
Fire Protection EFCOG SubGroup

Meeting Minutes

6/23/2004

Las Vegas, Nevada

A meeting of the EFCOG Fire Protection SubGroup was conducted on 6/23/2004 from 1315 until approximately 1600 hours Mountain Time with Fire Protection personnel from Department of Energy (DOE) sites across the country. 

The agenda for the meeting is shown in Attachment 2.  

Following is a recap of the agenda items covered:

I. Introduction of Attendees

Everyone was asked to introduce themselves. A sign-in sheet was passed around.  The list of attendees is shown in Attachment 1.

II. Agenda

Overview of previous meeting/telephone conference call was done.

A short discussion was held on the EFCOG Web Page.

Bob Bitter made a presentation on the Benchmarking effort he has been working on.  The detailed notes from that presentation are included in Attachment 3.  In addition, the latest benchmarking information is included as an attachment to the same email by which these minutes were sent.

Bruce Campbell described the process for D&D at Rocky Flats.  His discussion was intended to provide information that might be useful to other sites in the process of demolishing facilities.  Detailed notes of his presentation are included in Attachment 3.

The meeting was concluded by a discussion of New Business.

III. Around the Table

The meeting was concluded after everyone present was given an opportunity to ask questions or provide additional comments.

Attachment 1

EFCOG Meeting Participants

	Name
	Location

	
	

	Gene Gibson
	Kansas City

	Brian Jansen
	Kansas City

	Peter Feng
	SNL

	Roy Nelson
	ANL-W

	Rick Huckfeldt
	CH2Mhill/ Hanford

	Bruce Campbell
	Hughes Associates/Rocky Flats

	Ezra Carter
	Bechtel/Yucca Mountain

	Chuck McKnight
	Bechtel/WTP Project

	Eric Gosswiller
	BBWI/INEEL

	James Priest
	FermiLab

	Bob Bitter
	Kansas City

	Jeff Hancock
	Pantex

	Robert Calzaretta
	Pantex

	Carlitos Flores
	Bechtel Nevada

	Kenneth Dahn
	Bechtel Nevada

	Michael Kretschmann
	BNL

	Allan Coutts
	WSMS


Attachment 2

Agenda for Fire Protection Subgroup Meeting

June 23, 2004

Tuscany Suites and Casino

255 East Flamingo Road, Las Vegas, NV 

Introduction of Meeting Participants

Sign-in Sheet Distributed 

Overview of Previous Meeting/Telephone Conference

Web Page Discussion

Fire Protection Benchmarking 

D&D Process at Rocky Flats

New Business

Attachment 3

Meeting Notes

Start 1:15pm 


· Introductions of the audience

· Overview of previous meeting/telephone conference

· Web page discussion

· Sign in sheet was passed around.

Fire Protection Engineering Bench Marking Bob Bitter, KCP and Peter Feng, SNL

Bob presented the slide show presentation.

· Benchmarking of 20 sites

· Bob went over purpose of benchmarking – making application to KCP and SNL sites (Slide No. 2)

· 12 sites participated out of 22 sites 

· Listed the 12 sites participating (Slide No. 3)

· Possibly expanding the benchmarking survey to include inspection, testing and maintenance and Fire Department activities.

· Listed the element data collected (Slide No. 4)

· Methods & Definitions (Slide No. 5)

· Bob explained the difference in FPEs and FTEs

· Normalized the data  KCP = 7.5 FTEs

· Bob went over the ‘Other Data Collected’ (Slide 6)

· Option to change data – add more elements (can’t take date out)

· INEL asked if number of exemption included equivalency – Bob indicated – No.

· Bob explained the Data Collection Tool (Slide 7)

· Summary of the value, systems, & talent (Slide 8)

· Used data from Bisker for the total value

· Bob indicated the data presented is sensitive – because of the high and low values at different sites.

· Presented graph of sorted average time 

· Noted that Fire Alarm was 1st (10% time), Self Assessment was 2nd (8 %) and Sprinklers was 3rd (7.5%)

· Questioned why fire alarm was 1st in time usage.

· Peter Feng, SNL indicated their facility was changing out their fire alarm system

· Peter Feng, SNL clarified this graph does not address what we should be doing, but what we are actually doing.

· Question – Did the fire alarm category include only design or did it include configuration management and other items?  Response?

· Question – Are we capturing all the data on the fire alarm from the other sites?

· FTEs vs.  % Nuclear (Slide 10)

· This slide shows that nuclear does not drive staffing requirements – no correlation.

· Question - % nuclear determined by sq. ft. or the process?

· FTEs vs. Sq. Ft (Slide 11)

· Appears some correlation with FTEs and the square footage.

· Ave. 12.2 FTEs per site.

· Question – WIPP site appears to be off – Bob indicated maybe only above ground square footage was used and not underground?

· Staffing levels FPEs vs. Sq. Ft  (Slide 12)

· KCP is under 1 FPEs per million sq. ft.

· Question - What’s the average FPEs/ million-sq. ft.?

· FPEs vs. FTEs (Slide 13)

-
Appears to be a correlation, except for the KCP – inadequate number FPEs

· Combination of 4 slides (Slide 14)

· Question – Did the cost include ITM – Bob responded – No.

· No correlation between the cost vs. head count

· Total Program Cost vs. $100 property value (Slide 15)

· Data taken from Bisker’s Annual Report

· Bisker estimated cost of 14 cents per $100 property value – 2002 annual report.

· FM cost of 10 cents/ $100 property value

· KCP cost of 10 cents/ $100 property value

· Design vs. review (Slide 16)

-
Bob had a question for Pantex – no review and all design – seems backwards.

· FHAs (Slide 17)

· Question – What is the difference between facilities versus project FHAs.

· Question – FHAs on buildings versus processes.

· Peter Feng, SNL indicated on new building if significant.

· Requirement  exist to review FHAs

· New Projects – FHAs – revise it as it becomes operational

· Total # Exemption of file (Slide 18)

· KCP has only 1 exemption – no equivalency

· Question – Does DOE provide concurrence of equivalency?

· Peter Feng indicated that SRS equivalency seems like an exemption.

· Some sites have been directed to change exemption to equivalency.

· Bob – example of exemption – emergency lights not meeting the 1-ft. candle requirement.

· DOE Order 851 – references 150 codes – everything needs to be documented or $75,000 fine 

· Grace period for Order 851?

· Question – What’s everybody doing now for exemptions – OSHA audits?   Bob indicated we would be doing an FHA, listing deficiencies – so that management does not incur $75,000 fine per deficiencies.  Honeywell cares about their people.

· Amount of effort per system for automatic sprinklers and fire alarms (Slide 19)

· KCP puts in 200 hours per system

· Pantex did not do 100% design.

· Question – hours per system – individual FACP or as total Fire Alarm system?  Bob indicated per panel.




· Fac. Major Projects – Design /Review (Slide 20)

· Rocky explained their low numbers.

· Equip., Chem. & Process Review vs. Nuclear  (Slide 21)


· No correlation with nuclear facility driving the process change review

· KCP averages 765 hours

· Peter Feng indicated not enough resources to perform review if 10CFR851 comes to being-potential fines based on interpretation and implementation of the CFR.

· Impairment permits  vs. Nuclear (Slide 22)

-
No correlation to nuclear facility

· Training rec’d for FTE staff (Slide 23)

· Travel Budget per FPE (Slide 24)

· Registration is included.

· INEL’s numbers  – total not per trip.

· Conclusions general (Slide 25)

· Question – Maybe DOE needs to be asking why one facility is different from others.

· Conclusions SNL (Slide 26)

· Conclusions Rocky Flats (Slide 27)

· Conclusions LBNL (Slide 28)

· Conclusions KCP (Slide 29)

· Next Step  (Slide 30)

· Review data input – INEL needs to fix the travel numbers.

· Peter asked if the presentation can be sent to management.  No response.

· Bob asked if it’s ok to send this to the web site – No objections rec’d.

· Bob indicated the INEL data needs to be revised.

· Add ITM and FD to the data benchmarking?

2:50 PM  Bruce Campbell  D&D

Bruce Campbell of Rocky Flats describe the process for D&D at the Rocky Flats facility

Bruce described the process using

· Chapter 5 of the FP Program Manual.

· Graded approach for the removal of fire protection systems

· Life Safety

· Clean up cost

· Level of combustibles (LS)

· Impact to the Environment & Public

Why use this process 


       -
Ensure DOE objectives are maintained.

- 
Severe contract penalties

-
Price Anderson Amendment Act

What were the benefits

· Process is successful (angered equally on both sides – a measure of success)

· Left system on as long as possible

· No serious fires ( 2 fires so far)

· Smoke fire – severe impacts $300,000 fire – could have been $1,000,000 fire (Not a Class A or B investigation)

What are the problems

· Heating in the buildings – Used existing wet system and converted to equivalent dry system.

· Use of plastic – asbestos abatement – requires Fire retardant plastic

· Cutting & welding post the sprinkler isolation (Used wheeled units, hose lines)

· Ceiling tile removal – keeps the AS from working

· Additional trailers – adjacent to the buildings, exit problems with the trailers, installed wireless smoke detectors within the trailers.

· Waste Management generated a lot of waste

· Stockpiling waste = generating more waste that can be removed.

How success is measured?

· Monthly Safety Management Program Report.

· Currently 12 months ahead of schedule (Dec 2006)

Conclusion

· document everything

· hold your ground

· be reasonable

· think broadly

· Think out side of the box.

· Use of wireless repeater for alarms

· Use of solar power of isolate areas.

3:50 PM  New Business
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