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Mr. Roy Kasdorf
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board
625 Indiana Ave. NW, Ste. #700
Washington, D.C. 20004

Reference: H.R. O'Leary to Hon. J.T. Conway, "Implementation Plan (Phase I) for Defense
Nuclear Facilities Safety Board Recommendation 94-3; Evaluation of Suitability of
Rocky Flats Building 371 for Interim Storage of Special Nuclear Material," dtd. June
30, 1995

Dear Mr. Kasdorf,

In accordance with the above reference, Stage 1 of Phase I was completed on July 26, 1995. The
results were discussed with EM, the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB), and the
Board's staff during the week of July 24-28, 1995. Subsequently, RFFO revised the Stage 2
schedule to reflect clarifications in scope and to incorporate Board staff comments and stakeholder
interactions. Based on discussions with the Board staff it was agreed that the schedule revision
was the only required change to the Implementation Plan (IP).

As committed to the Board staff, this memorandum documents clarifications to the Stage 2 scope
as a result of the discussions between the Rocky Flats 94-3 Team and the Board staff and their
consultants in late July. The main topics that required clarifications were:

• List of "high cost" safety class systems identified for evaluation in Tasks 7 & 8 (Deliverable 2-1)

• Details of the alternatives study (Task 3)

• Evaluation Bases Earthquake (Task 4)

• Scope of follow-on structural evaluations as a result of insights gained in Stage 1 (Sub-task 6.8)

• Approach to pushover analysis (Sub-task 6.7)

• System classification and selection (Task 9)

Enclosure 1 provides the details of the clarifications to the above topics. Enclosure 2 provides the
revised schedule.

Overall, the Stage 1 efforts in the IP confinn the capability of B371 to accommodate its original
design basis earthquake (0.14 g at reference datum). Further, while a number of potential
vulnerabilities were identifIed, there is considerable promise that the Stage 2 structural analyses
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Sincerely,

plus limited modifications (e.g. "paper joint") will demonstrate that B371 is capable of
accommodating the analysis basis earthquake in the IP. This level of seismic capability is judged
likely to be acceptable for the interim storage mission, particularly in light of the risk reduction
now anticipated from the planned 94-1 material repackaging. Stage 2 will confIrm these
judgments, establish the system backflts needed to afford capability comparable to that of the
structure, identify any further cost-beneficial alternatives applicable within B371, and determine if
alternatives to B371 warrant consideration for the interim storage mission.

,tJ~
Shirley J. nger
DOE 94-3 Project Manager

2 Enclosures

ccwEnc:
K. luroff, EM-64, HQ
M. Whitaker, EH, HQ
K. Klein, OOM, RFFO
P. McEahern, NSEPD, RFFO
M. McCormick, FAMS, RFFO
S. Additon, Kaiser-Hill

ccw/o Enc:
B. Smith, EM-64, HQ
D. Brockman, AMESH, RFFO
L. Smith, AMFAMS, RFFO
D. Sargent, SPA, RFFO
V. Mani, Kaiser-Hill



Enclosure 1
Clarifications to Stage 2 Scope

Task 2: The Board staff objected to a proposed priori differentiation of safety systems that
assumed less required seismic capability for worker protection than for public protection and based
the IP high cost categorization on that perspective. They did not preclude the possibility that such
a differentiation might be justified based on cost benefit considerations after walkdowns had been
performed. Accordingly, six additional systems were identified for consideration in the Task 7
and 8 walkdowns making the total 17 vs. 11. All systems that had a safety function after an
earthquake and were judged to entail potentially high retrofit costs are now included. The 17
systems (Deliverable 2-1) are:

System System Description

Number

1 HVAC System 1

2 HVAC System 2

4 BVAC System 4

9 HVAC System 9

10 Gloveboxes and Hoods

14 Air Monitonng

15 Health Physics Vacuum System

16 Criticality Detection & Alann System

20 Fire Suppression

21 Normal & Alternate Power System

23 Emergency Power System

27 Criticality Drain System

28 Water Systems

31 Building 371 Structure

32 Subsurface Drain System

33 Vault Storage Racks

34 Stacker~etriever

Task 3: While the IP states that the primary purpose for the study of alternatives is for use in the
event that B371 is deemed unacceptable, the scope of the Task has been broadened to include
alternatives that may be sufficiently safer or more cost-effective to warrant consideration even if
B371 is deemed acceptable for the interim storage mission. The alternatives to be studied in Task
3B will be developed and discussed with the Board staff the week of Sept. 11, 1995.



Task 4: The EBE determined for B371 may be limited by the practical capacity of the building.
Consequently, a separate EBE may be determined for a new facility.

Task 6B: The approach to the pushover analysis (sub-task 6.7) discussed with the Board staff
was separately documented and transmitted for comment. Numerous agreed refinements (6.8) to
the Stage 1 structural analysis are underway, including: caisson model refmements; static model
modifications to include interior walls between the attic and ground floors; and studies to resolve
the 4-86 loads on the basement walls (i.e. assessing effects of offset of sub-basement and
basement walls with ABAQUS, determining allowable f

ll
including negative moments, adding

concrete aging effect on strength). The wind and tornado evaluation (6.9) will be performed in
Stage 2 using the pending updated NPH study for Rocky Flats if it is completed in time (otherwise
existing wind and tornado loads will be used). The floor response spectra (6.10) for the Task 7
walkdowns will be estimated using a preliminary dynamic model, but confirmed and reconciled
with the final dynamic model per the IP. Sub-tasks 6-11 through 6-13 will be performed as
described in the IP; margins of 10-15% will be judged acceptable in 6-13 for torsional loads.

Task 9: The basis for system classification and selection will be separately documented and
reviewed with the Board staff on September 13, 1995 to establish a common understanding
of proposed evaluation criteria.
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United States Government

memorandum
OATE: AUG 1 0 1995

RE::>LY TO

;"~NOF Alv1:ESH:SJO:12551

Depa rtment of Energy
Rocky Flats Field Office

SU6J=C7 Defense Nuclear Faciliri.es Safecy Board Recornrnendauon 94-3 Revised ScheduLe

TO: Thomas P. Gr;Jmbly, Assistant Secrecfu; for Environrnenca1lvfanagemenc EM-I, HQ

Reference: "Implememacioo Plan (Phase 1) for Defense Nuclear Faciliues Safeev Board
Recornmend2.Cion 94-:3: Evaluation of Suicabiliry of Rocky Flats BUilciiDg 371
for Incerim Scorage of SpeCIal Nuclear MaceI'.aL" dtd 6130/95

The ouroose of eDis memoranduD. is to Lrfu"1Smlt u'1e revised Defe:1se Nuclear F2.~iliQes Saferv
Board (DN'FSB) Recornrnenda.uon 94-3 1-np1emenc.s.t.lon ?ian (IF) Scag.~ :2 sched.ule. -

Lr1. accordance wich the referenced DIan, Sca2:e 1 was cOIDDleced on Julv 26, 1995. Tne decision
was made to concinue with [he evaluation ofBuilding 37i willIe also focusing further
evaluations on a]temaeives co BuildiIlg 371. T:'1e results were discussed WiEh EM-2. DNFSB
and the Board's stafI ehe week of July :2 11-28. 1995. While ie a~pe3IS Ehac BUllding 37 L
strucrure. systems and comoooe:':ts may oe made acceocablv safe for the intenm srora2:e
miSSIon. at']. yet (0 be decerInined cosc· alternatives affe::;eln'g materiaL fOGn. packagm,g, or a
n~ w buildlnz afford Doeemial for s:reacer risk reduction and perhaDs will be more cose effective.
In addinon, some alternacives mo;e readily address unce[[ai~eies associated with life cycle coses
a:lG. incenm storage rrusslon duracion and scope.

The sc hedule for Scag:e ::: has been finalized. and. is aCIElC hed. The re vised. sched'..lle incornoraces
the further studies lcemi:'"ied in (he SC3.2:e 1 effon. DNr-SB scaff COITh'Ilencs. s1:akeholder'
invoivemenc ST..:-a[ez\', :lOO a bocwms UD revie',:..' or che SC3.2:e ::2 scooe. T:lererore. :he re'/ised
dace on which DOE'wit make a decision on incerim s(Orage tS Novemoer :23. 1995 2.Dd G.le
IT-cezraced Pro<ZT2.m Plan CPP) WIll be subf!1jned 1O ~he DNFSB bv December 29. 1995. The
ori2:Inal IP da~~ for bach of these :rulesmoes \Vas October 24.1995. The Dl'~r-SB seo:ff 2.2Teed
ehac che Stage :2 scope definicion is adequately encompassed i:1 the IP 2..J.l.cJ. G.'1ererore me teXt is
noe required (0 be revised.

The cri~ical path (0 the schedule is, c~TI[rolled by ehe seisrruc a..'1alyses and system wal.1<.downs.
SoecIficallv. ehe selsIT1ic analysis effon for B371 involves uodaces co che oresem scacic modeL
develoDme'nc of a corresDond{ns: dvnamic modeL arlO deee~.:.macion of th~ Door resooc.se
sDecrra': the svstcm walkdowns-m~olve first c.be 11 svscems or::.zinallv idenofied as Safeev Class
in. Task '2 and chen SIX addicional systems co address 'further concerns for worker safety ':";cendy
identified bv che Board scaff. The delay in me milestone completion dates resuluIlg from cb.ese
addicional analyses have been discusse'd with che Board staf(
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The IFP addresses the remaining 94-3 issues and implements DOE's course forward relative to
the imerim storu£e mission. Therefore. the IPP will email scope heavilv deDendem on the
decision outcom~ making its completion on the day of the dec1sion, as previously scheduled,
unrealistic. In aGdirion. the stakeholder involvement effortS on the new building option are
being imeg:-ated with cllis IP and reflected 10 the revised scheduie.

~~----// '--""

Mark N. Silverman
Manager

Attachment

cc wiAtt:
R. Guimond, EM-I, HQ
W. Bixby, EM-50, HQ
B. Smith. EM-54, HQ
K. Juroff. EM-54, HQ
K. Klein. OOM. RFFO
D. Brockman..A.c.\1ESH. RFFO
L. Smith. Pu\,10WM. RFFO
D. Sar2:enL SPA. RFFO
P. ::v1cEahem. ?--:SEPD. RFFO
M, McCormick. /\~\'10WM.RFFO
\,', Mani. Kaiser-Hill
T. Buhl. Kaiser-Hill
S. Addicoo. Kaise,-Hil;
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T~~~!!'; ~El fe.!.~!g '!!!1Q.1oad~ . Q1l0~y!_~~_30/Jun/95

I !:!sk.1~f9~l?!£le l!!!!i~'t!::9ild5 . J.~!Alla£~~ .14/~..I:Jg/95

riJ~L~_~ale!Y.§yste~~_~!~ Flll)~~~i! __ 01 JMay!.~~ __ 26/~.!!~~

r~~~.JA§tor~9~ Alte([l~~~_______ __ 01/M~/95 _ 261Ju1l9~

r!!~!5.38.g~!~ue A...!!~~I\§~~~ .1?{lli~~~ _ 12JOcV95

T'!!~~ 1~~:.!9.~~ Motlof\Q~tinition Q1/May/95 _15/May/95

!~~~i~ g!~~~c,! M~tion. Rep-~!_~ ._._ __..Q!lM~~~ 13/0cU95

f~~~ ~ ~~~~B~~2!5!~ ._ .__ .__01/May/~~__26!.M~Y!§~

T~~~ §~~!~g~.l.Evalll~~~Il. .. 30/May!.95 __26IJ~~~~

~!~J~~~.~ta~us.~~y!':w_.__.. _. 26/Jull~~ _ 261J,:!~

T.€J~~ ~Q §!~g!! lEvalu~tlo!! .~, .. 27/JuU95 2410cU95

T~§~L'§§g..f!'alu~tio!! ._. .__27/Jul/~2 __.2710~y~~

r.§!~~ ~~:.Q!!f!IL~~£'erf~!'.!na!IGe .__~2?JJLlI/9~ . J9/0cU95

Task ~~~aILialion C(j~!:I.@.... . ~Q.1IMay!~~ _~~U95

Ta5~ ~~~COi!!!~~~!~(jdlio!~_.___________ _ 02/Q~!l95. 14/No...../95

T~~UQ Q!:P-~!!!.!!~~~cision .. , ._lQINo.....195 28/Novl95

! ~sl< ll.£,!~!!!l!ina!y Hazard Cli!.!!!i~._____ .. .. l~lSee!95 __ 10/Nol//95

T~~!U! .§ubmit IP~~Q9E lIO . __ lSIDecl95 15/Dec/95

Submit IPP to DNFSB 29JDec/95 29JDec/95


