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Chairman’s Message

On behalf of the Members and staff of the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (Board), | am
pleased to submit our Performance and Accountability Report (PAR) for FY 2012,

The primary purpose of the Board is to ensure adequate protection of public health and safety by
strengthening safety standards and their implementation in Department of Energy (DOE) defense
nuclear facilities and operations. In addition to conducting safety oversight on hundreds of
existing hazardous nuclear operations, the Board is obligated by law to conduct in-depth reviews
of new defense nuclear facilities during both design and construction. Currently, DOE and the
National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) are pursuing about a dozen new defense
nuclear projects with an estimated value of more than $20 billion, including $12.3 billion for the
Hanford Waste Treatment and Immobilization Plant (WTP). The design, construction, and initial
startup of these new facilities typically require more than 12 years. The design and construction
reviews conducted by the Board on DOE facilities are resource intensive and time consuming,
but necessary as these time-sensitive safety reviews are key to preventing safety flaws in design
and construction that could render a newly constructed facility unusable. The Board is
committed to early integration of safety into design.

The Board also provides a key component of the oversight that prevents an accidental detonation
of a nuclear weapon during the evaluation, maintenance, or dismantlement process. Such an
accident could result in catastrophic impacts on lives and property, as well as cripple our
Nation’s nuclear deterrent capability. The Board’s oversight is critical in preventing serious
safety vulnerabilities and tragic accidents from occurring in very complex and dangerous DOE
defense nuclear facilities.

During FY 2012, the Board continued to make significant progress in ensuring the safety of the
public and the workers at or near DOE defense nuclear facilities. For example, the Board
continued to apply extensive effort to achieving resolution of safety issues regarding the multi-
billion dollar WTP design and construction project. The Board held three separate public
meeting and hearing sessions concerning WTP on March 22,2012, and May 22, 2012. The
sessions addressed unresolved technical issues with pulse jet mixing in WTP vessels, erosion
and corrosion of process component materials, misalignments between the design
and safety bases, and resolution of concerns with safety culture related to DOE’s implementation
plan for the Board’s Recommendation 2011-1, Safety Culture at the Waste Treatment and
Immobilization Plant. The Board also sent letters to DOE 1) identifying safety issues with
DOE’s approach to resolving issues related to wear allowances for erosion/corrosion of piping
and vessels at WTP; 2) identifying safety issues with DOE’s effort to verify and validate the
FLUENT computational fluid dynamics model that will be used for mixing system design
confirmation; and 3) identifying safety issues with the design and construction of the electrical
distribution system for WTP. Additionally, on November 17, 2011, the Board held a public
hearing in Santa Fe on Seismic Safety of the Plutonium Facility at the Los Alamos National
Laboratory during which the Board identified concerns with the quality and timeliness of the
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safety basis update process across the laboratory. Based on reviews of updates to the Plutonium
Facility Documented Safety Basis the Board issued a letter June 18, 2012, outlining its concerns
with the safety basis for the Plutonium Facility. DOE is working to address the deficiencies
identified by the Board.

The Board is committed to ensuring that public resources in our trust are used wisely. Office of
Management and Budget Circular A-136 requires an assessment of the completeness and
reliability of the program performance and financial data contained in this report. | conclude that
the financial data is complete and reliable. I also conclude that the program performance data is
complete and provides accurate information. In addition, the Circular requires an assessment of
internal controls with a separate assessment required for internal controls related to the Federal
Managers’ Financial Integrity Act (FMFIA).

The Board is committed to the continual pursuit of excellence in its operations. The Board
understands that in order to best effectuate its vital health and safety mission, it must constantly
evaluate and improve the quality of its internal controls. To this end, the Board hired an advisory
and assistance contractor, Mosley & Associates, with specialized experience in auditing internal
government controls to prepare a Risk Assessment and proposed FY 2013 Audit Plan of the
Board’s operations. The Board received their finalized report on November 8, 2012.

The results of the assessment were generally very positive. For example, the report found that
both the Office of the General Counsel and Office of the General Manager have “...well-thought
out policies and procedures in place for a number of activities to help them achieve their
[respective] goals and objectives.” Moreover, the assessment stressed that the technical reports
generated by the Office of the Technical Director (OTD) are “highly-regarded” by DOE.
Regardless, the report identified a number of opportunities for improvement. Specifically,
“DNFSB/OTD needs to better document its assessment of technical mission activities in its
annual review of internal controls under A-123.” Additionally, the report suggested that the
Board enhance its performance planning and measurement process. The Board values these
remarks as constructive and beneficial for the continual improvement of the agency, and intends
to fully evaluate the proffered recommendations and implement them where appropriate.

I am very pleased to report that FY 2012 marked the fifth consecutive year that the Board’s
unqualified opinion on its financial statements was coupled with no instances of non-compliance
with laws and regulations and no material internal control weaknesses.

The future holds many managerial challenges for the Board, both in terms of technically
complex health and safety issues involving the disassembly, refurbishing, reassembly, and re-
certifying of nuclear weapons and components, the stabilization and clean-up work at many
defense nuclear sites, and high-visibility decommissioning activities; as well the review of new
DOE defense nuclear facilities in the critical design and construction phases.
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The Board remains committed to improving DOE’s management of safety at our country’s most
sensitive defense nuclear facilities where our nuclear arsenal is maintained and where hazardous
nuclear materials and components must be stored in secure and stable configurations. Our
standard of excellence in carrying out this important mission will mirror the best of American
excellence, values, and ideals. Our nation deserves nothing less.

Peter S. Winokur, Ph.D.
Chairman
November 16, 2012
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Chapter 1
Management’s Discussion and Analysis

INTRODUCTION

This Performance and Accountability Report (PAR) summarizes the Defense Nuclear Facilities
Safety Board’s (Board) oversight activities and associated resource expenditures for the period
from October 1, 2011 through September 30, 2012 (FY 2012). This report was prepared
pursuant to the requirements of the Accountability of Tax Dollars Act of 2002 and Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-136, which provides instructions on the preparation
of a PAR. Fiscal year 2012 is the ninth year that the Board has prepared and published a PAR.

The Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 (GPRA) and the GPRA Modernization
Act of 2010 require each agency to prepare and submit a strategic plan establishing long-term
programmatic, policy, and management goals. The Board’s Strategic Plan for FY 2011-2016 is
available on the Internet at www.dnfsb.gov. Agencies are also required to develop a
performance budget with annual performance objectives that indicate the progress toward
achievement of the strategic plan’s goals and objectives. The Board also published its “Twenty-
Second Annual Report to Congress™ on February 17, 2012 which highlighted achievements of
the Board from Calendar Year 2011; and periodic reports to Congress on March 7, 2012 and
June 25, 2012 regarding the “Status of Significant Unresolved Issues with the Department of
Energy’s Design and Construction Projects.” The Board’s performance objectives for FY 2013
and FY 2014, as well as representative accomplishments for FY 2009 through 2012, will be
included in its FY 2014 Budget Request to the Congress in accordance with the requirements of
OMB Circular A-11. For FY 2012, the GPRA requirement to submit an annual performance
report is satisfied by this PAR.

Chapter 1, Management Discussion and Analysis, provides an overview of Board operations, and
is divided into five sections: About the Board describes the agency’s mission, organizational
structure, and the five major performance goals of the Board; Future Challenges includes a
review of upcoming issues; Program Performance Overview discusses the Board’s success in
accomplishing its performance goals; Financial Performance Overview provides highlights of
the Board’s financial position and audit results; and Systems, Controls, and Legal Compliance
describes the agency’s compliance with key legal requirements such as the Federal Information
Security Management Act (FISMA), internal controls, and the Inspector General Act of 1978.

ABOUT THE DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES SAFETY BOARD
The Board, an independent executive branch agency, is charged with providing technical safety

oversight of the Department of Energy’s (DOE) defense nuclear facilities and activities in order
to provide adequate protection for the health and safety of the public and workers. Congress

Chapter 1: Management’s Discussion and Analysis 1
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established the Board in September 1988 in response to growing concerns about the level of
health and safety protection that DOE was providing the public and workers at defense nuclear
facilities. Congress sought to provide the public with added assurance that the defense nuclear
facilities required to maintain the nation’s nuclear weapons stockpile are being safely designed,
constructed, operated, and decommissioned. The Board commenced operations in October 1989
with the Senate confirmation of the first five Board Members.

Organization

The Board is composed of five full-time Board Members who, by statute, must be respected
experts in the field of nuclear safety with demonstrated competence and knowledge relative to
independent investigations and oversight. Two members of the Board are designated by the
President to serve as Chairman and Vice Chairman. Each Board Member is appointed by the
President, with the advice and consent of the Senate, and serves a term of five years. The
Chairman serves as the Chief Executive Officer of the Board.

The Board’s headquarters facility is located in downtown Washington, D.C., in proximity to the
DOE headquarters facility. Our headquarters location was selected to facilitate the interface
between Board and DOE management officials and staff, and has proven to be beneficial for the
timely exchange of information as the Board conducts its independent oversight mission.

The Board maintains on-site safety oversight of defense nuclear facilities by assigning
experienced technical staff members to full-time duty at priority DOE defense nuclear sites. As
of September 30, 2012, nine full-time site representatives were stationed at the following DOE
sites:

Hanford Site (2)

Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL) (1)
Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) (2)

Pantex Plant (1)

Savannah River Site (SRS) (2)

. Y-12 National Security Complex (1)

The Site Representative Program provides a cost-effective means for the Board to closely
monitor DOE activities, and to identify health and safety concerns promptly by having on-site
staff conducting firsthand assessments of nuclear safety management at the priority sites to
which they have been assigned. Site representatives regularly interact with the public, union
members, congressional staff members, and public officials from federal, state, local, and tribal
governments.

Chapter 1: Management’s Discussion and Analysis 2
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The Board’s new (net) budget authority for FY 2012 was $29.130 million and its total budgetary
resources were $29.615 million (as shown on the Statement of Budgetary Resources, page 65),
supporting 109 full-time equivalent staff. At the end of Fiscal Year 2012, the Board had
increased its on-board staffing level to 116. Total obligations were $28.690 million, leaving an
unobligated balance of less than $1 million. The technical staff comprises approximately 80
percent of the Board’s total workforce and funding, with the remainder comprised of
administrative and legal staff. The Board’s health and safety oversight activities are funded
exclusively from a direct appropriation included in the annual Energy and Water Development
Appropriations Act.

Safety Oversight Responsibilities

The Board’s specific duties and responsibilities to protect the health and safety of the public and
the workers at DOE’s defense nuclear facilities are delineated in its enabling statute, 42 U.S.C. §
2286,

et seq., which states:

e The Board shall review and evaluate the content and implementation of the standards
relating to the design, construction, operation, and decommissioning of defense nuclear
facilities of the Department of Energy (including all applicable Department of Energy
orders, regulations, and requirements) at each Department of Energy defense nuclear
facility. The Board shall recommend to the Secretary of Energy those specific measures
that should be adopted to ensure that public health and safety are adequately protected.
The Board shall include in its recommendations necessary changes in the content and
implementation of such standards, as well as matters on which additional data or
additional research is needed.

e The Board shall investigate any event or practice at a Department of Energy defense
nuclear facility which the Board determines has adversely affected, or may adversely
affect, public health and safety.

e The Board shall have access to and may systematically analyze design and operational
data, including safety analysis reports, from any Department of Energy defense nuclear
facility.

e The Board shall review the design of a new Department of Energy defense nuclear
facility before construction of such facility begins and shall recommend to the Secretary,
within a reasonable time, such modifications of the design as the Board considers
necessary to ensure adequate protection of public health and safety. During the
construction of any such facility, the Board shall periodically review and monitor the
construction and shall submit to the Secretary, within a reasonable time, such
recommendations relating to the construction of that facility as the Board considers

Chapter 1: Management’s Discussion and Analysis 3



FY 2012
DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES SAFETY BOARD
Performance and Accountability Report

necessary to ensure adequate protection of public health and safety. An action of the
Board, or a failure to act, under this paragraph may not delay or prevent the Secretary of
Energy from carrying out the construction of such a facility.

e The Board shall make such recommendations to the Secretary of Energy with respect to
Department of Energy defense nuclear facilities, including operations of such facilities,
standards, and research needs, as the Board determines are necessary to ensure adequate
protection of public health and safety. In making its recommendations, the Board shall
consider the technical and economic feasibility of implementing the recommended
measures.

In support of this mission, the Board has identified the following four interdependent, strategic
areas of concentration and has organized its technical staff according to these strategic areas:

AREA 1. SAFE NUCLEAR WEAPONS OPERATIONS: DOE operations that
directly support the nuclear stockpile and defense nuclear research.

AREA 2. SAFE PROCESSING AND STABILIZATION OF NUCLEAR
MATERIALS: The processing, stabilization, and disposition of DOE defense nuclear
materials and facilities.

AREA 3. SAFETY IN_ NUCLEAR FACILITIES DESIGN AND
INFRASTRUCTURE: The design and construction of new DOE defense nuclear
facilities, and major modifications to existing facilities.

AREA 4. EFFECTIVE NUCLEAR SAFETY PROGRAMS AND ANALYSIS:

The development, implementation, and maintenance of DOE regulations, requirements,
and guidance affecting public or worker health and safety; and the establishment and
implementation of safety programs at DOE defense nuclear facilities.

A fifth area of concentration necessary to properly support and manage the technical
nuclear safety oversight mission is Management Excellence. The Board added this
Strategic Area of concentration in the strategic plan published in March 2011.

AREA 5. MANAGEMENT EXCELLENCE: The Board will strive for management
excellence throughout its technical, legal and administrative staffs.

The FY 2012 performance goals and accomplishments associated with each of these areas of
concentration will be discussed further in Chapter 2 of this report.

Chapter 1: Management’s Discussion and Analysis 4
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FUTURE CHALLENGES

The Board is facing a number of significant challenges that impact the accomplishment of its
independent health and safety oversight mission. In addition to conducting nuclear safety
oversight of hundreds of existing defense nuclear operations, the Board is obligated by law to
conduct in-depth reviews of new defense nuclear facilities during design and construction. DOE
has about a dozen major design and construction projects currently underway or planned for the
near future at an estimated value of more than $20 billion.

Second, many aging DOE facilities are unsound and the transition to new facilities is decades
long. For example, the Chemical and Metallurgy Research Facility at Los Alamos National
Laboratory and the 9212 Complex at the Y-12 National Security Complex are of particular
concern because of their deficient structures and advanced age. The Board will need to carefully
evaluate the rigor and maintenance of a robust safety posture in such facilities while replacement
facilities are being constructed, and inform the Secretary of potential threats to public health and
safety.

Third, DOE is reducing federal oversight and continues to move toward heavy reliance on its
contractor’s assurance systems as part of its self-regulatory model. This is embodied in changes
in governance, directives, and contracts. DOE continues to reissue all directives containing
safety requirements under the 2010 Safety and Security Reform Plan outlined in the Deputy
Secretary of Energy’s memorandum of March 16, 2010, and is proceeding to implement the
revised directives. Most recently, on July 9, 2012, the Secretary of Energy issued a
memorandum entitled Enterprise Risk Management (ERM) Framework for Directives,
announcing a new framework for development, revision, and review of all DOE directives.
Under this initiative, each new or revised DOE directive will be reviewed to determine the
likelihood, magnitude, and potential costs of the risks it seeks to mitigate; whether any external
requirements or standards are available to address the risks; whether other DOE directives
address the risks; and lastly, whether to accept the remaining risks or to include controls in the
directive to mitigate them. Ensuring that DOE preserves the nuclear safety requirements that
have been painstakingly developed in the course of more than 60 years of nuclear operating
experience will continue to be a resource-intensive and time-consuming task for the Board.

Fourth, reduction in federal oversight and changes in governance models are coupled with
significant organizational changes within DOE. However, DOE has no formal process to ensure
safety-related roles and responsibilities of key federal staff are preserved and safety-related
functions remain viable. As a result, DOE’s safety philosophy is not consistently applied and
DOE’s ability to implement, oversee, and enforce its safety requirements is uncertain. The
Board will need to closely monitor DOE to ensure DOE’s safety program remains viable and
adequately protective of public health and safety. This will continue to stretch the Board’s
resources.

Chapter 1: Management’s Discussion and Analysis 5
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Fifth, the National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) has developed a plan for
maintaining and evolving the nuclear weapons stockpile and infrastructure including a series of
life extension activities that will enhance stockpile safety, security, and effectiveness without
additional underground nuclear tests. This initiative requires a commensurate degree of safety
oversight by the Board, especially in light of the production pressures associated with life
extension programs.

Sixth, in addition to the focus on specific DOE activities as noted above, the Board needs to
continue its oversight of operations throughout the DOE defense nuclear complex to ensure
continued safe operations. These operations include assembly and disassembly of nuclear
weapons, fabrication of plutonium pits and weapon secondaries, production and recycling of
tritium, criticality experiments, subcritical experiments, and a host of activities to address the
radioactive legacy of nearly 70 years of these operations. Continued effective oversight is the
only way the Board can identify potential safety problems early and advise the Secretary of
Energy in order to ensure adequate protection of public and worker safety at DOE’s defense
nuclear facilities.

A seventh challenge is maintaining a focused and well-executed human capital program within
the Board. Because the Board’s health and safety recommendations and other advisories to the
Secretary of Energy are based on in-depth technical information and detailed safety analyses, the
recruitment and retention of scientific and technical staff members with outstanding
qualifications continue to be critical to the successful accomplishment of the Board’s mission.
The loss of technical competence due to retirements and other reasons must be countered with an
aggressive recruiting campaign for new engineering talent at all levels including entry level
engineers.

Oversight of New DOE Design and Construction Projects

The Board is required by law to review design and construction projects to ensure the safety of
the public and workers is addressed early in the design process. The Board will continue to
expend considerable resources to review the ongoing design effort as well as the construction
activities at new DOE defense nuclear facilities.

DOE has about a dozen major design and construction projects currently underway at an
estimated value of more than $20 billion. The Board plans to concentrate its oversight attention
on the projects with high risk, significance, and complexity.

One prominent example of a high-risk, new facility undergoing both design and construction is
the multi-billion dollar Waste Treatment and Immobilization Plant (WTP) in Richland,
Washington. The WTP project consists of three major nuclear facilities to pretreat and vitrify
high-level waste stored in underground tanks at Hanford. The WTP is a complex, high-risk
program that has changing design and construction parameters, that will take until 2019 to
complete and will operate for decades. The design and construction reviews conducted by the

Chapter 1: Management’s Discussion and Analysis 6
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Board on WTP and other new DOE facilities are resource intensive and time consuming, but are
key to preventing safety flaws in design and construction that could render a newly constructed
facility unusable.

Expedited DOE Safety and Security Reform Initiatives

DOE Order 251.1C, Departmental Directives Program, was approved in January 2009. This
directive codifies a set of principles for the DOE directives system intended to simplify and
clarify requirements, reduce redundancy and unnecessary burden, and support improved
management and mission accomplishment as outlined in a memorandum issued by the Secretary
of Energy on September 10, 2007. Because DOE Order 251.1C establishes the framework for
the entire directives system, it affects all DOE safety directives.

In 2010, the directives improvement effort was redirected by the Deputy Secretary of Energy’s
announcement of a 2010 Safety and Security Reform Plan that would, among other things,
eliminate half of the DOE’s Office of Health, Safety and Security (HSS) directives in a six-
month period. This led to an exchange of correspondence between the Board and DOE, and was
discussed at public meetings held by the Board on May 12, 2010, and May 25, 2011. DOE has
revised its reform plan and brought a parallel effort by the National Nuclear Security
Administration into compliance with the reform plan, satisfactorily addressing the Board’s
concerns about the need for a rigorous and comprehensive approach for revising safety
directives.

DOE’s directives revision effort continues to occupy a significant portion of the Board’s
resources. As DOE reissues its directives to comply with the new program, the Board is
reviewing all of them to ensure health and safety requirements are properly included. The Board
has viewed this initiative as an opportunity to maintain and strengthen directives important to
safety at DOE’s defense nuclear facilities. DOE is also beginning to implement many of the
directives at its field locations. The Board expects to continue expending considerable effort
ensuring that implementation of the revised safety directives does not reduce the level of safety
provided at DOE’s defense nuclear facilities.

Human Capital - The Board’s Greatest Asset

Sixty-seven percent of the Board’s FY 2012 obligations were dedicated to salaries and benefits
for its staff and Board Members. The Board must function as an oversight organization
comprising leading technical experts who quickly recognize problems in the hundreds of
hazardous operations conducted daily throughout the DOE defense nuclear complex. The Board
relies on a focused and well-executed human capital program that uses all available tools to
attract and retain the technical talent necessary to accomplish the Board’s mission. The Board
has determined that its technical staff requires scientists and engineers with extensive
backgrounds in technical disciplines such as nuclear-chemical processing; conduct of operations;
facility safety analysis; conventional and nuclear explosive technology and safety; nuclear

Chapter 1: Management’s Discussion and Analysis 7
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weapons safety; storage of nuclear materials; nuclear criticality safety; and waste management.
Virtually all of the technical staff personnel have technical master’s degrees or are actively
pursuing graduate degrees. Approximately 23 percent of the technical staff members have
doctoral degrees.

Because the Board’s health and safety Recommendations and other advisories to the Secretary of
Energy are based on in-depth technical information and detailed safety analyses, recruitment and
retention of scientific and technical staff members with outstanding qualifications continues to be
critical to successful accomplishment of the Board’s mission.

During FY 2012, the Board increased its personnel from 111 to 116, despite losing eight
employees to retirement and other attrition, and plans to reach its goal of 120 personnel in early
FY 2013. Keeping mindful of the past hiring success of entry level, mid-career, and senior level
engineers, the Board will continue an effective approach to maintain its workforce at 120;
recruiting to replace employees upon separation due to resignation, transfer, or retirement. The
combination of an aging workforce and high demand for experienced scientists and engineers by
other organizations will remain a challenge for the Board. Approximately 16 percent of the
Board’s technical staff is eligible for regular retirement today. Competition for scientists and
engineers with the Board’s required expertise continues to be very stiff due to the need for
increased technical expertise by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, the Department of
Defense’s emphasis on combating weapons of mass destruction, and DOE’s nuclear weapons
complex activities. Consequently, the Board expects the need to spend more resources on
recruiting highly qualified technical personnel in a highly competitive job market.

In addition to maintaining an experienced scientific and engineering staff, as well as filling
vacancies as they occur, the Board will continue to focus on attracting the next generation of
scientists and engineers. The Board continued its highly competitive three-year Professional
Development Program (PDP), which brings entry-level technical talent into professional
positions within the Board straight from college. Through a technical mentor, individuals are
provided a series of individually tailored developmental assignments, formal academic
schooling, and a one-year, hands-on field assignment. The Board met its goal of recruiting two
people into the program in FY 2012, and now has a total of nine in the program at various stages
of development.

PROGRAM PERFORMANCE OVERVIEW

In establishing the Board, Congress chose to establish an independent external oversight
organization composed of technical experts in the field of nuclear health and safety. Therefore,
the Board was given specific oversight and advisory powers, as opposed to being an independent
regulator of the DOE defense nuclear complex. In view of the Board’s enabling legislation and
specific mission, the Board must focus its expertise and resources on one goal:

Chapter 1: Management’s Discussion and Analysis 8
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Ensure adequate protection of public health and safety at the Department of Energy’s defense
nuclear facilities.

To achieve this general goal, the Board has identified the following strategic areas of
concentration and has developed performance goals and outcome objectives for each:

AREA 1. SAFE NUCLEAR WEAPONS OPERATIONS

Stockpile management is the term used to describe the industrial aspects of maintaining
the U.S. nuclear weapon stockpile and complex. The Board’s oversight activities for this
strategic area focus on assuring that current and planned operations at the Pantex Plant in
Texas, the Y-12 National Security Complex in Tennessee, and tritium operations at the
Savannah River Site in South Carolina, are accomplished safely according to approved
standards.

Also included in this strategic area is DOE’s stockpile stewardship program, which refers
to activities carried out by DOE to ensure confidence in the safety, security, and
reliability of nuclear weapons in the stockpile, in the absence of underground nuclear
weapons testing. The Board’s oversight of the stockpile stewardship program is centered
on assuring the safety of the research, development, manufacturing, and testing activities
conducted at the Los Alamos National Laboratory in New Mexico, the Lawrence
Livermore National Laboratory in California, the Nevada National Security Site, and
Sandia National Laboratories in New Mexico and California.

Objective: DOE operations that directly support the nuclear stockpile and defense
nuclear research are conducted in a manner that ensures adequate protection of the health
and safety of the public, the workers, and the environment.

Performance Goal: The Board will promote DOE actions to effectively implement
Integrated Safety Management (ISM) at the National Nuclear Security Administration’s
(NNSA) defense nuclear facilities. The Board will ensure that DOE adopts credible
health and safety standards at NNSA’s defense nuclear facilities, and properly
implements them, with particular emphasis on formal conduct of operations, safety start-
up/restart of facilities or activities, and nuclear explosive safety. The Board will assist
DOE to improve the quality and implementation of Documented Safety Analyses at
NNSA’s defense nuclear facilities, including addressing such complex issues as specific
administrative controls, electrostatic discharge hazards, and nuclear material packaging.

Outcome: DOE will have acknowledged, acted upon, and/or resolved the health and
safety issues raised by the Board, and will operate its defense nuclear facilities to
approved safety standards, rules, orders, and directives. Follow-up technical evaluations
of DOE’s nuclear stockpile activities will verify necessary improvements in safety.

Chapter 1: Management’s Discussion and Analysis 9
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AREA 2. SAFE PROCESSING AND STABILIZATION OF NUCLEAR MATERIALS

With the shutdown of major weapon production activities at defense nuclear facilities in
the early 1990s, substantial quantities of plutonium, uranium, transuranic isotopes,
irradiated fuel, and radioactive and hazardous fission products have remained in storage
for extended periods under potentially unsafe and deteriorating conditions.

The Board’s focus in this strategic area is to aid DOE in identifying these excess
materials and in reviewing DOE’s plans/programs to stabilize the materials and place
them in a safe configuration for storage pending future programmatic use or disposition.

Board oversight in this area will include the stabilization of spent nuclear fuel at the
Savannah River Site in South Carolina; the cleanup of the sludge from corroded spent
nuclear fuel at the Hanford Site in Washington; and the conduct of the nuclear waste
storage and remediation programs at both of these sites plus the ldaho National
Laboratory, and the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) in New Mexico. The Board will
also provide health and safety oversight of DOE programs to safely deactivate and
decommission facilities at the Hanford and Savannah River Sites, the Y-12 National
Security Complex in Tennessee, and the Los Alamos and Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratories in New Mexico and California.

Objective: The processing, stabilization, and disposition of DOE defense nuclear
materials and facilities are performed in a manner that ensures adequate protection of the
health and safety of the public, the workers, and the environment.

Performance Goal: The Board will promote DOE actions to effectively implement ISM
at DOE’s defense nuclear facilities. The Board will ensure that DOE adopts credible
health and safety standards at DOE’s defense nuclear facilities, and properly implements
them, with particular emphasis on formal conduct of operations, and safety start-
up/restart of facilities of activities. The Board will assist DOE to improve the quality and
implementation of Documented Safety Analyses at DOE’s defense nuclear facilities,
including addressing such complex issues as specific administrative controls,
Justifications for Continued Operation, and nuclear material packaging. The Board will
encourage DOE to develop technically robust plans for the safe retrieval, handling, and
stabilization of remnant nuclear material; the consolidation and disposition of plutonium;
the management of high-level waste; and treatment of sludge from spent nuclear fuel.

Outcome: DOE will have acknowledged, acted upon, and/or resolved the health and
safety issues raised by the Board. Follow-up technical evaluations of DOE’s nuclear
materials management and facility disposition activities will verify necessary
improvements in safety, as DOE meets its commitments to the Board to stabilize and
dispose of hazardous nuclear materials.
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AREA 3. SAFETY INNUCLEAR FACILITIES DESIGN AND INFRASTRUCTURE

To ensure that safety is addressed early in the process, the Board reviews the design and
construction of DOE’s new defense nuclear facilities. These facilities must be designed
and constructed in a manner that will support safe and efficient operations for 20 to 50
years. This requires a robust design process that will ensure appropriate safety controls
are identified and properly implemented early in the process. The Board’s expectation is
that the design and construction phases of defense nuclear facilities will be accomplished
using approved nuclear codes and standards, and demonstrate clear and deliberate
implementation of ISM principles and core functions.

The Board’s reviews of the design and construction of major facilities and projects in this
strategic area are resource intensive and time consuming, but they result in significant
safety improvements. In recent years, there has been an increase in the number of new
DOE projects, with 20-30 projects in the design and construction phase.

The Board has initiated a process for the early identification of safety issues during
design and their early resolution. The Board is further strengthening this initiative based
on its experience to date. This initiative also reduces the likelihood of cost and schedule
difficulties in new projects due to safety driven retrofits.

Objective: DOE’s new defense nuclear facilities and major modifications to existing
facilities are designed and constructed in a manner that ensures adequate protection of the
health and safety of the public, the workers, and the environment.

Performance Goal: The Board will assist DOE to address safety reviews early in the
design process for its defense nuclear facilities and monitor to ensure implementation
during the construction phase of each facility. The Board will ensure that DOE develops
facility designs that are robust, with appropriate safety controls that comply with
approved nuclear codes and standards.

Outcome: DOE will have acknowledged, acted upon, and/or resolved the health and
safety issues raised by the Board. Follow-up technical evaluations will verify necessary
improvements in the design and construction of DOE’s new nuclear facilities and major
modifications to existing facilities. New nuclear facilities will meet acceptable safety
standards.

AREA 4. EFFECTIVE NUCLEAR SAFETY PROGRAMS AND ANALYSIS

The Board’s oversight effort in this area focuses on issues where a complex-wide
perspective on health and safety issues across the DOE complex is required to identify
and correct generic health and safety problems. Under the aegis of ISM, significant
resources are applied to areas such as the technical competence of DOE’s Federal
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workforce, the efficiency of DOE’s line management and safety oversight, and the
development and implementation of ISM systems with particular focus on safety analyses
and controls. Key supporting functional areas are also reviewed, such as quality
assurance, nuclear criticality safety, and training and qualifications.

The Board’s reviews in this strategic area often build on data collected at the field level in
the other strategic areas of concentration, integrating and analyzing the results to
feedback key information that can be used to direct safety program improvement across
multiple management lines. For example, at the Board’s urging, DOE issued a quality
assurance improvement plan to strengthen the implementation of existing quality
requirements for safety-related components and systems. Similarly, the Board continues
its efforts to ensure that DOE maintains a vigorous nuclear criticality safety infrastructure
to support nuclear operations. The Board has been instrumental in driving recent DOE
efforts to verify that vital safety systems have been identified throughout the defense
nuclear complex and that their condition is understood and controlled.

Objective: DOE regulations, requirements, and guidance are developed, implemented,
and maintained; and safety programs at defense nuclear facilities are established and
implemented as necessary to adequately protect the health and safety of the public, the
workers, and the environment.

Performance Goal: The Board will ensure that DOE maintains a credible suite of
nuclear safety requirements in its directive system. The Board will encourage DOE line
management to improve oversight of safety operations. The Board will assist DOE in
improving the technical competence of its Federal workforce. The Board will require
that DOE reinvigorate the development and implementation of ISM systems with
particular focus on quality assurance, nuclear criticality safety, and training and
qualification. The Board will encourage DOE’s nuclear safety programs be founded on
solid research by ensuring the continued integration and support of research, analysis, and
testing to understand the effect(s) of off-normal conditions on nuclear safety
technologies.

Outcome: DOE will have acknowledged, acted upon, and/or resolved the health and
safety issues raised by the Board. In addition, follow-up technical evaluation of DOE’s
safety programs at defense nuclear facilities will verify necessary improvements in
safety.

AREAS5. MANAGEMENT EXCELLENCE

The Board’s effort in this area focuses on providing effective and transparent
administrative services that support the accomplishment of the four previous goals.

Management techniques are employed that keep the support staff small, while
maximizing the Board’s technical staff. The Board relies on management guidance from
OMB, the Office of Personnel Management (OPM), and other Executive Branch
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agencies, especially guidance that applies to small agencies, in developing and assessing
its internal policies and procedures. The Board uses cost-effective external service
providers rather than maintaining a large government or on-site contractor staff. A small
government staff, augmented by contractors, performs the functions of human resources
management, financial management, acquisition management, information technology
management, logistics management, security management, travel management, and other
administrative matters. The Board utilizes organizations such as the Small Agency
Council as forums to address common management issues and seek best business
practices from other small agencies. The Board keeps the DOE Office of the
Departmental Representative to the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board informed of
its activities and coordinates activities between the two agencies with that office to ensure
DOE senior management is fully informed of the Board’s safety concerns. The Board
ensures the public has access to its work to the maximum extent possible in order to
provide visibility into DOE activities to help maintain and restore, as needed, public
confidence that the defense nuclear facilities are being operated safely and that the
Board’s oversight is a positive influence on the safe execution of these activities. The
Board documents its activities and makes correspondence available to the Congress and
the public in order to ensure there is no ambiguity concerning the Board’s position on a
particular matter. The Board maintains a public website and conducts public hearings, as
appropriate. Reports to Congress include annual reports detailing new health and safety
issues. The Board provides informal briefings to Congressional committees and testifies
before Congress, as required. The Board and DOE provide joint reports on appropriate
topics. The Board’s official reports are posted on its public website at www.dnfsb.gov.

Objective: The Board will strive for management excellence throughout its technical,
legal, and administrative staffs.

Performance Goal: The Board has seven subordinate goals in this performance area.

e The Board will keep Congress informed on current health and safety issues at
DOE’s defense nuclear facilities and the status of progress toward issue resolution
as required by the Board’s statue and other legislation.

e The Board will inform the public of issues related to health and safety at defense
nuclear facilities.

e The Board will adopt and execute processes and procedures with DOE that are
compatible with the Board’s enabling legislation and further the Board’s mission.

e The Board will implement internal process and procedures that effectively support
the Board’s oversight operations and responsibilities as a Federal agency using
OMB and OPM management guidance applicable to small agencies to gauge
Board performance.

e Appropriate technical and professional expertise will be recruited and further
developed by the Board to accomplish the mission.
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e The Board will effectively manage the appropriated financial resources, exercise
responsible stewardship over its resource to meet its need to accomplish the
mission, and achieve a “clean” annual audit opinion on its financial statements.

e The Board will assign staff to be in residence at selected sites.

Outcome: There will be public confidence that DOE’s defense nuclear facilities are
being operated safely and that the Board’s oversight is a positive influence on the safe
execution of these activities. The Board will meet its responsibilities as a federal
executive branch agency.

Interdependency of the Four Technical Performance Goals
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