
(ORP oversight is discussed in Appendix C).

E.2 Results

Program descriptions and the performance of al
evaluated organizations (Note: CH2M HILL is
discussedin Appendix C) show that the primary purpose
of Oll programs was to assist injured workers in
maximizing their recovery and in minimizing thetime it
takes for a medically approved safe return to work.
All Oll programs reviewed have clear requirements
that provide the foundation for their Oll program. For
example, al site contractors have clear requirements
to investigate and report Oll events and determine
apparent causes and needed corrective actions, using
agraded approach based on significance and severity.

E.2.1 FHI

FHI’s OIll program is described in their
occupational safety and health procedure HNF-PRO-
077, Reporting, Investigating, Managing Events.

Fluor Corporate performed a health and safety
assessment of FHI activities in September 2003 and
concluded that Oll case management met standards.
Fluor Corporate recommended establishment of athird-
party review process for OSHA recordable decisions
that may be the subject of DOE non-concurrence.

FHI's OSHA 300 logs, OSHA 300-A summaries,
and DOE's CAIRS accident log for CYs 2002 and
2003 and were compared to identify inconsistencies,
potentia inaccuracies, and classification downgrades
that needed additional follow-up case file review.
Summaries of FHI first aid cases for the same period
were aso reviewed to select asamplefor further review
of the adequacy of OSHA recordable determinations.

OA conducted detailed reviews of 51 Oll case
files and their associated logs and reports, including
OSHA recordable, reclassified non-OSHA recordable,
and first aid cases against OSHA, DOE, and FHI
program requirements. Of the 51 case files reviewed,
OA determined that three were insufficient to justify
the determinations made, two of which should have
been categorized as OSHA recordable.

The majority of Oll case files contained HEHF
initial and follow-up records of visits (ROVs), the
“Event Report,” workers’ compensation
correspondence, and case management notes and
correspondence, the latter principaly associated with
determining whether the cases were OSHA recordable
and the categorization of and basis for the number of
lost workdays away and/or restricted workdays. A
few Ol casefiles contained event critique evaluations,
summaries of medical evaluations of workersinvolved
in group exposureto chemical vapors (not Tank Farm),
and industrial hygiene post-event survey results.
However, many reviewed filesdid not contain sufficient
information to support an independent conclusion about
whether an event was OSHA recordable.

Theinitiad review of contractor records of CY 2002
OSHA 300 logs, the OSHA 300-A summary report, and
the web-based DOE CAIRS accident log determined that
about 10 percent of the OSHA 300 logswereincong stent
with corresponding DOE CAIRSaccident logs. However,
when the current versons of those recordswere compared
(those containing the periodic updates required by OSHA
and DOE), dl theinconsstencies hed beenresolved. FHI's
successin establishing cond stency between theserecords
is attributed in large measure to their authority to
dectronicaly upload initial and revised CAIRS report data
as new information associated with individuad Oll cases
becomesavailable, and to their effortsto promptly correct
data manipulation software deficiencies as they are
discovered.




Severd CAIRS reportslacked vaid input regarding
the time when work was started. Asaresult, the case
files gppeared to demongtrate that the workersinvolved
inthose Ol eventsworked in excess of 16 hoursduring
the day of the accident. FHI intends to revise these
reportsto reflect the correct datainput. Severd of the
reviewed CAIRS and Event Reports summarized the
event investigation, but failed to discuss corrective
action plans for some apparent event root and/or
contributing causes and the dissemination of lessons
learned.

The reviewed files did not contain, nor does the
program require, any documented worker-supervisor
agreement on the interpretation of the HEHF-defined
work restrictions. However, given the importance of
mutual understanding of work restrictions and the need
to accurately assess whether the work restriction is
OSHA recordable, documentation of the understanding
of the work restriction beyond the ROV would be
beneficia.

One of the three challenged OIl case
determinations involved a Hanford fire department
supervisor who tripped, fell, and aggravated a previous
non-occupational shoulder injury while carrying hisfire
department persona protective equipment and self-
contained breathing apparatus frame back to his
assigned vehicle, following a work-related training
activity. The initial HEHF ROV documented work
restriction stated “no lifting, pushing, pulling over 15
pounds with right arm-suggest office only,” and was
subsequently revised to 25 poundsin afollow-up ROV.
The employee job task analysis (EJTA) for the
supervisor's position, which was not originaly part of
the presented case file, lists his essentia functions as
fire fighting and hazardous material emergency
response, and ligts his physicd job demands to include
occasiond (up to onethird of thetime) climbing (hands
and legy), lifting greater than 25 but lessthan 55 pounds,
etc. Despitethesejob requirementslisted inthe EJTA,
FHI maintainsthat fire fighting and hazardous material
dutiesfor this supervisor are emergency functions that
do not meet OSHA’ sdefinition of routine weekly work
activities, in part because the Hanford fire department
and this supervisor reportedly do not routinely need to
respond to fires or hazardous material spills, and that
the work restrictions did not preclude the supervisor's
performance of hisessentialy routine management and
administrative tasks. Based on the records reviewed
and the discussions held, this case may be legitimately
exempt from reporting as OSHA recordable, but aso
does not appear to be areasonable use of the recording
exemption described in 29 CFR 1904.7(b)(4)(ii).

The second of the three remaining challenged
determinations involved aworker who experienced an
occupationdly related and confirmed minor insoluble
plutonium uptake and deposition in the lungs. The
worker wastreated with diethylenetriami nepentaacetate
(DTPA), aprescribed medical treatment, devel oped a
headache following treatment with DTPA, and received
a prescribed medicine for the treatment of the
headache. FHI management maintains that the Oll
case is not OSHA recordable because HEHF did not
believe the DTPA treatment was necessary dueto the
minor nature and insolubility of the uptake, that
plutonium was not found in the blood, and that HEHF
gave the medically prescribed DTPA to the worker at
the worker’s request as a precautionary measure.
However, the doctor in charge of HEHF indicated ina
document in the casefilesthat “the worker was offered
the choice to utilize the chelating agent just to make
certain that if any Pu [plutonium] trandocated to the
blood, the dose could be attenuated.” FHI management
cites the OSHA recordable exception outlined in 29
CFR 1904.5(b)(2)iii, which provides a reporting
exception for an injury or illness resulting from worker
voluntary participationin such medicd activitiesasblood
donations and flu shots. Further, FHI management
maintains that the medical prescription for treatment
of theworker’ sheadache did not makethe case OSHA
recordable, becausethe DTPA treatment wasaworker
voluntary participationin amedica activity and therefore
not an occupationa injury or iliness condition for which
the prescription of medication would otherwise make
the case OSHA recordable. The cited basis for this
interpretationisOSHA’ s* Frequently Asked Questions
for OSHA’s Injury and Iliness Recordkeeping Rule’
web site, and the suggested paralel to the OSHA
response to Question 7-15, indicating a case involving
oxygen administered asapurely precautionary measure
to an employee who does not exhibit symptoms of an
injury or illness, does not make the case recordable.
The case file does not discuss the 50 year committed
effective radiological dose to the lungs from the
plutonium body burden, and there was no document in
the case file that addressed this issue with regard to
OSHA recording. Based on therecordsreviewed, this
case appears to be OSHA recordable because the
DTPA was medicaly prescribed and would not have
even been consdered as a potentia injury or illness
mitigation had the occupationa exposure not occurred.
Both the OSHA 300 log and CAIRS reports should be
revised/created to reflect this change in classification.

Thelast of theremaining challenged determinations
involved an Oll case of an dectrician that wasoriginaly




classified asinvolving awork restriction. The HEHF
initial ROV statesamedica work restriction of “limited
use of left arm, should keep arm in ding unless doing
mobility exercises.” However, severd days later, in
response to questions from FHI, HEHF documented
that despite what the ROV said, they actualy told the
worker to limit his use of his arm to that tolerated by
pain. Further, an email in the case file indicated the
worker reported that the injury had not prevented
performing normal work activities; therefore, the
contractor reclassified the case as non-OSHA
recordable. 29 CFR 1904.7(b)(4)(viii) states “if a
physician or other health care professional recommends
a job redriction meeting OSHA'’s definition, but the
employee does al of his or her routine job functions
anyway...you must still record the injury or illness on
the OSHA 300 log asarestricted work case.” By this
OSHA interpretation of the rules, as a minimum, the
daysfollowing theinitial ROV up to thetime of receipt
of HEHF s email relaxing the work restriction should
be treated as OSHA recordable. Until this issue is
further resolved, the OSHA 3001og and aCAIRSreport
should be revised/developed to reflect OSHA
recordable and restricted days of work.

GAP report, Appendix B, Possible Exposure Case
#41 correlates with FHI first aid cases 16042, 16044,
and 16045involving aJune8, 2003, exposureto chlorine
vapor by a three-man team that was investigating,
without respiratory protection, reports of chlorine odor
in the 105 KW Basin. A subsequent event critique
concluded that oversized chlorine tablets had been
placed in the water reservoir of an evaporative cooler
to sanitize and inhibit biologica growth as part of a
routine warm-westher preparation activity, but that the
cooler was shut down because of a bad bearing,
alowing the tablets to dissolve without an effective
mechanism to dissipate the evolved vapors. When the
cooler was later run, the concentrated chlorine vapor
was swept into the basin area. After the investigating
team identified the evaporative cooler as the likely
source of the chlorine odor, each member of the
investigating team reported a metallic taste in their
mouth, and one member of the team experienced
breathing difficulty. The Hanford fire department was
called for medical assistance and subsequent
investigation of the cause of the exposures. The
members of the three-man team were each examined
a the Kadlec Hospital for complications and were
cleared for return to work without restrictions, with
direction to seek additional medica review if symptoms
did not further improve. Five other individuas on the
previous shift who had initially reported the odorswere

also contacted and recommended to get medical
examination, but only three went for examination. A
subsequent HEHF documented review of medical
records indicated that al six had norma laboratory
results. Reviewed case and medical files showed that
two of the six also received medical trestment and/or
advice for conditions unrelated to the exposure to
chlorine vapors.

Documented corrective actions for the chlorine
exposure event address several concerns, including the
immediate cause of the generation of vapors. However,
the corrective actions did not address several apparent
problems that surfaced in the critique, including
conservatism in event response; premature resumption
of work; inadequacies in portable chlorine monitor
instrumentation calibration, use, and training;
inadequacies in facility configuration control; and
responsiveness to employee concerns.

Overall, FHI’ sprogram for recording and reporting
Olls met the requirements of DOE, OSHA, and their
internal procedures. Thereviewed Oll casefileswere
generally of good quality and consistent with
requirements. However, afew caseswereincorrectly
categorized as not recordable, and some cases were
missing information, indicating a need for enhanced
quality assurance (see Finding #E-1).

E.2.2 BHI

BHI’sOll program isdescribed intheir safety and
health procedure, BHI-SH-02, *Accident/Incident
Investigation and Reporting Requirements,” with
additiond details for implementation defined in their
desktop ingtructiontitled “Medical Case Management.”
BHI aso coordinates and provides oversight for injury/
illness record-keeping by their subcontractors, with
BHI maintaining the official records. The accuracy of
CAIRS data to be provided to DOE is reviewed by
saf ety representatives of BHI and their subcontractors
in a quarterly mesting.

BHI and their subcontractors OSHA 300 logs,
OSHA 300-A summaries, and DOE’' s CAIRS accident
logsfor CY s 2002 and 2003 were compared to identify
incons stencies, potentia inaccuracies, and classfication
downgrades that needed additiona follow-up casefile
review. As a result, detailed reviews of 14 OSHA
recordable Ol casefilesfor CY s 2002 and 2003 were
conducted to confirm the accuracy and consistency of
the associated reportsand logs. Also, detailed reviews
of 73 BHI OIll cases categorized as non-OSHA
recordable for the period January 2002 to March 2004
were conducted to determine the accuracy of the




determination of whether or not the caseswere OSHA
recordable.

In general, most reviewed cases appeared to be
appropriately categorized, investigated, and reported.
Some questionable and/or incorrect categorization and
reporting are discussed in the following paragraphs.

Two examples of apparent failure to record and
report OSHA recordable events were identified with
oneOll case. TheOll caseinvolved adecontamination
and decommissioning worker who was occupationally
injured, where the HEHF initia vist ROV indicated
“Return to Work Without Restrictions.” A second Ol
event occurred that significantly aggravated the origina
injury. The subsequent incident report explained that,
over the period of several months, the origind injury
improved but reportedly never fully recovered, and that
the employe€'s private medical provider referred the
employeeto an orthopedic specialist who administered
acourse of trestment, which was approved by BHI's
workers' compensation third-party administrator. Two
HEHF ROV sfor theinjury aggravation, with the same
date and time of service, indicate“ Return to Work with
Redrrictionsof Light Duty, Limited Walking, Should Use
Crutches, Recommend Sit Down Work,” but one shows
treatment with prescription medications and the other
does not. One of the ROV's was aso incorrectly
annotated (with a CAIRS report number that applies
to another Oll case). An Employee Restriction
Assessment Form for the latter Oll event indicated
the restriction was being accommodated. No
documentation wasfound inthefilesofficidly recording
either event as CAIRS or OSHA recordable and
providing a restricted workdays count. Further, no
documents were provided that explained why the two
Oll cases were not both recorded, despite the fact
that each met OSHA recording criteria. It appears
that OSHA 300 and CAIRS reports need to berevised/
created for both OIl cases.

Another Oll case was listed as non-OSHA
recordable, but contained an HEHF ROV indicating a
diagnosis of beryllium sengtivity, with a permanent
work regtriction for work environments with an eight-
hour time-weighted-average beryllium concentration
exceeding 0.01 ng/gm. The OIl program files did not
contain any documentation of the 10 CFR 850.34(g)
required OSHA 300 log entries or DOE CAIRS report
corresponding to this OSHA recordable Oll.

One OSHA recordable Ol | case addressed aninjury
resulting in amedically directed restriction of minimal
use of the employee's right upper extremity. The
employee was placed on light duty, but the associated
CAIRS report indicates he could “ill perform al of

his functions but at a pace suited to his personal
limitations.” However, after three additional medical
evauationsover aperiod of Sx daysand with no change
in the documented work restriction, it was concluded
that the work restriction could not be accommodated,
and the employee was sent home with lost workdays
away exceeding 180. Inretrospect, the casefileraises
aquestion of whether therestriction wasreally ableto
be accommodeated for the initial six days and whether
those days should now be categorized as restrcted
workdays on the OSHA 300 log and in the CAIRS
report. The Oll case file does not provide sufficient
information to resolve this issue.

One injury case labeled “Non-Work Related”
involved a construction engineer who was stung by an
insect while observing electrica utilities performing
power line maintenance while located south of the 300
Area South Process Pond, apparently during normal
work hours. The employee developed a significant
reaction that ultimately required treatment by his
persond physician. The casefile doesnot explain why
the injury is not OSHA recordable.

One 2004 first aid case file contained an HEHF
initial ROV listing medications as over-the-counter
(OTC). However, BHI's occupational medical
specialist was subsequently informed by the workers
compensation third-party administrator that they
determined during their clam investigation that the
medical provider’ s notes documented that prescription
medication was given on the first gppointment. The
Oll case was appropriately reclassified by BHI as
OSHA recordable, and BHI reportedly initiated an
investigation of the CAIRS reporting process.

Another OSHA recordable Ol casefile contained
a CAIRS report indicating that OTC medication at
prescription strength was provided during a follow-up
examination; however, the associated HEHF follow-up
ROV only indicated that the medication provided was
OTC. OA determined that the associated HEHF
medicd files indicated OTC medications at a dosage
that could reasonably be argued was OTC strength.
Therefore, this is not an example of inaccurate
information being recorded on an ROV. However, the
Oll case was still recordable because of an earlier
ROV, patient information leaflet, and an email to
management from the Safety Department case
manager indicating that prescription drugs were
dispensed or administered for the worker’ sinjury during
theinitid HEHF vigt.

Thereview of current BHI OSHA 300 and DOE'’s
web-based CAIRS accident logs for CY's 2002 and
2003 identified only one of nineteen corresponding




records had inconsistent workdays that affected that
year's cumulative workdays lost to redtriction. The
effect of the inconsistency was less than five percent.
The occupational medical specialist indicated that
revisons have been submitted, but are not aways
reflected in subsequent queries of DOE’s database.
Also, a number of typographical, transcription,
omission, and logic errors were found in reviewed
OSHA 300 logs and CAIRS reports, but no significant
factual errors were identified. BHI had already
identified a number of similar minor errors in these
records and had either corrected or planned to correct
these errorsin revisions planned in April 2004.

Reviewed BHI Oll case files contained HEHF
initial and follow-up ROV, and associated notes,
statements, investigation reports and summaries,
Employee Restriction Assessment forms, outside
medical provider correspondence, and workers
compensation claim correspondence. The included
incident report form and short-form email summary of
investigation results demonstrated areasonable, graded
approach to investigations and timely communication
of lessons learned, but were not consistently available
in al injury/illness case files. For OSHA recordable
cases, the associated CAIRS report was usually
included and wasfound to be consistent with other Oll
case-rdlated investigation documents included in the
file. Themgority of correctiveactionsfor injury/iliness
cases that were reviewed appeared to be appropriate
to the associated circumstances and usually involved
actions aready taken and/or instructions that had
aready been given to the individua and workers in
similar disciplines;, however, corrective actions not
closed at the time of theinvestigation or CAIRS report
development were assigned to the employee’s
immediate supervisor without clear evidencein the case
file of tracking or closure. The Employee Redtriction
Assessment form was frequently included in work
restriction cases, but not in all cases. Case files
reviewed did not contain a definitive narrative on why
the Ol case was determined to be OSHA recordable
or not, but investigation narratives occasiondly did
describe an opinion on Oll category and whether or
not the cases were OSHA recordable.

HEHF ROVs in some of the reviewed Oll case
fileslacked information and specificity to meet the needs
of the contractor staff charged with determining OSHA
recordable cases and injury/illness categories, for
instance, “Follow Verbal Recommendations as
Provided,” without indication whether those
recommendations were pertinent to the work

environment; “Meds Given or Administered,” without
indicationwhether prescription strengthor OTC; “OTC”

listed without indicating whether prescription dosage
was recommended; “ See Private Physician, Return to
HEHF,” without follow-up date or follow-up ROV; and
“Returnto Work with Restrictions,” without restriction
specificity or with some genera restriction statement
relating to the patient’s tolerance of pain, neither of

which isdirectly interpretable in terms of the workers

routine work activities. Further, the ROV forms did

not always provide sufficient injury/iliness diagnosis
information needed to categorize the Oll per OSHA
300 and/or CAIRS formsinjury and illness categories,
such as skin disorder, respiratory condition, poisoning,
dust diseases of lung, respiratory condition dueto toxic

agents, and disorder dueto physica agents, the medical
provider recording of which would enhance the
likelihood of accurate OSHA and CAIRS reporting.

In addition, ROV's for Oll program-required HEHF
visits following examination and/or treatment by a
private hedth care provider did not always ensure
adequate communication of information to the
contractor, which is needed to determine whether the
Oll caseis OSHA recordable and how to interpret the
private health care provider’s recommended work
restrictions.

In general, BHI's program for recording and
reporting Ol s was adequate to meet the requirements
of DOE, OSHA, and their internal procedures. The
reviewed Oll case files were generally complete, of
good quality, and consistent with requirements.
However, categorization of a few cases was
questionable and/or incorrect (see Finding #E-1).

E.2.3 BNI

BNI's Oll recording and reporting program is
principally described in Bechtel’s Core Process
description titled Injury/lliness Notification,
Investigation & Reporting, andinthe Waste Trestment
Plant procedures titled Reporting Occurrences in
Accordance with DOE M 231.1-1, Reporting
Occupational Injuries and Illnesses and
Environment, Safety, and Health reporting in
Accordance with DOE Order 231.1A

BNI recently devel oped atrending report fromtheir
injury/illness data that highlighted the most significant
causes of injuries, but did not identify any trend. The
results of the analysiswere forwarded to the integrated
saf ety management system manager for consideration
and action as deemed necessary. Additional review




and evaluation of this data are warranted to develop
the best strategy to improve performance.

BNI conducted two Safety Assurance assessments
in 2003 that examined OIl recording and reporting
program elements. The June 2003 OSHA and safety
record-keeping assessment determined that three
separate but similar forms for recording Oll
occurrences were being used, that the quality of data
provided and subsequently entered into the Safety Data
System for the occurrences needed improvement, that
injury/illness reports are not always promptly
completed, that completion of corrective action was
not being tracked by Safety Assurance, that compliance
with OSHA requirements for records and logs was
satisfactory, and that fileswere generaly complete (with
the exception that some forms were not included in all
files). Recommendations for improvement were
appropriate to the concerns identified.

The October 2003 Accident Investigation
Assessment determined that first aid cases at the
construction site were currently being investigated by
arecently developed process (not yet described in their
program documents) in which the supervisor and
Safety Assurance lead reviewed the injury with the
employee, determined cause(s), and initiated corrective
action(s), as necessary, with a simple narrative report
describing the circumstances, causes, and corrective
actions; corrective actions were then distributed to the
Construction Project Manager and Safety Assurance
staff for information/action. The assessment
determined that OSHA recordable cases were being
investigated as specified in the procedure for Reporting
Occupational Injuriesand IlInesses, and that tracking
of corrective action completion was now being tracked
by Safety Assurance, as recommended by the earlier
assessment, in the Site's Safety Action Tracking
System. No findings or recommendations were
devel oped.

In March 2004, ORP directed a for-cause
assessment of their contractor-implemented OSHA
injury/iliness record-keeping practices and records,
including the Ol recording and reporting programs of
BNI and their subcontractorsfor the Waste Treatment
and Immohilization Plant Construction Project during
the last half of 2003. The assessment team included a
DOE expert in OSHA recording requirements from
the Oak Ridge Operations Office and found
weaknessesin OSHA record-keeping, procedures, and
processes; oversight of subcontractor record-keeping;
inadequate injury/illness safety records;, and minimal
anaysis of injuries and illnesses. The team identified
five cases recorded as first aid that should have been

recorded and reported as OSHA recordable with
restricted workday activity; four casesthat should have
been recorded as OSHA recordable; four OSHA
recordable cases for which there was insufficient
documentation to determine the actual number of days
away from work and/or restricted workday activities,
thirteen cases for which the accuracy of classification
could not be determined from available documents; and
two subcontractor cases that were not recorded in the
subcontractors OSHA 300 log, but should have been
included by BNI in CAIRS reports submitted to DOE.
Given the quality, comprehendive scope, significance
of findings, and time period addressed by the ORP
ingpection and report, the OA investigation waslimited
to BNI’s Oll recordkeeping and reporting practicesin
CY 2002.

This OA review compared BNI and their service
and construction subcontractor’s CY 2002 OSHA 300
logs and quarterly-submitted CAIRS reports involving
27 Oll cases. The initial review identified about 40
percent of the corresponding records with inconsistent
data, including OSHA recordabl e cases apparently not
reported in CAIRS; assignment of “Other recordable
cases’ versus“Job transfer or restriction” category to
OSHA recordable caseswith listed days of restriction;
“On job transfer or restriction (days)” not recorded
when the OSHA recordable case was appropriately
categorized as “ Job transfer or restriction;” restricted
days listed in the current electronic version of the CY
2002 OSHA 300 log different than reported in the
quarterly-submitted CAIRS report, without any revision
listed in thefollowing quarter submittas; aninjury/iliness
listing in the OSHA 300 log inconsi stent with that listed
on the CAIRS report; an apparent day of transfer not
categorized as such; and many CAIRS reportsthat did
not list company or investigation type. A number of
these problems were subsequently identified during
contractor and DOE reviews, and the associated reports
were revised; however, some recording incons stencies
remained.

The majority of OSHA recordable corrective
actions appeared to be appropriate to the associated
Oll event circumstances and usudly involved actions
aready taken and/or instructionsthat had already been
giventotheindividud and workersin smilar disciplines,
however, one corrective action required consideration
of use of face shildswhen theinjury occurred whilea
face shield was being worn.

Oll case files reviewed did not always contain
Injury, lliness or Incident report forms to capture the
event, investigation, and corrective action information.
The medical provider (Work Care) uses their Daily




Services Log for Bechtel RPP/WTP form to record
much of the information that HEHF records on their
ROV form. The Work Care form has reportedly
evolved over time to meet the needs of the staff;
however, no injury/iliness codes are provided for skin
disorder, respiratory condition, poisoning, or other such
conditions, which aretypes of injury/illnesses categories
deemed OSHA recordable, the recording of which
would enhance the likelihood of accurate OSHA
reporting. Thelack of additiona narrative information
in the form was not seen by Work Care or BNI as a
problem, because the medical service provider and the
Safety Assurance staff responsiblefor OSHA recording
and reporting are co-located, facilitating easy access
to informal discussion of needed details of Oll case
diagnosis, treatment, and work restriction. Further, for
OSHA recordable cases, the Bechtd injury or illness
report and subsequent investigation report should
formally document the pertinent medical information.
For the records reviewed, the nature of the work
restrictions frequently needed greater specificity to
support assessment of whether the restriction prevents
performance of any of the routine activities of the
worker's job. Such a determination is needed to
determine whether the restriction qualifies as OSHA
recordable. Thelatter concernisagain ameliorated by
the fact of close proximity of the offices of the Safety
Assurance staff to the Work Care staff, enabling
discussion of the nature of the restriction in the context
of theworker’ sjob task analysis. No casefilereviewed
contained a narrative on how the determination of
whether OSHA recordable and the appropriate injury/
illness category were made. Findly, many examples
of the record quality concerns that were identified in
the recent ORP inspection and earlier BNI assessment
were also present in the CY 2002 case files reviewed.

Ingenera, BNI’ sdocumented program for meeting
DOE and OSHA requirements for recording and
reporting Olls is adequate; however, the program has
not been congistently implemented and needs revision
to reflect how it should be implemented in the future.
TheOll casefiles, OSHA 300 logs, and CAIRS reports
that ORP inspected and OA reviewed do not reflect
the quality of records expected, contain a significant
number of errors, and need to be reviewed and revised
appropriately (see Finding #E-1).

E.2.4 PNNL
PNNL’sOll program isdefined in their Standards

Based Management System Subject Area document
titled “Injury or Iliness.” Specific requirementsfor the

Safety and Health Department implementation of their
associated responsibilities are contained in procedure
MA-858-SHP-4.02, “Accident Investigation,
Recordkeeping, and Recording.” PNNL requires peer
review and approval of investigation reportsbeforethey
are deemed complete. The“Injury or lliness’ document
also attempts to establish a uniform basis for
interpretation of work restriction phrases, such as
“patient defined,” that are frequently encountered in
HEHF ROVs. PNNL’s Safety and Health
Management Information System (SHIMS) effectively
supports the implementation of their OIl program,
facilitates the development, review, and approva of a
comprehensive Oll event investigation report, and
providesarobust database for collection of Oll records
and the generation of required reports and logs.

A number of adminidtrative aspects of the program
need to be improved. For instance, the “Injury or
[lIness’ document definition of “ days away from work”
is not consistent with OSHA guidance (however, the
Safety and Hedlth staff appear to appropriately count
restricted daysand daysaway). The StandardsBased
Management System Subject Area document Safety
Rights and Responsibilities still references the
obsolete OSHA 200 form. Thereisno requirement to
communicate the“Returnto Work Plan” to the OSHA
records technician in support of the determination of
whether the work restriction qualifies as OSHA
recordable. Also, PNNL hasonly recently been given
authority to eectronicaly upload CAIRS data to the
DOE CAIRS accident log database. Timely resolution
of the inconsistencies between DOE’'s and PNNL's
Oll databases that were identified during this
investigation should occur once this new authority is
exercised. Further, corrective action for the problems
identifiedin PNNL’sOIl program during the November
2003 OA safety management inspection have sill not
been completed. However, the January 2004 Wor ker
Safety & Health Program Improvement Plan has a
performance objective with a September 2004 due date
to “improve the process and performance for
investigating and documenting preventative actionsfor
injuries and illnesses,” which includes relevant sub-
objectives.

PNNL Oll dataand results of trending are available
on their web site for management review. Further, a
recent Evaluation of PNNL’s F& O Recordable Event
Occurrence Trends report for the period 2000 through
the second half of 2002 was devel oped and presented
to the Voluntary Protection Program committee with
recommendationsfor improvement initiativesto address




trend concerns, demonstrating the use of trending of
Oll data and development of lessons learned.

PNNL’sOSHA 300 logs, OSHA 300-A summaries,
and DOE’s CAIRS accident logs for CY's 2002 and
2003 were compared to identify inconsistencies,
potential inaccuracies, and classification downgrades
that needed additional follow-up case file review.
Summaries of PNNL’s first aid cases for the same
period were a so reviewed to sdect asamplefor follow-
up casefilereview for accuracy of OSHA recordable
determinations.

Twenty-eight Oll case files and their associated
logs and reports for CY's 2002 and 2003, including
OSHA recordable, reclassified non-OSHA recordable,
and first aid cases, received detailed reviews against
OSHA, DOE, and PNNL program requirements. The
Oll case files reviewed contained HEHF initial and
follow-up ROVs; a SHIMS-generated Injury/lliness
Investigation Details report; a Return to Work Plan for
some but not al of the cases involving restrictions,
various correspondence related to case status and
classification; workers' compensation claim
correspondence; and applicable CAIRS reports and
their revisons. Thelnjury Investigation Details report
frequently included an auditable narrative of the
process, rationale, and timing of various activities that
lead to the determination of the Oll case classification
asfirstaid or OSHA recordable. Not al investigations
had been completed and peer reviewed in a timely
manner. The mgority of case files reviewed were of
high quality, contained few errors, and were
appropriately characterized, recorded, and reported;
however, two apparent OSHA recordable cases had
not yet been characterized as such.

The first Oll case to be reclassified as OSHA
recordable involved an employee who fdll at work and
was injured in 2002. The employee sought treatment
and was given anti-inflammatory medications by the
employee's private hedth care provider, and the case
originaly was treated as a first aid case. During this
review, the OSHA recording technician recognized that
this case file, which had been identified by OA for
follow-up, did not contain sufficient information to
confirm that no medically directed work restriction had
been established. Based on the technician’s follow-
up, it waslearned that after theinjury, portions of severa
dayswere not worked in accordance with the direction
of the employee’ shedlth care provider, making the Ol |
case OSHA recordable.

The second Ol | case that needed to bereclassified
as OSHA recordable and may involve restricted
workdays involved a 2003 occupational repetitive

motion muscul oske eta-injured employee, who received
prescription medication from the employee's private
hedlth care provider and a recommendation to self-
limit the use of theleft hand and arm, thefacts of which
were documented in the Ol first aid case files.

However, a subsequent HEHF initiadl ROV indicated
that no treatment was given, which was accurate with
regard to HEHF sactivities. The employee had moved
the computer mouse to the | eft side of the employee's
keyboard in response to an earlier employee's private
hedlth care provider recommendation to limit the use
of the right hand. Apparently, the earlier note of

treatment with prescription medicine, which made the
case an OSHA recordable injury, was missed.

Currently the Oll case investigation is incomplete
despite the passage of nine months, and the
determination of whether restrcted workdays are
involved remains to be determined by PNNL. Asa
minimum, the Ol case should bereclassified as OSHA
recordable and a CAIRS report should be devel oped.

The basis for classifying one other case from
January 25, 2003, as hon-OSHA recordable could not
be discerned from the first aid case files. A worker
filed a workers compensation claim for reported
exposure to asbestos during his employment. The
worker reportedly sought evaluation from his private
hedlth care provider, but the nature of the diagnosis
and medica trestment were not documented in the case
file and need further PNNL review to provide a
documented basis for confirming the accuracy of the
initid classfication.

Consistency between PNNL OSHA 300 logs and
DOE’ sCAIRS accident log could not be demonstrated.
Specifically, OSHA lost workdays and restrcted
workdays statistics for 13 cases were not accurately
reflected inthe DOE CAIRS accident log. PNNL had
already submitted accurate initial and/or updated
CAIRSreportsfor eight of the casesthat had not been
adequately incorporated into DOE’ sdatabase, and five
of the cases required revisions that had not yet been
submitted. All but one of thelatter five cases had been
identified by PNNL for submission of arevison inthe
next few days. The one exception involved a 2002
Oll case with a 2003 CAIRS report number. PNNL
requires quarterly verification of the accuracy of this
data and submission of accurate hard-copy revisions
and initial reports; therefore, expediting PNNL’s use
of therecently granted authority to e ectronically upload
and correct the DOE database seemsto be an obvious
solution.

Overall, PNNL’s program for recording and
reporting Olls generally meets the requirements of




DOE, OSHA, and their internal procedures. Decisions
onwhich caseswere OSHA recordable were generaly
found to be based on well-documented factsand OSHA
interpretations. However, two cases appear to have
been miscategorized. Severa reviewed investigations
were incomplete or had not yet been peer reviewed
and approved. Although some SHIM Sdatainaccuracies
or omissions were identified, the quality of records
examined was generaly very good and consistent with
requirements (see Finding #E-1).

E.2.5 DOE Oversight of Contractor
Occupational Injury and lliness
Recording and Reporting

RL is responsible for oversight of FHI and BHI.
RL performed assessments of Oll recording and
reporting programs implemented by FHI and BHI and
their mgjor subcontractorsin 1999 and 2003. The most
recent assessment of FHI and its major subcontractors
identified two findings and three observations, and
concluded that overall the FHI program was generaly
compliant but needed improvement in the compl eteness
and accuracy of injury and illnessrecords. Thefindings
were for insufficient documentation to support reporting
decisionsin 17 percent of the 156 case files reviewed,
and for failure to record seven diagnosed chronic
beryllium disease cases in OSHA logs or the CAIRS
database. The RL assessment of FHI' s program was
thorough and effectivein identifying deficiencies. The
most recent assessment of BHI and its subcontractors
identified no findings, and one observation for falure
to perform routine self-assessments. RL recently began
quarterly comparisons of OSHA logs and CAIRS
reports for these two prime contractors and will
document the results of these comparisons in
assessments planned for later this year.

PNSO (in support of RL) performs oversight of
PNNL and has generally provided adequate oversight
of injury and illness recording and reporting by PNNL.
PNSO assessed PNNL compliance with injury and
illness reporting requirementsin 2003. The assessment,
which was performed and documented as part of
routine operational oversight activities, concluded that
PNNL wasin compliance with reporting requirements.
No examples of underreporting were identified.

As discussed in Section C.2.7, ORP recently
conducted oversight assessments of Oll reporting
processesfor both of itscontractors: CH2M HILL and
BNI. The assessments that were conducted were of
good quality, and identified multiple findings and
observations.

In general, the OA investigation found good
consistency between OSHA 300 logs and CAIRS
database records for total recordable case rate and
lost workday caserate for calendar year 2002. These
are the principal performance metrics used by DOE
senior management in relation to worker safety
performance.

However, consstency between OSHA 300 logs
and the CAIRS database for the number of lost and
restricted workdays needs improvement. For 55 out
of 246 OSHA 300 log recorded casesfor calendar year
2002 and part of 2003 that werereviewed by OA, there
were discrepancies between the OSHA 300 logs and
CAIRS database. These discrepancies included
instances of both overreporting and underreporting.
Two contributors to these inconsistencies were
transcription errors and failure to submit required
revisionsto the CAIRS database. In general, because
of the variability of this performance metric, maintaining
consistency between the OSHA 300 logs and CAIRS
database requires frequent reconciliation of the data
and increased quality assurance. One Hanford
contractor had exercised its authority for direct
electronic input of information into CAIRS, and had a
high degree of consistency between OSHA 300 logs
and CAIRS database records. During the final phase
of the OA investigation, recent updates to CAIRS,
following contractor-submitted updates and revisons
had aready resolved many of the inconsistencies for
calendar year 2002.

DOE, to include RL, ORP, PNSO, and the Office
of Environment, Safety and Health, has not adequately
implemented the responsibility to maintain the CAIRS
report database, as evidenced by the problems with
the accuracy of the CAIRS accident logs for each
contractor. The time lags in getting these records
corrected highlights the need to expedite authorizing
contractor e ectronic access and contractually requiring
contractors to maintain the accuracy of the database
(see Finding #E 2).

E.3 Conclusions

Program descriptions and the performance of all
evaluated organizations demonstrate that the primary
purpose of the injury and illness investigation and
reporting activities was to assist injured workers in
maximizing their recovery and minimizing the time it
takes for amedically approved safe return to work.

Therewereno indicationsof significant or pervasive
underreporting of injuries and illnesses. However, the




overall quality of records was inconsistent, and
collectively, about 15 percent of the OSHA recordable
decisions made by Hanford contractors were
guestionable or incorrect. In addition, there are
inaccuracies in CAIRS because of various record-
keeping and reporting errors. Many of the errors have
since been identified by the contractors and revisions
have been submitted; however, DOE has not aways
been timely in making the corrections. Improvements
in quality assurance and process enhancements, such
as peer reviews and committee reviews of caserecords
and decisions, could improvethe accuracy and reliability
of injury and illness reporting.

Although improvements are warranted, the number
and type of discrepanciesidentified in thisinvestigation
do not negate the overall usefulnessof injury andillness
metrics as a tool for monitoring safety performance
and for focusing attention on problem areas or trends.
However, the data on OSHA recordables and in the
CAIRS database is not asreliable as it should be, and
the CAIRS database has not been updated in atimely
manner to reflect new information or the discovery of
errorsor omissons. Thus, the CAIRSinformation used
by DOE management does not always reflect the most
current and accurate information. Many of the
problems with the accuracy of CAIRS data can be
addressed by having contractors update the database,
thus diminating time lags and transcription errors.

Finding #£-2: RL, ORP, PNSO, and the Office of
Environment, Safety and Health have not ensured that
CAIRS is updated or corrected in atimely manner to
reflect new information or the correction of errors,
resulting in discrepancies between CAIRS and OSHA
logs, and information being provided to DOE
management that does not reflect the most current and
accurate data.

Finding #E-1: FHI, BHI, BNI, and PNNL have not
properly classified and reported someinjury andillness
cases, and their injury and illness reporting programs
and quality assurance processes are not sufficiently
rigorous, contributing to errors and omissions in
documentation and case management of reported injury
and illnesses.

E.4 Recommendations

1. To resolve continuing problems of inconsistency
between OSHA 300 logs and DOE’s CAIRS
accident logs, accelerate the process of authorizing
and contractually requiring each contractor to
periodically validate consistency and eectronicaly
upload initial and revised CAIRS datato theselogs,
using the resulting Federal staff resource savings
to enhance oversight of the process.

2. To ensure the ability to reconstruct the bases for
OSHA recordable determinations and to promote
common understanding of work restrictions, Oll
case files should include a chronologica narrative
on the basis and timing for various decisions that
make the OIll case OSHA recordable, and
documentation of the specific nature of work
restrictions.

3. To ensure that OSHA recordable determinations
and medically directed work restrictions are based
on Work Care documents that are formally
developed and transmitted to BNI, particularly in
first ad cases, Work Care and BNI should jointly
develop a document, a procedure for its use, and
staff training similar to that recommended in
Appendix D for a revised occupationa medicine
program contractor ROV.
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FRI
FY

GAP
HASP
HAZWOPER
HEGA
HEHF
HEPA
HRT
JCAHCO
HA

JSA
MOA
NIOSH
OA

ol

ORP
OSHA
oTC
PACE
PEL

PEP

PER

PID

PNSO

Abbreviations Used in This Report (continued)

Facility Representative Instruction

Fisca Year

Government Accountability Project

Health and Safety Plan

Hazardous Waste Operations

High Efficiency Gas Adsorber

Hanford Environmental Health Foundation

High Efficiency Particulate Air

Hazard Review Template

Joint Commission for Accreditation of Health Care Organizations
Job Hazards Analysis

Job Safety Analysis

Memorandum of Agreement

National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health

Office of Independent Oversight and Performance Assurance
Occupational Injury and Illness

DOE Office of River Protection

Occupational Safety and Health Administration

Over the Counter

Paper, Allied-Industrial, Chemical & Energy Workers International Union

Permissible Exposure Limit

Performance Evaluation Plan

Problem Evaluation Request
Photo-ionization Detector

Pacific Northwest National Laboratory
Pacific Northwest Site Office

Parts Per Billion

U.S. Public Health Service

Personal Protective Equipment

Parts Per Million

Radiological Buffer Area

Record Inventory Disposition Schedule
DOE Richland Operations Office

Record of Visit

Radiation Work Permit

DOE Office of Science

Safety and Health Information Management System
Single-Shell Tank

Temporary Emergency Exposure Limit
Tank Farm Project

Threshold Limit Vaue

Technical Safety Requirement

Time Weighted Average

Tank Waste Information Network System
Unreviewed Safety Question

Volatile Organic Compound

Vapor Mixing System

Waste Sampling Characterization Facility
Westinghouse Savannah River Company






