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To the Congress of the United States:

The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board is pleased to submit to the Congress its
third annual report, covering activities of the Board during calendar year 1992,

An independent executive branch establishment, the Board provides advice and
recommendations to the President and the Secretary of Energy regarding public health and
safety issues at Department of Energy (DOE) defense nuclear facilities. The Board also
reviews and evaluates the content and implementation of health and safety standards, as well
as other requirements, relating to the design, construction, operation, and decommissioning
of DOE defense nuclear facilities.

As required by statute, the Board’s report to Congress summarizes activities during
the past year, assesses improvements in the safety of DOE defense nuclear facilities, and
identifies remaining safety problems at DOE defense nuclear facilities.

During this reporting period, the Board made progress in discharging its health and
safety review responsibilities while addressing the many managerial issues associated with the
operation of a relatively new agency.
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L INTRODUCTION
A. OVERVIEW OF BOARD FUNCTIONS

Congress created the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (Board) to provide
advice and recommendations to the Secretary of Energy regarding public health and
safety at Department of Energy (DOE) defense nuclear facilities. The President
nominated the initial five members of the Board in 1989, and the Senate confirmed
those nominations in October of that same year. In June 1992, Mr. Joseph J. DiNunno
was nominated by the President to join the Board after the death of Board member
Edson G. Case on September 14, 1991. Mr. DiNunno was confirmed by the Senate on
August 12, 1992. This is the third Annual Report provided to Congress by the Board,
and it covers activities during calendar year 1992.

Broadly, the Board reviews operations, practices, and occurrences at DOE
defense nuclear facilities and makes recommendations to the Secretary of Energy that
are necessary to protect public health and safety. The Board also assesses safety
management and personnel effectiveness both within DOE and the various operation
and management (O&M) contractor organizations. If, as a result of its reviews, the
Board determines that an imminent or severe threat to public health or safety exists, the
Board is required to transmit its recommendations directly to the President, as well as
to the Secretary of Energy.

The Board’s enabling statute, 42 U.S.C. § 2286, explicitly requires the Board to
review and evaluate the content and implementation of health and safety standards,
including DOE orders, rules, and other safety requirements, relating to the design,
construction, operation, and decommissioning of DOE defense nuclear facilities. The
Board must then recommend to the Secretary of Energy any specific measures, such as
changes in the content and implementation of those standards, that the Board believes
should be adopted to ensure that the public health and safety are adequately protected.
The Board is also required to review the design of defense nuclear facilities before
construction begins, as well as modifications to older facilities, and to recommend
changes necessary to protect health and safety. Board review and advisory
responsibilities continue throughout the construction, testing, and operation of new
facilities.

The Board may conduct investigations, hold public hearings, gather information,
conduct studies, establish reporting requirements for DOE, and take other actions in
furtherance of its review of health and safety issues at defense nuclear facilities. These
ancillary functions of the Board and its staff all relate to the accomplishment of the
Board’s primary function, which is to assist DOE in identifying and correcting health and
safety problems at defense nuclear facilities. The Secretary of Energy and contractors
at defense nuclear facilities are required to cooperate fully with the Board.




B. ANNUAL REPORTING REQUIREMENTS UNDER 42 U.S.C.
SECTION 2286e

By statute, the Board must submit an Annual Report to the Committees on
Armed Services and on Appropriations of the Senate and to the Speaker of the House
of Representatives at the same time that the President submits the budget to Congress.
The report must include a review of the activities of the Board during the preceding
year, including all recommendations made by the Board. An assessment is required of
the improvements in safety at DOE defense nuclear facilities during the previous year.
The report must also assess safety problems remaining at DOE defense nuclear facilities.
The Board is hereby submitting its third Annual Report to Congress in fulfillment of
these requirements.

1L REPORT TO CONGRESS REGARDING SAFETY AND HEALTH AT DEFENSE
NUCLEAR FACILITIES

A, BOARD ACTIVITIES DURING 1992
1. Recommendations Issued in 1992

The Board discharges its primary responsibility by issuing recommendations to the
Secretary of Energy, and if necessary, the President, regarding public health and safety
issues at defense nuclear facilities. Highlighting their importance, Congress specifically
requires that a discussion of recommendations be included in the Board’s Annual
Report. 42 US.C. § 2286e. During 1992 the Board made seven sets of
recommendations, consisting of 23 specific recommendations. Since its inception, the
Board has issued a total of 20 sets of recommendations, consisting of 84 specific
recommendations. The Secretary of Energy has accepted each of the Board’s
recommendations. The following summarizes Board activities relative to
recommendations during calendar year 1992. Verbatim copies of the recommendations
are included in Appendix A.

a. Recommendations 92-1 (Closed) and 92-3, Operational Readiness of the
HB-Line at the Savannah River Site

On March 11, 1992, the Board’s staff conducted a review of selected health and
safety issues at DOE’s Savannah River Site (SRS). A site worker interviewed on that
date discussed potential problems with leak test data for heat exchangers at the K-
Reactor, as well as other safety concerns. He informed the Board’s staff of the name
of a worker at the site who believed that there were potentially serious problems with
the Westinghouse Savannah River Company (WSRC) and DOE Operational Readiness




Reviews (ORRs) performed at the HB-Line in 1991. The HB-Line is used in the
processing of Pu-238.

The Board’s General Counsel was directed by the Chairman of the Board to
conduct an inquiry and followup on the allegations. Staff periodically briefed the Board
on the progress of the informal inquiry from March 16 through March 27, WSRC
personnel involved in the HB-Line readiness reviews raised questions regarding the
adequacy of the readiness reviews prepared by WSRC and DOE, as well as persistent
health and safety issues at the HB-Line. During the week of March 22, 1992, the Board,
based on those briefings, determined that an investigation should be made into the
conduct of the HB-Line readiness reviews and associated safety issues. The Chairman
of the Board directed the General Counsel to establish an investigative team of legal and
technical staff. The investigation was conducted pursuant to 42 U.S.C.A. § 2286a(2),
which states that 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,” and 42 U.S.C.A. § 2286b(b). The Board
scheduled a closed Board meeting for April 3, 1992, to review preliminary information
on the investigations.

The investigative team periodically reported to the Board the results of its reviews
of potential safety problems at the HB-Line due to alleged deficiencies in the readiness
review process and possible failures by WSRC and DOE to correct safety issues
adequately prior to the July 1991 restart of the facility, which had been shut down since
1987. Particularly troubling were the Pu-238 contaminations of personnel which
occurred seven days after the July 1991 resumption of operation. Those contaminations
resulted in operations being suspended until October of 1991. The HB-Line was again
operated until shutdown on November 20, 1991, after a prohibited material (Zirconium)
was discovered in the HB-Line. The HB-Line resumed operation again on
December 13, 1991, and continued until March of 1992 when operations were again
halted due to an unreviewed safety question pertaining to H-Canyon’s ventilation system.
The investigative team’s review of an incident noted as Unusual Occurrence Report,
SR-WSRC-SEPGEN-1992-0002, for Separations facilities, indicated that DOE intended
to again resume operations at the HB-Line some time in May 1992, Therefore, the
Board wrote to the Secretary of Energy on April 20, 1992, and requested that he inform
the Board no later than 10 days prior to the intended resumption date. The Secretary
agreed by letter of May 7, 1992.

To obtain an independent view of the status of DOE’s and WSRC’s efforts to
correct and close safety issues at the HB-Line, the team also conducted an on-site visit
and technical review of selected safety issues from May 5 to May 8, 1992. On May 21,
1992, after a briefing by the investigative team, the Board unanimously voted, by use of
notational voting, to issue Recommendation 92-1 to the Secretary of Energy. 92-1
recommended that DOE defer resumption of processing at the HB-Line, pending




issuance of the report of the Board’s investigation, resolution of the safety issues, and
possible further Board action. The full text of Board Recommendation 92-1 is contained
in Appendix A. Further action was taken on May 29, 1992, when the Board unanimously
voted, by use of notational voting, to issue Recommendation 92-3 to the Secretary of
Energy. Recommendation 92-3 recommended that, prior to resuming operations at the
HB-Line, DOE direct WSRC to reopen its ORR, and that WSRC and DOE conduct
adequate ORRs in accordance with previous Board recommendations and DOE
implementation plans. Recommendation 92-3 also presented seven other elements that
the Board believed should be incorporated into the recommended ORR process to
ensure that it was adequate. The full text of Board Recommendation 92-3 is contained
in Appendix A,

On July 14, 1992, the Secretary responded formally to Recommendation 92-1,
requesting an extension of time for the Department to respond. The Secretary believed
that the Department needed to review "the draft investigative report” which was
scheduled to be issued on July 17, 1992, "to ensure we provide an adequate response”
to the recommendations. The Board granted a 45-day extension on July 17, 1992, and
transmitted the investigative team’s Preliminary Report to the Secretary of Energy for
his review and for classification clearance.

After incorporation of DOE factual comments on the Preliminary Report, the
Board issued the investigative team’s Final Report on September 8, 1992. The Secretary
accepted Recommendation 92-3 and submitted the Implementation Plan on
September 15, 1992. On October 27, 1992, the Board agreed with the Secretary’s letter
of October 19, 1992, that Recommendation 92-1 had been superseded by further action
of the Board in issuing Recommendation 92-3.

ORRs were conducted by both WSRC and DOE during September, October, and
November of 1992. The Board held an open meeting and hearing on December 185,
1992, in Aiken, South Carolina, to address both the contractor’s and the Department of
Energy’s Operational Readiness Reviews and other safety matters related to the
proposed restart of the HB-Line. This was followed by a closed meeting held by the
Board on December 17, 1992, to deliberate upon safety issues related to the HB-Line,
including, but not limited to, consideration of testimony and documents received at the
public meeting on December 15 and other matters related to the proposed restart of the
HB-Line. At the close of the calendar year, the Board scheduled further deliberations
on the HB-Line for January 5, 1993.

b. Recommendation 92-2, DOE s Facility Representative Program at Defense
Nuclear Facilities

At contractor-operated defense nuclear facilities, the DOE Facility Representative
is responsible for monitoring the performance of the facility, and serves as the primary




DOE contact with the contractor. Recognizing the importance of DOE Facility
Representatives with regard to ensuring adequate protection of public health and safety
at DOE defense nuclear facilities, the Board reviewed existing department-wide guidance
on the selection, training, and responsibilities of DOE’s Facility Representatives. The
Board found that DOE Order 5000.3A and DOE Order 5480.19 provide only limited
details concerning duties and responsibilities of DOE’s Facility Representatives;
moreover, there are no orders that prescribe any guidance for selection and training of
DOE’s Facility Representatives, nor any effective guidance for establishing the duties
and respounsibilities associated with these positions.

The Board noted that DOE’s managers for several facilities in the defense nuclear
complex had begun to establish formal Facility Representative programs. However,
these programs were operating without centralized direction. Generally, this resulted
in widely differing qualifications, duties, and responsibilities for DOE Facility
Representatives from facility to facility, even at the same site.

Based on these factors, the Board issued Recommendation 92-2 on May 28, 1992,
This recommendation addressed the need for a comprehensive analysis of existing DOE
facility representative programs and the establishment of a formal program for the
selection, training, and assignment of DOE representatives at defense nuclear facilities.
The Secretary accepted the Board’s recommendation on July 20, 1992, and submitted the
Implementation Plan on November 5, 1992. The full text of Board Recommendation
92-2 is contained in Appendix A.

¢.  Recommendation 92-4, Multi-Function Waste Tank Facility at the Hanford
Site

The Board performed reviews of the Multi-Function Waste Tank Facility
(MWTF) project to be located at the Hanford Site in the State of Washington. The
MWTF is an element of the Hanford Tank Waste Remedial System (TWRS) Program,
which is intended to provide for the ultimate treatment and preparation for disposal of
the nuclear waste stored in tanks at the Hanford Site. The Board reviewed information
received in the form of briefings and presentations by DOE Headquarters personnel,
DOE Richland personnel, Westinghouse Hanford Company personnel, and Kaiser
Engineers Hanford personnel, as well as analysis of relevant documents. The Board
determined that the process for design and construction of the Hanford MWTF did not
clearly present and delineate those aspects that ensure that the public health and safety
could be adequately protected.

As conceptual design of the MWTF project neared completion, the Board
believed that it was appropriate to assure that the designs of the MWTF and other new
defense nuclear facilities incorporate engineering principles and approaches, detailed




engineering criteria, and practices that are essential to ensure adequate protection of
public health and safety. These include:

The design needs to be appropriately conservative with respect to safety;

The design bases (criteria) need to be clearly defined, coherent, and
compatible with the facilities’ perceived lifetime functions (i.e., Functional
Design Criteria) and documented;

The design bases and the resulting facility design need to reflect and
incorporate the requirements of appropriate standards as that term is used
in the Board’s enabling statute, and thus to include DOE Orders and
directives and commercial nuclear practices, as well as any other national
and international standards that may be required for the safe and reliable
operation of the facility throughout its entire life;

The design, construction, and start-up activities need to be performed by
those who will ensure that the completed project is of the quality necessary
to provide adequate protection of public health and safety;

The design effort needs to be organized such that there is continuity
through all phases (conceptual design, preliminary design, final design,
construction, testing) so that all aspects of the process that affect safety are
clearly delineated and consistent, and that line responsibility is clear;

The DOE organization responsible for the project needs to have personnel
in numbers and technical competence sufficient to provide direction and
guidance to contractors performing all phases of the effort and to assess the
effectiveness of contractor efforts;

The project organization and operations need to reflect a clear and effective
chain of command with responsibility, authority, and accountability clearly
defined and assigned to individuals within the respective project
organizations; and

The functions and responsibilities of all DOE and contractor organizations
involved in the project need to be delineated in writing in a single
document.

The Secretary accepted the Board’s recommendation on August 28, 1992, and
included the Department’s comments on the recommendation. Pursuant to the Board’s




approval of DOE’s request for an extension of time, the Implementation Plan was due
on February 5, 1993.1

d. Recommendation 92-5, Discipline of Operation in a Changing Defense
Nuclear Facilities Complex

In 1992 the Secretary announced that, in light of international developments,
plutonium production operations would not be resumed at the Rocky Flats Plant.
Future activities at Rocky Flats will be confined to cleanup and decontamination of the
site, decommissioning of some facilities and parts of others, and placing of some facilities
and parts of others in a state of readiness for resumption of operations in the future, if
necessary. Thus, for most facilities at Rocky Flats there is now a major change from the
mission and activities previously planned. Moreover, Board recommendations and DOE
implementation plans specific to the Rocky Flats Plant had been predicated upon
resumption of plutonium production.

At a number of other defense nuclear facilities, similar changes are taking effect,
Many facilities are now scheduled for cleanout, shutdown, and decommissioning. Some
are to be devoted to aspects of cleanup and decommissioning of sites and of facilities
located within sites. Some are slated to be placed in a standby mode, available for
restart at a later date if needed. Some are to continue to operate, either to reduce the
stockpile of nuclear weapons or to maintain a reduced stockpile while improving safety.

Therefore, the Board requested that the Secretary decide the future status of
individual defense nuclear facilities and inform the Board, designating which facilities
are to continue in operation and their mission, which are to be shut down for
decommissioning within a short time period, which are to be used for an extended time
period and then shut down for decommissioning, and which are to be moved to a
standby mode. The Board also requested DOE’s schedule for accomplishing these
actions.

Regardless of the category, the Board believes that operation and maintenance
of defense nuclear facilities in all modes should be in accordance with the Nuclear Safety
Policy statement that the Secretary issued on September 9, 1991, as SEN-35-91, and the
safety goals stated therein.

The Board also believes that, to the extent practicable, facilities that are to be
shut down and decommissioned should be cleaned up, and hazards and radiological
exposures sufficiently reduced, so that access can be made freely without need for

'DOE submitted its Implementation Plan for 92-4 on February 5, 1993.




unusual precautions. Facilities meant for standby status should be placed in such a
condition that sudden need to reactivate them would not subject a new operating group
to unacceptable radiation or other hazards.

Based on these considerations, the Board issued Recommendation 92-5 on
August 17, 1992. Recommendation 92-5 deals with discipline of operations in a changing
nuclear facilities complex. The full text of Board Recommendation 92-5 is contained in
Appendix A. The Secretary simultaneously accepted the recommendation and issued
DOEFE’s Implementation Plan to the Board on December 16, 1992.

e. Recommendation 92-6, Operational Readiness Reviews (ORRs)

Several of the Board’s recommendations to the Secretary have referred to
Operational Readiness Reviews (ORRs), and some have been specifically directed to
such activities. In this way, the Board has shown that it holds these reviews, whether by
the contractor or by DOE, in high regard as important measures in verifying readiness
of new activities to be started safely or of previously conducted activities to be safely
resumed after an appreciable shutdown.

The Board recognized the advances in defining ORR requirements made by DOE
in SEN-16B-91, "Approval for Restart of Facilities Shut Down for Safety Reasons and
for Startup of Major New Facilities", dated November 12, 1991, and the attached
"Process for Secretary Approval of Nuclear Facility Restart or Startup". However, the
Board believes that guidance could be improved by specifying the required features of
a satisfactory ORR, and by stating specifically on what occasions an ORR will be
required. Also, ORRs should not serve as a substitute for the line management’s
responsibility to assure the readiness of facilities for safe and reliable operation.

Therefore, on August 27, 1992, the Board issued Recommendation 92-6, in which
the Board specified features that it believed were essential to an acceptable ORR and
recommended that DOE develop uniform orders, guidance, and directives to govern the
ORR process. The full text of Board Recommendation 92-6 is contained in Appendix
A. The Secretary accepted the Board’s recommendation on October 19, 1992. DOE’s
Implementation Plan was due on February 4, 1993.2

f.  Recommendation 92-7, Training and Qualification
Since its inception, the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board has emphasized

that a well-constructed and documented program for training and qualifying personnel
and supervisors for operations, maintenance, and technical support is an essential

’DOE’s Implementation Plan was received on January 19, 1993.




foundation of operations and maintenance and, hence, the safety and health of the
public, including the facility workers. A substantial portion of the Board’s efforts has
been devoted to on-site observation and review of personnel and supervisor selection,
training, qualification, certification and facility operation.

Despite the long-standing requirements of DOE Orders, neither DOE nor the
contractors have provided sufficient management attention and resources for training
and qualification commensurate with the health and safety implications of their defense
nuclear programs. Each of the sites evaluated by the Board has demonstrated
weaknesses in contractor training programs that have potential negative safety
consequences.

Recommendation 90-1, issued in February, 1990, called for the development of
an effective training program at Savannah River Site K-Reactor. Despite the successful
application of Recommendation 90-1 to K-Reactor, and application of its principles to
the Replacement Tritium Facility, DOE has not followed up with improved training of
corresponding technical personnel at some other Savannah River Site defense nuclear
facilities. Also, the Department has been slow to extend the underlying principles of
Board Recommendation 90-1 to other defense nuclear sites.

On the basis of assessments conducted by the Board’s staff at the Hanford Site,
the Pantex Plant, the Savannah River Site non-reactor facilities, the Oak Ridge Y-12
Plant, and the Rocky Flats Plant, and, to a lesser extent, reviews conducted elsewhere
in the defense nuclear facilities complex, the Board believes DOE needs to take action
to further strengthen training of technical personnel at defense nuclear facilities.
Therefore, in keeping with the Board’s statutory requirements and recognizing the
priority DOE has placed on the facilities listed above, the Board, on September 22, 1992,
recommended that several strong actions be taken to improve qualification and training
at these specific sites. The full text of Board Recommendation 92-7 is contained in
Appendix A. On November 19, 1992, the Secretary requested a 45-day extension to
respond to the recommendation. The Board granted the extension, making the
Secretary’s response due on January 21, 1993.°

*The Secretary responded and accepted the Recommendation on January 21, 1993.
The Implementation Plan is due by April 28, 1993.




2. DOE Efforts to Implement Board Recommendations Issued in 1991 and
Follow-up Board Action

a. Recommendation 91-1, Strengthening the Nuclear Safety Standards
Program for DOE's Defense Nuclear Facilities (Closed)

The Board’s Recommendation 91-1, entitled "Strengthening the Nuclear Safety
Standards Program for DOE’s Defense Nuclear Facilities," was reproduced verbatim in
the Board’s second Annual Report to Congress. DOE’s actions during 1991 to
implement the recommendation are summarized in the Board’s second Annual Report
to Congress at pages 2 to 4.

The Department’s Implementation Plan for Recommendation 91-1, which was
received by the Board on August 16, 1991, provided for preparation of an Action Plan
based on an internal DOE study of the standards program scheduled for completion in
1992. DOE briefed the Board and its staff on progress and initial conclusions during
March and June 1992

The Action Plan was received by the Board in mid-August 1992, After DOE
agreed to revise the Plan to clarify statements in several places and to provide quarterly
reports on progress in implementing the Action Plan, the Board formally closed
Recommendation 91-1 by its letter dated October 27, 1992.

During 1992, DOE’s program for the development and promulgation of standards
improved. Several new or significantly revised DOE Orders bearing on safety were
issued. The Department is actively reviewing the qualifications of personnel involved
in development and implementation of standards, in accordance with provisions of its
Action Plan, The effective use of technical standards at DOE facilities was expanded,
and an improved program for Order compliance and self-assessment has been instituted.
However, the task is substantial, and much remains to be accomplished. The Board
intends to continue to monitor closely DOE’s progress in the standards arena as the
Department proceeds with its Action Plan for implementing Board Recommendation
91-1.

b. Recommendation 91-2, Closure of Safety Issues Prior to Restart of
K-Reactor at the Savannah River Site (Closed)

The Board’s Recommendation 91-2, entitled "Closure of Safety Issues Prior to
Restart of K-Reactor at the Savannah River Site," was reproduced verbatim in the Board
second Annual Report to Congress. DOE’s actions during 1991 to implement the
recommendation are summarized in the Board’s second Annual Report to Congress at
pages 4 and 5.

-10 -



At its public meeting of December 21, 1991, the Board concluded that the
Department’s actions in resolving issues identified in the Reactor Operations
Management Plan (ROMP) issued by the Savannah River Site operator were completed
satisfactorily, and that no further Board actions were required at that time. Except for
continued monitoring of DOE and contractor actions as restart proceeded, the Board
considered Recommendation 91-2 as completed. Accordingly, the Board formally closed
91-2 in its letter to the Secretary of Energy dated October 27, 1992.

¢.  Recommendation 91-3, DOE's Comprehensive Readiness Review Prior to
Initiation of the Test Phase at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP)
(Closed)

The Board’s Recommendation 91-3, entitled "DOE’s Comprehensive Readiness
Review Prior to Initiation of the Test Phase at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plan (WIPP),"
was reproduced verbatim in the Board’s second Annual Report to Congress. DOE'’s
actions during 1991 to implement the recommendation are summarized in the Board’s
second Annual Report to Congress at pages 5 and 6.

In the Spring of 1991, the Board issued Recommendation 91-3, calling for the
conduct of a complete Operational Readiness Review before commencement of the test
phase for the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP). As noted in the Board’s second
Annual Report, the Department moved rapidly and effectively to respond to the Board’s
concern. The Board documented its conclusion that no further Board action was called
for in its letter dated November 24, 1991. The Board formally closed Recommendation
91-3 in its letter to the Secretary of Energy dated October 27, 1992.

d. Recommendation 91-4, DOE's Operational Readiness Review Prior to
Resumption of Plutonium Operations at the Rocky Flats Plant (Closed)

In September 1991, the Board issued Recommendation 91-4, which made
recommendations for improving ORR activities concerning Building 559 at Rocky Flats
Plant prior to the resumption of plutonium processing operations. This recommendation
was issued as a result of the Board’s determination that DOE’s initial ORR for Building
559 was premature and inadequate. The Board’s Recommendation 91-4, entitled
"DOE’s Operational Readiness Review Prior to Resuroption of Plutonium Operations
at the Rocky Flats Plant,” was reproduced verbatim in the Board’s second Annual
Report to Congress. DOE’s actions during 1991 in accepting and implementing the
recommendation are summarized in the Board’s second Annual Report to Congress at
pages 6 through 10.

During a public meeting held on January 16, 1992, the Board considered the
adequacy of the second set of ORRs conducted by the Department and its contractor,
EG&G, in preparation for restart of Building 559. The Board determined that DOE
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had adequately implemented relevant Board recommendations prior to restart, and that
no further Board action was required at the time, Recommendation 91-4 was formally
closed by the Chairman’s letter to the Secretary of Energy, dated May 1, 1992.
Recommendation 90-4 regarding ORRs in general at Rocky Flats, and DOE’s
corresponding implementation plan, remain in effect for ORRs conducted for other
plutonium processing facilities at Rocky Flats.

e, Recommendation 91-5, Power Limits for K-Reactor Operation at the
Savannah River Site

The Board’s Recommendation 91-5, entitled "Power Limits for K-Reactor
Operation at the Savannah River Site," was reproduced verbatim in the Board’s second
Annual Report to Congress. DOE’s actions during 1991 to implement the
recommendation are summarized in the Board’s second Annual Report to Congress at
pages 10 and 11.

Recommendation 91-5 was issued on December 19, 1991. It expressed the
Board’s view that the K-Reactor at the Savannah River Site should not be operated
above 30% of the nominal historical power unless and until certain specified thermal-
hydraulic studies and accident analyses were completed satisfactorily.

The Secretary accepted the recommendation in his letter dated February 7, 1992.
During a series of briefings on this matter held during the spring and summer of 1992,
the Department stated that it had no plans to operate K-Reactor above the 30% power
level. While the Board agreed with this position, it indicated to DOE that
Recommendation 91-5 would be carried in an open status, pending any future DOE
decision to increase power above that level.

f. Recommendation 91-6, Radiation Protection for Workers and the General
Public at DOE Defense Nuclear Facilities

On December 19, 1991, the Board issued Recommendation 91-6 calling for a
major reexamination of DORE’s radiation protection program. The Board’s
Recommendation 91-6, entitled "Radiation Protection for Workers and the General
Public at DOE Defense Nuclear Facilities," was reproduced verbatim in the Board’s
second Annual Report to Congress. The Secretary of Energy accepted the
recommendation on January 31, 1992. On June 17, 1992, DOE submitted its
Implementation Plan for Recommendation 91-6 to the Board. The Board, citing
deficiencies in the Implementation Plan, returned it to DOE for major revisions on
August 5, 1992. As of the end of 1992, an acceptable Implementation Plan had not been
submitted to the Board.
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3. DOE Actions to Implement Board Recommendations Issued in 1990 and
Follow-up Board Action

a. Recommendation 90-1, Operator Training at Savannah River Site Prior to
Restart of K, L, and P Reactors (Closed)

The Board’s Recommendation 90-1, entitled "Operator Training at Savannah
River Site Prior to Restart of K, L, and P Reactors," was reproduced verbatim in the
Board’s first Annual Report to Congress. DOE’s actions during 1990 and 1991 to
implement the recommendation are summarized in the Board’s second Annual Report
to Congress at page 16.

During 1992, the Board and its staff continued to monitor the progress made by
the Department in implementing Board Recommendation 90-1 regarding reactor
operator training. Most of the substantive actions called for by the 90-1 Implementation
Plan had been implemented satisfactorily by DOE prior to the Board’s public meeting
held in Washington, DC on December 20, 1991, regarding the restart of K-Reactor at
Savannah River. Based on that progress, the Board concluded at that public meeting
that no further Board action was required at that time.

On October 24, 1992, in response to correspondence from the Department during
the late summer and fall, the Board formally closed Recommendation 90-1, noting that
it would continue to monitor the training and qualifications of operators.

b. Recommendation 90-2, Design, Construction, Operation and
Decommissioning Standards at Certain Priority DOE Facilities

The Board’s Recommendation 90-2, entitled "Design, Construction, Operation and
Decommissioning Standards at Certain Priority DOE Facilities," was reproduced
verbatim in the Board’s first Annual Report to Congress. DOE’s actions during 1990
and 1991 to implement the recommendation are summarized in the Board’s second
Annual Report to Congress at pages 16-18.

On January 24, 1992, the Board informed the Department that the DOE
Implementation Plan for Recommendation 90-2, on Standards Content and
Implementation at selected defense nuclear facilities, did not meet the criteria for an
acceptable implementation plan contained in Board Policy Statement 1. The Board then
established a staff task group, headed by the Technical Director and the General
Counsel, to work with representatives of DOE’s Defense Programs and Environmental
Restoration and Waste Management in developing an adequate implementation plan.

The Department provided Revision 2 of its 90-2 Implementation Plan with the
Secretary’s letter dated June 15, 1992. Following review of the newly revised plan, the
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Board determined that the plan remained inadequate in several important respects. The
Board’s task group met again with DOE representatives and identified areas needing
revision. After its consideration of the Board’s and the task group’s comments, DOE
elected to completely revise Revision 2 of its Implementation Plan.

Revision 3 of the 90-2 Implementation Plan was received by the Board on
December 30, 1992, and at year-end that revision was under evaluation by the Board and
its staff,

During 1992, the Board, its staff, and support contractors have also reviewed
DOE’s use of standards at certain defense nuclear facilities, including the K-Reactor and
the Replacement Tritium Facility at Savannah River, Buildings 559 and 707 at Rocky
Flats, and selected facilities at the Pantex Plant and Y-12. The selected subject areas of
these reviews were: quality assurance, training, general design criteria, maintenance,
radiation protection, nuclear criticality safety, fire protection, emergency preparedness,
and safety analysis.

These reviews of how standards are utilized have disclosed an increased emphasis
by DOE and O&M contractor managers on employing key aspects of safety standards
in both written operating procedures and in direct application of the standards at the
facilities visited. Review and analysis of standards activities at the facilities by the
Board’s staff have been resource intensive. The Board continues to strongly encourage
DOE to utilize the lessons learned from review of these facilities and to apply them to
other facilities.

¢.  Recommendation 90-3 (Closed) and Recommendation 90-7, Safety at
Single-Shell Hanford Waste Tanks

The Board’s Recommendations 90-3 and 90-7, entitled "Safety at Single-Shell
Hanford Waste Tanks," were reproduced verbatim in the Board’s first Annual Report
to Congress. DOE’s actions during 1990 and 1991 to implement the recommendations
are summarized in the Board’s second Annual Report to Congress at pages 18 and 19.

Recommendation 90-3, issued in late March and Recommendation 90-7, issued
in mid-October, 1990, were both aimed at expediting DOE’s actions to better
characterize and control the waste stored in certain single-shell tanks in the Hanford
Tapk Farm. The Department’s Implementation Plans for these recommendations were
accepted by the Board on August 10, 1990, and March 7, 1991, respectively.

The Board formally closed Recommendation 90-3 in its letter to the Secretary
dated May 1, 1992, recognizing that Recommendation 90-7 had superseded the previous
Recommendation and Implementation Plan. The Board remains concerned by the slow
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pace of progress in implementing 90-7, and has scheduled a public hearing near the
Hanford Site for early 1993.%

d. Recommendation 90-4, Operational Readiness Reviews at the Rocky Flats
Plant

Recommendations 90-4 and 91-4 both deal with deficiencies identified in the
Operational Readiness Review Program originally planned for restart for Plutonium
operations in Building 559 at the Rocky Flats site. In May, 1990, the Board issued
Recommendation 90-4, which recommended that DOE conduct operational readiness
reviews (ORRs) at the Rocky Flats Plant prior to the resumption of operations in
plutonium processing buildings. Recommendation 90-4 is presented in its entirety in the
Board’s first Annual Report to Congress.

In June, 1990, the Secretary accepted this recommendation. The Board reviewed
a draft Implementation Plan and provided comments for the Plan’s improvement prior
to DOE’s issuance of the final plan on November 30, 1990. Initial DOE ORR activities
for Building 559 were conducted in mid-1991. In September, 1991, the Board issued
Recommendations 91-4 related to the ORR for that building, See Section II,A.2.d.
above.

Board and staff activities related to ORRs at Rocky Flats in 1992 are summarized
in Section 11.B.4 of this report.

e.  Recommendation 90-5, Systematic Evaluation Program at the Rocky Flats
Plant

In May, 1990, the Board issued Recommendation 90-5, which recommended that
DOE establish a Systematic Evaluation Program (SEP) at the Rocky Flats Plant to
assure the proper evaluation and coordination of proposed long-term safety
improvements. Recommendation 90-5 is presented in its entirety in the Board’s first
Annual Report to Congress.

In June, 1990, DOE accepted this recommendation and provided the Board with
an Implementation Plan which the Board accepted on October 24, 1990. Following its
acceptance of the recommendation, DOE initiated an SEP for the K-Reactor at the
Savannah River Site, in addition to the Rocky Flats SEP.

During 1992, the identification of topics to be evaluated in the Rocky Flats SEP
was completed, as were the individual topic evaluation plans. General acceptance

*That public hearing was held on February 11, 1993,
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criteria were developed for evaluating structures, systems, and components. DOE
concentrated its efforts on supporting the evaluations for Buildings 559 and 707, the two
buildings to be used for plutonium operations to support the cleanup. Topic evaluation
was initiated for Building 559, including the identification of "as built" information, such
as drawings, design calculations, applicable specifications and performance of walkdowns
of certain structures, systems, and components. DOE has initiated similar activities for
Building 707.

In 1992, progress on the SEP for the Savannah River K-Reactor included the
assembly of a full-time technical staff and the identification of topics for evaluation after
review of relevant DOE and commercial nuclear information. Individual topic
evaluation plans were begun. They should be completed during 1993.

The Board and its staff met on a number of occasions with DOE and its
contractors in 1992 to review progress on the SEP programs for facilities at the Rocky
Flats Plant and the Savannah River Site. As a result of the change in mission at both
the Rocky Flats Plant and the Savannah River K-Reactor, the Board anticipates that
DOE will propose changes to its implementation of the SEP in 1993.

f. Recommendation 90-6, Criticality Safety at the Rocky Flats Plant

The Board’s Recommendation 90-6, entitled "Criticality Safety at the Rocky Flats
Plant," was reproduced verbatim in the Board’s first Annual Report to Congress. DOE'’s
actions during 1990 and 1991 to implement the recommendation are summarized in the
Board’s second Annual Report to Congress at pages 21 and 22.

In June, 1990, the Board issued Recommendation 90-6, which proposed that DOE
establish a program to address the accumulation of fissile and other materials in
ventilation ducts and related systems prior to the resumption of plutonium operations
at Rocky Flats. The short-term objectives of the recommendation were to ensure the
prevention of criticality accidents and to make an initial reduction in the amount of
fissile material in the ducts in the interest of protecting public health and safety. The
long-term objectives of the recommendation were to reduce substantially the remaining
fissile material in the ducts and to prevent significant additional accumulation of fissile
material upon resumption of plutonium operations. DOE accepted Recommendation
90-6 on July 26, 1990, and submitted an Implementation Plan on November 30, 1990.

In 1992, progress was made on the major tasks in the DOE program for
addressing accumulation of fissile material in the ducts at Rocky Flats. These major
tasks include determination of the extent of fissile material accumulation, evaluation of
criticality safety and potential worker radiation exposure, removal of fissile and other
materials from the ducts, and prevention of significant additional fissile material
accumulation.
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DOE’s contractor assessed the potential for a criticality accident due to fissile
material accumulation measured in the ducts and related systems. The contractor
concluded that the planned removal of fissile material from the ducts would prevent
criticality even in the event of catastrophic flooding accompanied by other highly unlikely
events that could cause material to accumulate in a small volume.

Due to the change in mission at Rocky Flats from predominantly production to
predominantly cleanup, DOE focused efforts under Recommendation 90-6 on Building
707, where limited plutonium processing operations are planned in support of cleanup.
Remediation of Building 707 has been accomplished, including removal of the material
or replacement of ducts. This work eliminated the potential for criticality from fissile
material accumulation in ducting and reduced worker radiation exposure levels resulting
from the ducting in the building. To prevent significant additional fissile material
accumulation, the contractor inspected, repaired, or refurbished gloveboxes, exhaust
filters, and alarm systems as necessary. Operating procedures were reviewed and
upgraded. After resumption of plutonium operations in Building 707, the ducts are to
be closely monitored for accumulation of additional fissile material.

DOE proposed a revision to the 90-6 Implementation Plan to change the
numerical factor applied to fissile material measurements to account for uncertainties.
The Board reviewed the proposal and concluded that the revised factor would
adequately compensate for measurement uncertainties.

Members of the Board and its staff reviewed monthly DOE status reports from
DOE and met several times in 1992 with DOE and its contractor to discuss the progress
in meeting the objectives of this recommendation. The Board and its staff will continue
to monitor progress in the implementation of this recommendation.

4,  Public Hearings, Public Comment, and Interaction with Board

During 1992, Board Members traveled to defense nuclear sites on 24 occasions,
where they met with contractors, DOE representatives, members of the public, labor
unions, and public interest groups. The Board conducted five public meetings, hearings,
and briefings at various sites throughout the country. The 1992 highlights from the
Board’s efforts to include and inform the public of Board activities follows:

«  Notices of Public Meetings and Recommendations
to the Press and the Public 1,246

. Responses to Inquiries from the Public and News Media 280
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5. Official Site Visits by Board Members and by Staff

From the establishment of the Board in October, 1989, through December 31,
1992, Board Members, its staff, or its contractor experts made 298 site visits to DOE
defense nuclear facilities. In 1992 alone, 155 site visits were made to DOE defense
nuclear facilities by Board Members, its staff, or its contractor experts. These visits
focused primarily on selected facilities that both the Board and DOE consider to be
urgent in light of DOE’s mission, primarily the Savannah River Site, the Pantex Plant,
the Hanford Site, the Rocky Flats Plant, and the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant.

The Board reviewed firsthand the health and safety issues at each of these sites.
In 1992, the Board Members spent a combined total of 76 work days at DOE defense
nuclear facilities conducting these reviews. During these visits, the Board gathered the
bases for its recommendations to the Secretary of Energy and monitored the
implementation of recommendations that have already been made, while seeking to
avoid unduly interfering with DOE’s program to manage the site or facility.

B. SAFETY AND HEALTH STATUS OF DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES
1.  Board Perspective on Outstanding Issues of Health and Safety
a, Overview

The Board, assisted by its staff, expanded the scope of detailed technical reviews,
formal investigations, and in-plant audits to include nearly all of the more important
DOE defense nuclear sites.

In late 1991, Congress amended the Board’s enabling Act, broadening the Board’s
jurisdiction over defense nuclear facilities to include the assembly, disassembly, and
testing of weapons and weapons components. With this increase in responsibility, the
Board revised its priorities to include reviews of additional facilities, including principally
Pantex, Y-12, Nevada Test Site, and the weapons design laboratories, and also
encompassing Pinellas, Kansas City, the tritium facilities at Savannah River Site, and pit
storage areas at Rocky Flats Plant and Savannah River Site. During 1992, the Board
and its staff conducted initial reviews and site visits at these facilities. These have led
to changes in technical review plans and associated resource commitments. Projections
for future needs were incorporated in the Board’s recent budget request to address the
increased scope of the Board’s mission,

In assessing priorities, the Board also considers problems brought to its attention
by various sources, including Members and staff of the Congress, the General
Accounting Office, and the public. Priorities are assigned for oversight activities at
specific sites on the basis of: (1) potential risk to public health and safety, (2)
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effectiveness of DOE management in managing those risks, (3) timeliness in relation to
DOE programmatic or operational goals and objectives, and (4) urgency in terms of any
imminent or severe threat to public health and safety. If an imminent or severe threat
to public health and safety were identified at a DOE facility, the Board would respond
and adjust priorities as necessary.

The Board’s recommendations emphasized those factors which are important to
the safe and efficient operation of defense nuclear facilities. Among those activities
receiving priority to date are the identification, assessment, and application of standards;
the selection, training, and qualification of operations, maintenance, and technical
support personnel; the development of systematic approaches to evaluating and
upgrading existing facilities; the development of a comprehensive radiation protection
program including the control of radioactive sources and contamination; the need for
adequate operational readiness reviews (ORRs); the selection, training and assignment
of DOE Facility Representatives at defense nuclear facilities; the use of the systems
approach for conducting projects; and substantive actions to improve safety. The Board
also recommended that a standard for the conduct of ORRs be developed, including a
requirement that ORR teams be composed of senior, experienced individuals. The
Board indicated that ORRs should be conducted before the start-up of new facilities, the
restart of greatly altered facilities, or restart of facilities shut down due to safety issues.

As a result of its ongoing activities, the Board at times develops information
which warrants being brought to DOE’s attention promptly while it is being assessed
further by the Board. In such cases, the Board communicates the information to DOE
through letters which are placed in the Board’s public document room. In late 1992, the
Board developed and issned Policy Statement 2 regarding "Board Policy on Transmittal
of Trip Reports and Other Safety Information to the Secretary of Energy."

b. DOE ldentification of Significant Safety Issues Remaining at Defense
Nuclear Facilities

Throughout this report, in earlier Annual Reports, and in Board
recommendations and other communications with the Department, the Board identified
a number of significant safety issues affecting defense nuclear facilities. Naturally, as an
external oversight agency, the Board is not the only, or for that matter, the primary
source for identifying safety issues at defense nuclear facilities. DOE, its contractors,
and line organizations, in particular, are closest to pressing safety problems. The Board
is heartened to note that safety matters are now receiving higher priority attention from
DOE and contractor management.

Improvements in safety awareness and responsiveness to identified safety issues,
particularly within the past year, are evident at several major defense nuclear facilities,
most notably at the Savannah River K Reactor and at the Rocky Flats Plant. Much
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remains to be done at those facilities, but desirable change is occurring, and the rate of
change is positive. Some examples of the Department’s increasingly introspective
involvement in substantive safety matters appear in the following sections.

DOE itself recognizes that in several important areas the Department has failed
to correct long-standing safety problems. In the area of safety standards development
and implementation, DOE, Congress, and the Board all agree that more needs to be
done. DOE has noted, for example, that some DOE facilities are not accepting and
implementing standards as quickly or as comprehensively as they should. Based on its
statutory obligations in the standards area, the Board has made several recommendations
regarding standards and shares the views expressed by the Office of Nuclear Safety
(ONS): "Adherence to standards is particularly important at a time when DOE’s mission
is changing dramatically and the nuclear safety challenges associated with aging facilities,
high level waste management, and decontamination and decommissioning are only
beginning to be fully understood and addressed."

The subject of the Department’s training and qualification program received close
attention from the outgoing Secretary, who noted in a January 19, 1993 letter to the
Board that "[1]ike many of our new policies, training and qualification programs are not
yet implemented to the degree we expect, and these programs require high-level
attention. We must seek continuous improvements in these efforts for our training and
qualification programs at the defense nuclear facilities . . . It is unacceptable for us to
allow a return to those days when there existed as described by NAS [National Academy
of Sciences], 'a marked imbalance in technical capabilities and experience between the
contractors and the DOE staff. *"

The Department’s acknowledgement of these and many other problems in DOE
reports to Congress and other official statements is an important first step towards their
correction. The outgoing Secretary observed in his January 1993 Posture Statement that
although much progress has been made, there is still more to be done. We agree.
Although the Department’s position on these matters is commendable, we believe their
resolution will entail a sustained effort, within DOE, its contractor organizations, as well
as on the part of the Board and its staff.

c.  Initial Review of Safety-Related Issues at Nuclear Weapons Assembly,
Disassembly and Testing Facilities

Amendments to the Board’s enabling legislation were enacted on December 5,
1991, as part of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993.
One major change expanded the statutory definition of a "DOE defense nuclear facility"
to include facilities and activities involved with the assembly, disassembly, and testing of
nuclear weapons. As a consequence, additional technical activities were conducted at
the following plants, sites and laboratories:
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Pantex Plant

Oak Ridge Y-12 Plant

Los Alamos National Laboratory

Tritium Facilities at the Savannah River Site

Building 991 at Rocky Flats

Nevada Test Site

Sandia National Laboratories (Albuquerque and Livermore)
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory

Pinellas Plant

L * L ] - - * L] -

The Board went to these facilities to familiarize itself with the activities at the
facilities and to explore an assortment of safety-related issues. To meet its near-term
needs regarding weapons activities, the Board formed a group of experienced staff
members, hired additional personnel, and contracted for outside technical experts with
nuclear weapons expertise. One of these new personnel was assigned to the Pantex site
as a Board site representative. To effectively execute its charter and meet the challenges
presented above, the Board plans to hire additional personnel with experience in
nuclear-chemical processing, in conventional and nuclear explosive technology and safety,
in electrical power generation and distribution, in storage of nuclear materials and
criticality safety, and in waste management and environunental restoration. In addition,
the Board will need to contract for additional outside technical expertise, as required to
meet its health and safety responsibilities in the weapons assembly, disassembly, storage,
and testing areas.

Recent decisions to accelerate the extent and rate of nuclear weapons disassembly
at DOE facilities led the Board to focus particular attention on the Pantex and Y-12
plants. The Board conducted activities and was briefed at each of these sites. In
addition, the Board’s staff and outside technical experts made a total of 155 trips to
these facilities.

These reviews led to a number of safety-related issues being presented to DOE
in the areas of standards utilization, safety analyses, training, and conduct of operations.
In addition, on December 31, 1992, the Board requested that DOE report on aspects of
nuclear criticality safety at the Pantex Plant by the end of January 1993.

Although the weapons assembly, disassembly and testing facilities, and the defense
production facilities are different in kind, the topics of review for both types are similar.
For example, the Board will analyze the following technical areas, among others:

+  DOE and Contractor Analysis of Safety Conditions
- Safety analyses and reports
- Process for identification of potential safety problems
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- Accident analysis
- Occurrence Reporting and Root Cause determinations

. Operatlonal Safety
Conduct of Operational Readiness Reviews
- Conduct of operations and maintenance
- Quality assurance
- Operator training
- Radiological protection and emergency preparedness

. Systems Engineering
- Engineering, including civil and structural design, comnfiguration
management, and systematic evaluation programs

«  Standards Development and Implementation
- Implementation of rules, regulations, and standards (including DOE
Orders and consensus standards)

. Environmental Management
- Safety aspects of waste minimization and environmental restoration

. Management and Organization Pertaining to Safety

The Board’s initial reviews in these areas have highlighted certain analytical and
operational matters that need to be upgraded in the long term. For example, at Pantex
alone, numerous safety analysis reports need to be written or upgraded for a large
number of facilities. At some other sites, safety analyses do not exist or they
are deficient. Those that are available are often not prepared in accordance with
current accepted industry guidelines and the recently issued DOE Order for safety
analyses, and do not incorporate current methods of analyzing the safety of facilities and
operations.

Previous Board actions to effect a change in the safety culture at other facilities
(e.g., SRS K-Reactor and RFP Building 559) are beginning to have an effect on
operations at these weapons sites. For example, standards and DOE Order compliance
programs have recently been initiated at the facilities listed above. Most sites have
strengthened existing training programs or established new training programs in
accordance with recently revised DOE Orders and industry standards used for operating
nuclear power plants, including INPO Guidelines and NRC regulations and standards.
However, important areas will receive further evaluations by the Board and its staff, and
a sustained effort will be made to ensure that the "lessons learned" at SRS K-Reactor
and RFP Building 559, and DOE’s upgrading of operations in response, are transferred
to the weapons facilities.
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Most of the weapons assembly facilities were designed and constructed in the
period between the late 1940’s and early 1960’s. DOE is taking several actions to
address issues associated with these aging facilities. Various actions are also being
planned as a function of expected future use of the facilities. Some actions include
refurbishing facilities intended for continued use (e.g., installing new electrical
distribution systems), changing the functions of some facilities (e.g., conversion of a
manufacturing facility to a storage facility) and placing some facilities in standby. The
Board intends to evaluate DOE’s facility modernization plans, related system test
requirements, and facility configuration documentation, and will evaluate how existing
plant systems are placed in a safe and stable condition prior to transition to standby.

Many DOE facilities previously managed by DOE’s Office of Defense Programs
are being transferred to DOE’s Office of Environmental Restoration and Waste
Management (EM). The status of these facilities needs to be well-characterized prior
to their transfer to EM for decontamination and decommissioning. This then allows a
determination to be made if additional measures are required for ensuring safety during
a state of standby or decontamination and decommissioning,

d. Importance of Qualified DOE Technical Staff

The Board continues to believe that the single most serious and far-reaching
problem affecting the safety of DOE defense nuclear facilities is insufficient numbers of
highly qualified technical and management personnel within the DOE work force. That
deficiency hinders DOE in providing fully effective technical direction and management
of its contractors. The Board discussed this problem in its two previous Annual Reports.
A number of earlier independent assessments also noted the same deficiency, including
the 1981 post-Three Mile Island DOE review of the safety of its reactors (the Crawford
Report) and the 1987 Report of the National Academy of Sciences.

The Board recognized DOE’s attempts to correct the problem. Unfortunately,
they have not been effective enough, and the problem persists. The Board addressed
the qualifications problem in several of its formal recommendations, and frequently
communicated its concern on this matter to senior DOE officials over the past three
years.

The problem is pervasive, Such deficiencies exist to varying degrees not only in
organizational units in Headquarters but also in the Field organizations of DOE. The
Board believes that a root cause of this shortcoming in DOE staff qualifications lies in
a deep-seated conviction among many senior DOE career managers that program
management capabilities, and perhaps only general technical familiarity, are adequate.
Those who hold this belief elevate financial management, project scheduling, cost
accounting, and other administrative management capabilities above technical
competence in assigning people to positions of responsibility for managing technological
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programs of DOE. As a result, too many individuals without adequate technical
qualifications are assigned jobs crucial to the safety of defense nuclear facilities.

Contributing causes include: limited capability of DOE to attract technically
competent professionals to nuclear weapons activities and assignments as career choices;
the lack of "excepted service" hiring authority by DOE, particularly for key technical
management and direction positions; lack of an aggressive recruitment and retention
policy for technical career personnel within DOE; insufficient attention by internal
monitoring elements of DOE to this problem as a contributor to off-normal events; and
the lack of an effective program for interchange of technical staff between Headquarters
and Field organizations within DOE,

The Board recognizes that it is much easier to identify this problem than to
correct it. The Board also recognizes that some senior DOE technical managers are
indeed very well qualified and that those managers usually share the Board’s frustration
in coping with the problem.

The Board believes that resolution of this serious problem will require not only
fundamental change in the plan of attack of DOE, but also the assistance of Congress
over the long term. For its part, the Board will continue to identify specific instances
in which the lack of qualified personnel at the DOE contributes to less-than-adequate
protection of public health and safety, to call those to the attention of DOE and, where
appropriate, to issue formal recommendations to the Secretary on those matters, as well
as to exercise its other authorities as necessary to meet its statutory obligations.

The lack of sufficient numbers of qualified technical personnel in DOE is a
serious issue in itself. It also has adverse consequences for the Board, which has a
limited number of staff. The ability to meet its responsibilities and to expand its
coverage are directly related to DOE’s performance in taking prompt and effective
remedial action on safety problems which are called to DOE’s attention by the Board.
If Board personnel must make repeated assessments of one facility or activity in order
to assure that needed improvements are made, the Board’s ability to expand its activities
may be jeopardized. Further, the Board is sensitive to the need to ensure that its
resources are not used as a substitute for DOE personnel and capability, both in line and
internal oversight organizations, for detecting and correcting safety problems.

During 1992 DOE issued a new Order on quality assurance (5700.6C), which
provides a powerful means by which DOE will be required to affirm for each DOE
position that personnel are qualified, technically and otherwise, to perform the tasks
associated with that position. Recognizing the opportunity thus provided, the Board
intends to follow closely the activities of DOE line and oversight organizations, as well
as Operational Readiness Reviews, to help assure full compliance with this Order.




e. Importance of DOE Facility Representatives

As a means for achieving closer DOE technical scrutiny of contractor operations
of major DOE facilities, DOE instituted a program for detailing DOE personnel as
Facility Representatives to specific facilities for direct oversight duties. As discussed
previously, DOE needs to upgrade its Facility Representatives program across the DOE
defense nuclear complex. Moreover, because many personnel are involved, the Board
expects that intensive effort will be needed to ensure that initial DOE efforts are focused
on the fundamental problems, to develop a single, formal DOE Facility Representative
program. See discussion of Recommendation 92-2 in section IL.A.Lb.

f.  Development and Implementation of Safety Standards

Most engineering professionals would agree that the development and
implementation of safety standards, orders, rules, and guidance are important elements
of a sound nuclear safety program. Congress also considered safety standards to be
essential for ensuring the public health and safety at DOE defense nuclear facilities in
amending the Atomic Energy Act to create the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board.
As stated in its enabling legislation, the Board is required to 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 at each of its defense nuclear facilities, and to make appropriate
recommendations to DOE in light of its review,

The development and implementation of safety standards, orders, rules, and
guidance by DOE for defense nuclear facilities has been neither as extensive nor as
systematically accomplished as the programs of NRC and the nuclear community for the
commercial industry. This observation has been well documented in independent studies
of nuclear safety at DOE facilities, including two reports by the National Academy of
Sciences.

One of the reasons often cited by DOE for this difference is that there were few
nuclear industry standards available when many of the DOE facilities were constructed
and first operated over 40 years ago. Contractors in the early years of operation often
had to use non-nuclear industry standards and, in some cases, formulate ad hoc technical
standards to meet unique applications.

Other, more valid and critical, explanations for not including safety standards in
the design, construction, operation, and decommissioning of these facilities include: lack
of understanding among DOE managers of the importance of standards to safety;
resistance by contractors and national laboratories to the use of standards; and the past
lack of exercise of authority over DOE field offices by appropriate DOE officials in
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Headquarters. For reasons such as these, a set of coherent nuclear safety standards is
neither well-developed nor in systematic use at DOE defense nuclear facilities,

The Board’s approach to improving the development and use of safety standards
within the DOE has been to initiate a program to assess the adequacy of DOE’s
standards effort and to issue recommendations that require DOE to make improvements.
The Board issued two recommendations that deal explicitly with standards at the DOE
defense facilities. In Recommendation 90-2 the Board recommended that DOE identify
the applicable standards, assess their adequacy, and examine the extent to which they
have been implemented at each DOE defense nuclear facility.

Revision 3 of the DOE’s Implementation Plan for Recommendation 90-2 was
submitted to the Board in December, 1992, In it, DOE proposed to develop
Requirement Identification Documents (RIDs) for each of its defense nuclear facilities.
These documents are intended to document, for the first time, the sum of individual
requirements applicable to the life cycle phases of design, construction, operation, and
decommissioning. The requirements will include standards established by statutes,
regulations, DOE Orders, national consensus codes and standards, and other
requirements imposed by DOE on the Operating and Management (O&M) contractors
and laboratories at its defense nuclear facilities. The Board is following this
development with great interest.

In Recommendation 91-1 the Board recommended that DOE examine the extent
to which it has the organization and personnel in place to develop and implement
standards effectively and to begin the process of upgrading its safety standards. In
response to Recommendation 91-1, DOE developed a program for strengthening its
nuclear safety standards. DOE issued several new safety orders, and is reviewing the
staffing and qualifications of personnel involved in standards development and
implementation. DOE also begun to expand the role of technical standards applicable
to its facilities. The Board is also following DOE’s progress in this important area.

Until the Requirement Identification Documents are developed, DOE orders are
the primary mechanism used by DOE to impose requirements on its employees, its
O&M contractors, and its laboratories. These orders contain many requirements related
to health and safety and the environment. DOE instituted an order compliance and self-
assessment program to inform DOE management of the status of implementation of
DOE orders at its facilities. Self-assessments were performed by Defense Programs and
its O&M contractors at several defense nuclear facilities.

As mentioned earlier, the Board instituted its own program for assessing the
adequacy of requirements and standards at DOE defense nuclear facilities. In 1992, the
Board, its staff, and several of its contractors reviewed the status and use of safety
standards at several DOE defense nuclear facilities. In particular, the Board’s staff
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conducted reviews and prepared reports on the use of safety standards in areas such as
quality assurance, training, general design criteria, maintenance, radiation protection,
nuclear criticality safety, fire protection, emergency preparedness, and safety analysis at
the following DOE defense nuclear facilities: the K-Reactor, the HB-Line, and the
Replacement Tritium Facility at the Savannah River Site; Building 559 and 707 at the
Rocky Flats Plant; and selected facilities at the Pantex Plant and the Y-12 Plant.

In these reviews, the Board has seen increased emphasis by DOE and its O&M
contractors on key aspects of safety standards in both the written standard operating
procedures and the application of the standards at the facilities. The Board continues
to encourage DOE to examine the lessons learned at these facilities and to apply them
to other facilities within their cognizance.

The Board staff also reviewed the adequacy of requirements imposed in several
new draft DOE orders. Staff reviews and comparisons of proposed DOE requirements
with those applicable to licensed commercial facilities regulated by the Nuclear
Regulatory Comunission have shown a need for improvements in safety requirements
issued by DOE.

Frequent technical interchanges among Board staff, DOE, and DOE’s O&M
contractor personnel continue to emphasize that one of the Board’s criteria for judging
the safety of DOE defense nuclear facilities is the extent to which DOE uses adequate
safety standards. The Board and its staff continue to monitor DOE’s progress in this
important area.

g.  Systems Engineering and Systems Approach

Many of the safety issues and concerns at DOE facilities result from the
complexity of the facilities, processes, and missions. For these complex systems, DOE
or contractor actions taken to change or affect a part of the system can easily influence
or interact with other parts of the system. Therefore, any action related to one part of
the system must be evaluated for its potential effect on other parts of the system.
Examples of such actions are design, construction, maintenance, operation, and
decommissioning. Furthermore, activities which comprise these processes or actions are
linked and are interactive.

The most complex system being contemplated by the DOE at this time is the
Tank Waste Remediation System (TWRS) at the Hanford Site. The Board believes that
the systems approach and systems engineering in the TWRS project could be
considerably strengthened. Therefore, in Recommendation 92-4, the Board
recommended to the Secretary that actions be taken on the Multi-Function Waste Tank
Facility (MWTEF) project at Hanford to incorporate principles of systems engineering
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into the project. The MWTF project is a component of the overall TWRS system and
appears to be scheduled for completion prior to other parts of the system.

Furthermore, Recommendation 92-4 involves possible modification of long-
standing practices within DOE. These long-standing practices include segregation of the
design processes, construction, and operation of facilities. See discussion of
Recommendation 92-4 in Section IL.A.1.c.

2.  Overview of Improvements in Safety at DOE Defense Nuclear Facilities

The Board endeavors to ensure public health and safety by issuing formal
recommendations to the Secretary of Energy, and then tracking DOE’s implementation
of those recommendations. Nevertheless, the recommendation process is not the only
way in which the Board’s actions and activities have had a positive impact on procedures
and practices for ensuring nuclear safety by the Department of Energy. For example,
technical reviews, investigations, questions, and comments by individual members of the
Board or its staff and technical experts during briefings and site inspections also have
their effects. These frequently highlight issues and lead to self-initiated changes and
improvements in DOE’s practices and technical directions.

The Board believes that its activities have made significant contributions to
improving the level of DOE and contractor performance at defense nuclear facilities.
In the following sections, improvements are listed in which Board recommendations,
actions, and activities played substantial parts. As stated in last year’s Annual Report
to Congress, it is seldom possible to define which organization made the primary and
which the subsidiary contributions to initiating improvements. The process that was
defined in the enabling legislation empowers the Board to recommend, while the
decisions and the actions to implement belong to DOE. Some improvements are the
results of parallel initiatives in DOE and the Board. DOE must file its own separate
report to Congress that details the Department’s views regarding safety improvements
within the complex.

3.  Board Activities and Improvements at More Than One Facility
a.  Operator Training

In its second Annual Report, the Board recognized the improvements made in
training and qualification of operators and supervisors at the K-Reactor at Savannah
River, Building 559 at the Rocky Flats Plant, and at WIPP, following the issuance of
Recommendation 90-1 and the Board’s oversight of training at those sites. The
K-Reactor has an effective operator training and qualification program. At some
facilities, such as the Replacement Tritium Facility at the Savannah River Site, DOE and
its contractor have followed the K-Reactor’s example and have successfully applied the
principles of Board Recommendation 90-1 in developing effective operator training and
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qualification. However, other defense nuclear facilities reviewed by the Board and its
staff continue to exhibit deficiencies in training and the level of knowledge of their
operators and supervisors. DOE Orders on training and qualification provide the sound
primary requirements from which an adequate training and qualification program may
be developed. Nevertheless, the Board continues to find inadequate attention to training
by some senior DOE and contractor managers at many facilities.

Primarily as a result of assessments at the Hanford Site, the Pantex Plant, the
Savannah River Site non-reactor facilities, the Oak Ridge Y-12 Plant, and the Rocky
Flats Plant, the Board determined it was necessary to issue Recommendation 92-7, which
called for systematic improvements in the training and qualification programs of
contractor and DOE employees throughout the defense nuclear facility complex. DOE’s
response to Recommendation 92-7 was due on December 28, 1992. At year’s end, the
response had not been received by the Board. The full text of Recommendation 92-7
is presented in Appendix A of this report.

b.  Operational Readiness Reviews

Responding to a Board recommendation, DOE instituted a commendable process
covering operational readiness reviews (ORRs) for the start of new facilities or the
restart of those that have not been operated for some time. The Board believes that
such a carefully devised and executed process can add measurably to the assurance of
operational safety.

DOE and its contractors made improvements in the conduct of readiness reviews
during 1991, and continued to make improvements during 1992, in the selection of
qualified ORR teams, the development and execution of adequate ORRs, and
documentation of ORR results. DOE plans to select and train additional personnel to
properly conduct ORRs in the future.

Significant safety improvements were made at several facilities, partly as a result
of the Board’s oversight of ORR activities. DOE conducted several ORRs during 1992
at facilities in the nuclear weapons complex. Several key ORRs have been discussed
previously. At the Savannah River Site, ORRs were conducted to review proposed
processing of Plutonium-238 at the HB-Line and to initiate chemical operations at the
Defense Waste Processing Facility with non-radioactive feed. Also at Savannah River,
preparations were made for an ORR to be conducted at the Replacement Tritium
Facility (RTF) in 1993. An ORR was conducted for Building 707 at Rocky Flats. At
the Idaho National Engineering Laboratory an ORR was conducted for the restart of the
New Waste Calcining Facility within the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant.

The Board’s staff also reviewed the process to be used for conducting planned
ORRs for several facilities at the Hanford Site; several improvements to the process
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were made following discussions with Hanford Site personnel. In particular, the ORR
plans were significantly upgraded for the Uranium Oxide facility and the Fuel
Encapsulation Facility at the K-East Basin. Also, ORR plans were developed by DOE
for the Plutonium Reclamation Facility and the 242-A Evaporator, incorporating lessons
learned through interactions between DOE and the Board’s staff at other sites,

During 1992, the Board's staff closely monitored preparations for these ORRs and
observed their conduct. The staff reported to the Board on several aspects of the ORR
process as implemented by DOE throughout the complex. These included the following
important points:

»  The state of readiness of a facility to resume operations at the time an
ORR was initiated differed widely among facilities, with no apparent
rationale for the differences;

. The conduct of the reviews by the ORR teams (i.e., did they follow their
review procedures) was not always consistent, nor was it as comprehensive
as might be indicated by the procedures;

«  Inmany instances, the ORR was used more to compensate for management
weaknesses (i.e., by generating checklists for facility operations or Board
recommendations) rather than as a tool for management to confirm that a
facility is ready and safe to operate;

. ORRs by DOE should be performed only after the operating contractor
certifies that the facility is ready to operate;

«  The ORR teams’ technical capabilities were not consistently adequate.
Independence of ORR personnel from line responsibility was not always
present; and

«  The discipline and methodology used by DOE and its contractor to close
out ORR findings associated with starting operations varied greatly.

The Board’s review of ORRs led to the important conclusion that DOE lacked
effective standards for the conduct of ORRs. Such standards should address the points
just enumerated. '

While certain improvements were made by DOE and its contractors in the use
of ORRs during 1992, the inconsistencies in the conduct of ORRs at defense nuclear
facilities led the Board to issue Recommendation 92-6, which is presented in Appendix
A and discussed in Section ILA.l.e. This recommendation urges DOE to develop
effective standards for the conduct of ORRs. Consistent with the Board’s enabling Act,
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DOE agreed to inform the Board in the future whenever an ORR is anticipated for a
defense nuclear facility. The Board will continue to evaluate the DOE personnel
selected to participate in ORRs, review the standards used to conduct the ORR, and
assess the adequacy of ORR performance.

¢.  Standards, Including DOE Order Compliance

Some progress was made in 1992 by DOE in improving its safety standards
program. Much remains to be accomplished. Development of a full compendium of
suitable safety standards by DOE and a commitment to ensure that those standards are
effectively implemented at DOE defense facilities in design, construction, operation, and
decommissioning will require substantial effort. Nevertheless, commitment to these
objectives is necessary to achieve the improved safety culture which the Secretary is
endeavoring to establish in DOE.

Examples of the progress made by DOE in the standards arena during 1992 are
as follows:

+  The Implementation Plan for Board Recommendation 90-2 was re-worked
by DOE and re-submitted to the Board as Revision 3 in late December,
The Implementation Plan calls for the development of site and facility
specific requirements identification documents (RIDs) for all major defense
facilities with defined missions. The plan is being reviewed by the Board;

«  Some new and revised DOE Orders have reached the promulgation stage;

«  Three new DOE Orders on important safety subjects have been issned, and
several existing Orders have been revised and updated;

»  Understanding of the relationship of adequate standards to safety is
improving, particularly among the staffs of the DOE field offices and the
management and operating contractors;

«  There is evidence of heightened awareness among officers of parent
companies of DOE contractors of the importance of standards and the need
for establishing clear, corporate-level policies for their use; and

»  Pending the development of the RIDs per the Implementation Plan for
90-2, order compliance reviews are being conducted, and compliance with
Orders is being independently assessed by ORRs.

The above DOE actions represent positive steps toward the achievement of a
satisfactory DOE standards program.
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d. Continuing Emphasis on Seismic and Systems Engineering

As part of its ongoing oversight activities, the Board continues to devote attention
to the design adequacy of defense nuclear facilities. In particular, it will continue to
review the seismic and systems engineering aspects of new facilities and those older ones
with defined missions for continued use or standby roles. This emphasis arises from the
conviction that properly conceived and executed designs provide the foundation for safe
operation of facilities. The oversight activities follow a logical sequence of review of
safety analysis to ascertain design bases; review of the implementation of the design to
evaluate conformance with design bases; and review of the adequacy of the construction
process, the facility startup, and facility operation.

Progress has been made by DOE and its contractors at selected sites by taking
steps to review the adequacy of the existing facility designs, as for example, the
K-Reactor, and new facilities which are scheduled to start operation in the near future.
In particular, DOE and the Westinghouse Savannah River Company have been
conducting an intensive review of the adequacy of seismic and systems engineering
design at the HB-Line and the Replacement Tritium Facility. As stated previously, DOE
has accepted Recommendation 92-4, which deals with the organizational structure and
implementation of the Department’s safety goals at the Multi-Function Waste Tank
Facility at the Hanford Site, and is developing an implementation plan for that
recommendation. The design adequacy of the existing facilities at INEL-ICPP to safely
store spent nuclear fuel, and the facility modifications necessary to store additional spent
fuel in the existing facilities, are under detailed scrutiny by the DOE and its contractor.

e.  Conduct of Engineering and Construction

As required by its enabling legislation, the Board conducts reviews and
evaluations of the design of new DOE defense nuclear facilities before and during their
construction. As just stated, the Board performed reviews of the Multi-Functional Waste
Tank Facility (MWTF) project to be located at the Hanford Site in the State of
Washington. A detailed discussion of the Board’s review of the MWTF, and Board
Recommendation 92-4 which resulted from that review, is presented in Section ILA.1.c.

The Board plans to review other DOE defense nuclear construction projects using
similar criteria to those used for MWTF in the interest of protecting public health and
safety. The recommendation, and the principles upon which it is based, address a
continuing problem related to project execution by DOE. See Section ILA.1.c. Current
procurement and contracting systems divide projects into several parts usually with
different parties responsible for each. This practice causes a lack of continuity within
the project, and has historically been the cause of serious problems at several DOE
facilities. A number of the facilities constructed in this way function only poorly or not
at all, due to inadequate design and construction.

-32 .



f.  Unusual Occurrence Reporting (UOR)

DOE has been implementing a major change in its occurrence reporting system
through Secretary of Energy Notices and DOE Order revisions. This is an important
system for determining the causes of events and ensuring that effective corrective actions
are taken. In late 1990, the Board by letter identified its concerns regarding
implementation of the revised occurrence reporting system throughout DOE, and
requested follow-up briefings and additional information on specific procedures being
developed for the various defense nuclear facilities. In its December 19, 1991
Recommendation 91-6, the Board recommended that changes be made in the UOR
system to ensure that the root causes of unusual occurrences related to radiation
protection would be determined. During 1992, the Board continued to review the
implementation and effectiveness of the new DOE occurrence reporting system. Since
new DOE practices will take some time to become fully effective, the Board will
continue to review their implementation.

4. Board Activities and Improvements at the Rocky Flats Plant (RFP)

The Board continues to review a number of facilities and issues at RFP, with the
goal of adequate protection of public health and safety. The Board’s reviews were
structured around evaluating proposed resumption of plutonium operations on a
building-by-building basis; ensuring compliance with Board recommendations; and
assessing public health and safety aspects of the transition process being initiated at
RFP.

As reported previously in Section II.LA3.d., the Board’s Recommendations
regarding ORRs at Rocky Flats led to improvements in the ORR process for Building
559, which ultimately allowed resumption of operation in that Building. ORR activities
during 1992 focused on Building 707.

In February 1992, the Secretary of Energy announced that in light of international
developments, plutonium production operations at RFP would not be resumed.
Accordingly, DOE planned to confine future activities at RFP to cleaning out and
stabilizing process systems; decontaminating certain facilities; processing plutonium
residues; possibly transferring non-plutonium manufacturing to other locations;
maintaining a production contingency status in Building 707 pending completion of the
reconfiguration Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS); and providing
technical assistance in developing the design of a replacement facility to be evaluated
in the PEIS. The Board followed DOE’s activities in these areas, including development
of the RFP Mission Transition Program Management Plan, submitted to Congress in
July 1992.
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With a new mission, and the contingency of possible future production needs,
Building 707 is the next building at RFP in which DOE has indicated its intent to
resume certain plutonium operations. The Board, its staff, and outside technical experts
followed DOE’s preparations for and conduct of an ORR for this building. The
readiness review was limited to the operations planned for thermal stabilization of
plutonium residues to achieve a safer form for storage. The Board’s staff provided
continuous coverage of the ORR through its completion in November 1992. The
Board’s staff is scheduled for on-site presence up to and during startup operations.

The Board reviewed the team assigned to conduct the ORR and was satisfied that
the team was composed of competent individuals capable of providing a technically
sound and independent review of proposed operations. The Board, its staff, and outside
experts reviewed the criteria and the methodology for conducting the Building 707 ORR.
Based on staff review and discussions with DOE, improvements were made to the ORR
team’s criteria and the methodology for reviewing DOE Order Compliance.

In September 1992, the DOE-Rocky Flats Office and EG&G reported readiness
to proceed with the Building 707 ORR. The ORR was started and completed in
November 1992, after a break allowing several of the team members to participate in
a readiness review of the HB-Line at Savannah River. The Board’s staff and outside
experts monitored the conduct of the ORR. DOE’s compliance with DOE Orders and
application of industry and consensus standards, as envisioned in Recommendation 90-2,
received particular attention,

In December, 1992, the ORR team issued its report and briefed the Board on the
findings and observations from the review. At the end of 1992, DOE notified the Board
that it was close to concluding the corrective actions necessary for resumption as a result
of the ORR. The Board scheduled a public meeting and hearing to be held in Boulder,
Colorado in early 1993 to review final ORR results for Building 707.°

Several other Board recommendations of particular relevance to RFP were the
subject of ongoing review by the Board, the staff, and outside technical expert.
Recommendation 90-5, issued in May 1990, recommended that DOE develop and
establish a Systematic Evaluation Program (SEP) at RFP to ensure proper evaluation
and coordination of proposed long-term safety improvements and to address all
outstanding safety issues. Recommendation 90-6, issued in June 1990, recommended
that, prior to the resumption of plutonium operations at RFP, DOE prepare a program

SSubsequent to the close of calendar year 1992, DOE completed its ORRs, the Board
conducted public hearings on Building 707, and the Board determined that corrective
actions taken by DOE and the contractor were adequate responses to the Board’s
recommendations.
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to address the accumulation of fissile and other materials in ventilation ducts and related
systems. This was intended to reduce the potential for a criticality accident; to reduce
the amount of fissile material in order to improve radiation protection, and to remove
or substantially reduce the amount of fissile material that might be accidentally released
from the ducts. The subject of safety standards was addressed in Recommendations 90-2
and 91-1. These recommendations were borne in mind during the Board’s review of
standards used in buildings at the RFP in which plutonium operations were proposed for
resumption and other buildings there that DOE slated for transition.

Through regular site visits and the review of relevant documentation, the Board
will continue to carefully monitor DOE’s progress in implementing each of these
recommendations.

The Board will continue its review of other important safety issues including:

. Standards for the design, construction, and operation of nuclear facilities;

»  Training and qualification of plant operators;

. Fire protection program;

. Radioactive waste stabilization;

. System start-up test programs;

. Implementation of procedures for system operation, maintenance, and
surveillance in accordance with a "conduct of operations" philosophy;

. RFP safety analysis reports (SARs); and

«  Criticality safety.

The Board plans to expand its review to other areas of RFP while continuing to
monitor long-term improvernent of the kinds previously identified. Topics that will
receive increased emphasis include:

. Transition of facilities from an operational to a decommissioned status;

. Size reduction and storage of radioactive and mixed waste;

«  Preparation and storage of pondcrete;
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. Structural adequacy of plutonium storage facilities to meet hazards of
natural phenomena; and

»  Facility decontamination and site remediation.

The Board’s activities were significant contributions to the following achievements
at Rocky Flats (in many cases, they were the initiating and/or determining factor):

. Reduction of plutonium concentration in ventilation ducting;

. Improved assessment of routine releases of plutonium from operations
(past, present, and future);

. Improved storage of pits and other plutonium components;
. Assurance that operations in Building 559 will be useful in future cleanup;
. Improved safety analysis; and

. Adequacy of training and procedures for operations being restarted, or for
new operations being started.

5.  Board Activities and Improvements at the Savannah River Site

This and previous Annual Reports detailed some of the improvements which were
made at the Savannah River Site as a result of DOE’s having implemented Board
recommendations. See sections 11L.A3.a; II.LA3.b; ILA3.e; I.LA2.a; and ILA.2b. In
addition to the actions and follow-up activities associated with Recommendations 90-1,
90-2, 90-4, 90-5, 91-1, and 91-2, as they affect the SRS in whole or in part, the Board and
its staff continued to perform reviews of numerous major technical issues that can have
a direct impact on public health and safety and that may affect operation of the SRS
facilities. DOE made improvements in a number of technical areas, but the degree of
improvement varies from facility to facility in the following areas:

. Operational Readiness Reviews;

«  Seismic Design Basis and Adequacy;

+  System Definition and Design Basis;

+  FEffectiveness of Radiological Protection;

. Basis and Adequacy of Fire Protection;
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«  Effectiveness of Configuration Management and Quality Assurance; and
+  Conduct and Discipline of Operations.

While the Board initially focused its review on restart of the K-Reactor during
1991 and 1992, the other defense nuclear facilities at SRS also received attention. These
include:

«  Separations Facilities including the F-Canyon, FB-Line, H-Canyon and
HB-Line;

»  Tritium Facilities including the Replacement Tritium Facility (RTF);

. Waste Management Facilities including the Tank Farms, Defense Waste
Processing Facility, and other waste processing facilities;

. Material Storage Facilities; and
+  Weapons Component Storage Facilities.

In March 1992, the Board began an investigation into the ORR process and other
safety issues related to the restart of the HB-Line in the SRS separations facility. (See
Section ILA.l.a.) Early findings of the investigation led the Board to issue
Recommendations 92-1 and 92-3, requesting that DOE not restart the HB-Line until the
completion of the Board’s investigation and until DOE completed a proper ORR for
restart. DOE accepted these recommendations and conducted its ORR in October 1992.
As a result, numerous safety improvements were made at HB-Line, with corrective
actions being taken in the areas of fire protection, operator training, radiation protection,
and order compliance. The Board closely followed these restart efforts and held a public
hearing on December 15, 1992, to consider the restart of the HB-Line. The Board and
its staff will continue to monitor the actions of DOE and WSRC during the restart and
operation of the HB-Line facility in 1993 and 1994.

The Board noted that the "lessons learned" during the Board’s reviews of the SRS
reactors have not been used effectively at other SRS facilities. Because of the above
concerns, the Board intends to monitor a number of other SRS facilities that DOE plans
to start up and operate during 1993 and 1994. These include the following:
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1993

1994

H-Canyon;

Defense Waste Processing Facility (non-radioactive chemical testing at the
outset);

F-Canyon and FB-Line;
In-Tank Precipitation (non-radioactive chemical testing at the outset);
Replacement Tritium Facility; and

In-Tank Precipitation (radioactive operations).

New-Waste Transfer Facility;

F-Area Analytical Lab;

Plutonium Storage;

HB-Line Phase II;

Uranium Solidification Facility;

Defense Waste Processing Facility (radioactive operations); and

Consolidated Incineration Facility.

Continued Board attention to operator training and conduct of operations,
including on-shift technical capability, led to noticeable improvement in the level of
knowledge of the K-Reactor operators and in the technical ability of the K-Reactor
watch teams. Board effort and resources will continue to be applied to these and other
areas. If the "lessons learned" from the experience at K-Reactor will be transferred
across the site, the Board’s review efforts could be reduced accordingly and the
personnel involved in the reduction used at other sites.

The Board’s activities were significant contributions to the following achievements
at K-Reactor (in many cases, they were the initiating and/or the determining factor):
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6.

A safe upper limit to K-Reactor power, and assurance that operation will
not exceed such power;

Safety rods that will not melt in a conceivable abcident;
Development and institution of consistent and acceptable operating
procedures, including emergency procedures. The Board followed training
in the procedures and ensured their use;
Improved seismic resistance:

Air filters

Sub-surface grouting

Piping analysis

Equipment qualification

Stack

Structure reinforcing
Systematic improvement of heat exchangers;

Improved wiring of electrical systems important to safety, to cause them to
meet environmental demands;

Assurance that K-Reactor now meets commercial reactor site criteria;
Assurance that the core adequately meets specifications; and

Startup that ensured attention to the possibility of power oscillations from
layering of coolant and established that this did not occur.

Board Activities and Improvements at the Hanford Site

The Board continues to review a number of facilities and issues at the Hanford
Site with respect to public health and safety. Health and safety problems of most
concern at the Hanford Site are related to K-East Basin and the monitoring and storage
of high-level waste in underground tanks. Tank issues previously identified and pursued
by the Board include:

Ascertaining whether ferrocyanide compounds in single-shell tanks,
previously added to induce precipitation of fission product cesium, could
burn or explode under any realistically possible conditions, and cause fission
products to be released from the tanks; and
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»  Determining if the hydrogen and nitrous oxides released periodically from
some double-walled tanks (e.g., 101-SY) in a flammable and possibly
explosive mixture could react in a hazardous manner.

In these regards the Board documented its concerns in Recommendation 90-3
(March 1990) and expanded its views in Recommendation 90-7 (October 1990). In them
the Board recommended that DOE act expeditiously to quantify and mitigate these
safety concerns. Since then, the Board followed DOE’s progress toward understanding
these issues and associated physical phenomena and reaction chemistry.

While progress addressing these issues has been slower than desired, technical
investigations and assessment efforts have been accomplished. Studies on the
ferrocyanide tanks to date indicate very low probability for burning or explosions. As
a mitigating measure for Tank 101-SY, a mixer pump was developed and prepared for
installation. The pump is scheduled for installation and experimental operation in early
1993.

Additional high-level waste tank safety problems which have received and will
continue to receive increased attention from the Board include:

+  The release of vapors from some tanks (e.g., 103-C) containing significant
amounts of organic materials. Workers in the vicinity of such tanks
experienced adverse physical reaction caused apparently by the vapors;

. Under certain conditions, a flammable mixture could develop in the vapor
space of one of the tanks which contains organic material;

«  Fissile material inventories of many of the tanks are not sufficiently well
established for complete assurance that a criticality could not occur;

»  Several tanks (e.g., 106-C) contain high concentrations of fission products
that generate substantial heat and require cooling to keep temperatures
below boiling; and

«  Sixty-seven of the 149 single-shell tanks are suspected of leaking liquids to
the soil (On October 4, 1992, Tank 101-T was declared to be "an assumed
leaker").

The Board encouraged DOE to proceed expeditiously in obtaining the
information needed for the resolution of these issues. The Board intends to continue
to evaluate the possibility of safety hazards from the high-level waste storage tanks as
more information becomes available. In addition, the Board intends to ensure that the
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standards applicable to these facilities (Recommendation 90-2) are identified and will
monitor DOE’s progress in accordance with DOE’s 90-2 Implementation Plan.

The Board also initiated reviews of planned new construction projects intended
for use in treating the high-level wastes. In 1992, these were the Hanford Waste
Vitrification Plant (HWVP) and the Hanford Multi-Functional Waste Tank Facility
(MWTF). The Board expressed its concern as to the viability of the structural design
of the MWTF in Recommendation 92-4, issued on July 6, 1992,

Regarding the longer term objective of recovery and vitrification of the high level
wastes in the tanks, the Board encouraged and is following closely DOE’s attempts to
use a systems approach in defining and executing a program leading to waste
vitrification. DOE is in the process of defining a system concept that includes tank
storage, waste retrieval and processing, vitrification, and product storage as an integrated
Tank Waste Remediation System. A re-baselining study of site efforts is scheduled for
completion in early 1993,

The Hanford Site contains other major defense nuclear facilities, such as the
PUREX Plant, the Plutonium Finishing Plant (PFP), and the N-Reactor. These facilities
can be classified in three groups:

+  Those that will be returned to limited operation for purposes of material
stabilization or waste treatment;

. Those that are shut down or have no identified mission, and for which
major efforts are anticipated to place them in a long-term lay-up condition;
and

. Those that are in long-term lay-up awaiting decontamination and
decommissioning (D&D).

The Board is particularly interested in the activities associated with the
resumption of limited processing for cleanout purposes, scheduled to occur at PFP in
mid-1993. Such limited operations are intended to stabilize materials that are residuals
of the production era for this facility. Throughout the preparation, including the DOE
ORR and subsequent start-up, the Board, its staff, and outside technical experts will
monitor and review DOE’s related activities. Among other things, attention will be paid
to compliance with DOE Orders and applicable industry and consensus standards, as
envisioned in Recommendation 90-2.

Several other facilities are also scheduled to be returned to operation for limited
use in 1993, such as the Uranium Oxide Facility, the 242-A Evaporator, and the K-East
Basin (Fuel Encapsulation). There is a particular need to operate the latter facility due
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to the continued deterioration of irradiated fuel elements. The Board will continue to
evaluate activities at these facilities for potential impact on public health and safety.

DOE and hence the Board have not yet initiated any major efforts for facilities
destined for shut-down and lay-up. For the time being, the Board will monitor the
condition of these facilities at reasonable intervals.

The Board also performed several major broad-based reviews at the Hanford Site
related to subjects that have applicability across the site and the defense nuclear facility
complex. Topics include the use of codes and standards (Recommendation 90-2),
radiological protection (Recommendation 91-6), training and qualification
(Recommendation 92-7), and ORRs (Recommendation 92-6). Future work will include
updates at Hanford to assess status improverents in these areas as well as reviews of
additional topics such as formal conduct of operations and improvements in the DOE
Facility Representative program (Recommendation 92-2).

The Board’s activities were significant contributions to the following achievements
at Hanford (in many cases, they were the initiating and/or determining factor):

+  Start of installation of new thermocouple trees in nuclear waste tanks,
particularly those containing ferrocyanide compounds. Repair and return
to service of many existing thermocouples;

+  Accelerated chemical characterization of waste in tanks containing
ferrocyanide compounds, leading to some degree of reassurance concerning
safety of this waste against the possibility of explosion;

. Heightened attention to tanks undergoing slurry growth, especially 101-SY,
has led to improved understanding of the processes causing slurry growth,
and to plans to remediate the growth; and

«  Introduction of on-line recording of temperatures in watch list tanks.
7. Board Activities and Improvements at WIPP

During 1992 the Board, assisted by its staff and outside technical experts,
broadened its oversight of WIPP., The staff continues to track overall WIPP
developments and research to keep the Board fully informed about WIPP-related public
health and safety issues.

In 1991, DOE prepared a database describing the standards applied during design
and construction of WIPP in partial response to Recommendation 90-2
(safety standards). A report to the Board was issued in 1992. Subsequently, DOE

- 42 -



prepared an overall Recommendation 90-2 Implementation Plan and schedule for all
facilities under the Assistant Secretary for Environmental Restoration and Waste
Management, including WIPP.

On April 25, 1991, the Board issued Recommendation 91-3, recommending that
an independent and comprehensive DOE ORR be carried out at WIPP prior to
initiation of the planned test phase. As stated previously, the Secretary of Energy
accepted the Board’s recommendation, and an ORR was satisfactorily completed,

The Board’s staff continues to track the closure of a number of ORR findings
requiring long-term corrective action. A site visit was made in February 1992 in
conjunction with this effort. A second site visit was made by Board staff and outside
technical experts in March 1992 to follow-up on a readiness review finding involving the
organization, qualifications, and training of safety personnel at the WIPP site.

In July, 1992, the Board’s staff and outside technical experts made an initial review
visit to WIPP for the purpose of gathering documents related to safety standards.
Documents were collected regarding design standards, quality assurance, safety analysis,
configuration management, fire protection, maintenance, radiation protection, and waste
management, Review of these documents by the Board’s staff and outside experts
indicated that substantial progress was made in these areas by DOE and its contractors
at the site. In addition, the Board’s staff examined quality assurance issues relevant to
scientific data collection in connection with long-term performance assessment issues at
the site.

The Board and its staff are continuing to track the overall progress at WIPP, and
will monitor the technical and scientific aspects at WIPP as they relate to public health
and safety through and beyond completion of the planned test phase, which could begin
as early as July 1993. The Board’s staff plans to observe and track the WIPP readiness
reviews to take place prior to the startup of the test phase.

8.  Board Activities and Improvements at Fernald, Mound, and West Valley

The Board’s staff conducted initial visits to the Fernald Environmental
Management Project (FEMP) and the Mound Plant in November 1991. These visits
were intended as initial scoping visits to obtain information for formulation of future
review plans.

After these initial visits, the Board’s staff and outside technical experts conducted
several reviews of FEMP'’s preparations for stabilization of Uranyl Nitrate Hexahydrate
(UNH) liquid waste. Also, the Board’s staff followed DOE’s plans for removal and
disposal of other radioactive wastes at FEMP. These activities will continue into 1994,
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Because of the presence of defense wastes at the West Valley Demonstration
Project in New York and because of the waste vitrification efforts conducted there, the
Board believed it necessary to have its staff assess the activities at the site. The staff
made an initial visit in February of 1992 to become familiar with the vitrification process.
Additional reviews, on a limited basis, are planned in 1993 and 1994.

9. Board Activities and Improvements at Idaho Nuclear Engineering
Laboratory (INEL)

During 1992 the Board staff intensified its scrutiny of activities at the Idaho
National Engineering Laboratory (INEL) with primary emphasis placed on the Idaho
Chemical Processing Plant (ICPP). Site visits to the INEL by staff and outside experts
occurred in May, October, November and December.

The May visit emphasized seismic and systems evaluation of the high level waste
(HLW) tanks and vaults, HLW calcine storage bin sets, fuel storage basins, and
associated facilities and components of the ICPP.

During and subsequent to the May visit, staff and outside experts:

. Pursued the issue of structural integrity of the eleven 300,000 gallon stainless steel
HLW tanks, which are enclosed in concrete vaults;

. Reviewed severe accident scenarios analyzed in the plant safety analysis,
particularly the potential for a release of calcined high-level radioactive waste to
the environment, with associated potential dose consequences;

. Reviewed the seismic qualification of both the CPP-603 and CPP-666 basins;

. Probed the physical condition of the older, unlined concrete fuel storage basins
at CPP 603, in view of the possibility of deterioration due to exposure to water
with a high chloride concentration;

. Briefly reviewed the condition of groundwater at the site; and

. Identified for future review the issue of the potential impact on criticality safety
of re-racking plans for the newer CPP-666 basins.

The October, November, and December trips focused on progress of operational
readiness reviews for restart of the New Waste Calcining Facility following an extended
shutdown. Questions from the Board’s staff prompted DOE to conclude that a more
comprehensive readiness review than originally planned was appropriate, Findings made




during the enlarged readiness review led to improvements in the safety of calciner
operations.

10. Board Activities and Improvements at Qak Ridge Y-12 Plant

Board Members and staff made four trips to Y-12 during 1992. Technical
subjects addressed include radiological controls, waste management, emergency
preparedness, training and qualification of personnel, criticality safety, safety analysis,
material storage, and compliance with DOE Orders and other standards. An area of
particular importance is the role played by Y-12 in the dismantlement of nuclear
weapons.

Other Board activities included reviews of documents in connection with such
issues as conduct of readiness reviews at Y-12, disassembly operations, environmental
monitoring, and modifications to the electrical distribution system. Information gained
from evaluations concerning Y-12 was factored into a number of Board
recommendations, including 92-2, 92-5, 92-6, and 92-7.

The Board plans to expand its oversight of operations at Y-12 in the coming year
and follow up on issues previously raised, Additional reviews of chemical hazards,
environmental remediation and restoration, and special nuclear material storage are
planned for the near future.

C. ADMINISTRATIVE AND MANAGEMENT ISSUES
1.  Litigation

In early 1990, the Energy Research Foundation and the Natural Resources
Defense Council (Petitioners) challenged the Board’s position that it was not an "agency”
for purposes of the Sunshine Act and the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA).
Petitioners initially sought an injunction against Board activities, including site visits,
until Board regulations implementing the Sunshine Act and FOIA were promulgated.
Faced with Board opposition, the Petitioners dropped this aspect of their request for
relief. The District Court ruled in favor of the Board on all issues, finding that the
Board was not an agency. Energy Research Foundation v. Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety
Board, 734 F. Supp. 27 (D.D.C. 1990). On appeal, the Circuit Court of Appeals
reversed, ruling that "the Board . . . must be considered an ’agency’ within the meaning
of both statutes." Energy Research Foundation v. Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board,
917 F.2d 581, 585 (D.C. Cir. 1990).

The Board did not await an order from the district court on remand, but
immediately began developing Sunshine Act rules. In accordance with the Circuit Court
of Appeals’ ruling and mandate of December 14, 1990, the Board promptly published
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proposed rules implementing the Sunshine Act. After receipt of a single set of public
comments from the same Petitioners, the Board amended certain aspects of its rules,
published its response to the comments, and promulgated its final Sunshine Act rules.
Petitioners then filed a Petition for Review with the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals
challenging a single provision of the Board’s rule which allows closure of Board meetings
involving formal recommendations to the Secretary of Energy or the President. Both
sides briefed the issues and oral argument was conducted by the Court on November 14,
1991.

On July 24, 1992, the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals decided that the Defense
Nuclear Facilities Safety Board’s enabling statute permitted closed Board meetings on
recommendations for the President or the Secretary of Energy regarding health and
safety issues at DOE defense nuclear facilities. NRDC/ERF v. Defense Nuclear Facilities
Safety Board, No. 91-1199 (D.C. Cir., July 24, 1992). The Board’s enabling statute
provides for public availability of Board recommendations "after receipt by the Secretary
of Energy" or the President in appropriate cases. 42 U.S.C. §2286d(a); g(3). Therefore,
the court concluded that Board discussions on such recommendations could be held in
closed meetings under the Government in the Sunshine Act, 5 U.S.C. §552b (1988).

Petitioners became aware of the adverse decision on July 24, 1992, and chose to
petition the Court of Appeals for rehearing, with a suggestion that the rehearing be
conducted en bang. That petition for rehearing was denied on October 9, 1992,
NRDC/ERF v. Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, No. 91-1199 (D.C. Cir., October
9, 1992). Pursuant to the Board’s bill of costs, the Court of Appeals awarded costs
against the Petitioners, Natural Resource Defense Council and Energy Research
Foundation, on November 16, 1992, Costs were subsequently paid in full by Petitioners.
On December 23, 1992, Petitioners requested that the Supreme Court grant an extension
of time (30 days) in which to file a petition for certiorari with the Supreme Court. The
Petitioners have been allowed through February 8, 1993, to file a petition for certiorari
to the Supreme Court.

2. Investigations

During 1992, the Board directed the General Counsel to establish a legal and
technical investigative team and conduct four formal investigations of health and safety
issues at defense nuclear facilities pursuant to 2286b(b). One of the investigations
disclosed safety deficiencies sufficient to cause the Board to issue recommendations to
the Secretary of DOE regarding ORRs at the HB-Line, Savannah River Site. See pages
3 to 4 above. Separate reports were issued on the investigations,
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3.  Personnel and Recruitment

The identification and hiring of professional personnel with outstanding
qualifications is critical to the successful accomplishment of the Board’s mission.

As of December 31, 1992, the Board had hired 84 full-time employees including
a full-time Site Representative at the Department of Energy’s Pantex facility, Amarillo,
Texas. During 1992, the Board reviewed 2,263 applications for employment and
conducted 84 sets of interviews. This effort is necessary to recruit highly-qualified
employees with exceptional scientific, engineering, or legal backgrounds who can
effectively carry out the specialized work required.

Due to the excepted appointment authority granted by Congress, the Board has
been able to achieve progress in hiring engineering and scientific personnel of the
highest calibre to address the health and safety questions associated with the design,
construction, operation, and decommissioning of DOE’s defense nuclear facilities. This
excepted appointment authority has enabled the Board to significantly strengthen its
ability to compete with other excepted Federal agencies and the private sector for the
talent to properly perform its mission. Prior to this autbority the Board was unable to
significantly increase its technical staff.

The Board has been able to hire outstanding technical talent with extensive
backgrounds in nuclear, mechanical, electrical, chemical, and metallurgical engineering
and physics, using a nationwide recruiting campaign. As an indication of the Board’s
technical talent, 18 percent of the staff hold degrees at the Ph.D. level and 61 percent
have degrees at the Masters level. In addition, almost all technical staff members,
except Interns, possess practical nuclear experience gained from duty in the U.S. Navy’s
nuclear reactor program or the civilian reactor industry. Additionally, three other senior
members of the Board’s staff have law degrees (JD) as well as degrees in a technical
specialty. The Board plans to continue its aggressive program to attract and hire
additional technical staff with backgrounds commensurate with the Board’s public health
and safety responsibilities.

4, Technical Intern Program

In September 1991, the Board initiated a Technical Intern Program designed to
aid in the recruitment and development of the Nation’s top engineering graduates. After
an extensive recruitment and interview program, eight interns with superior academic
accomplishments in an engineering discipline and other attributes that indicate the
potential for effective performance joined the Board’s technical staf{ during the latter
half of 1992. The recruitment and selection methods used have proven very effective as
the Interns all have demonstrated themselves to be outstanding in their work and
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academic programs. Board staffing projections include the recruitment of three technical
interns in 1993,

5.  Regulatory Agenda

The Board aggressively pursued its agenda for promulgating administrative
regulations required by law for operation of an agency. Although time-consuming and
resource intensive, substantial progress was made. The Board now has final rules
covering the Government in the Sunshine Act, the Freedom of Information Act (FOILA),
Contractor and Consultant Conflicts of Interest, and the Privacy Act. During 1992,
preliminary work was also completed on the following regulations: Employee Standards
of Conduct and Conflicts-of-Interests and Equal Employment Opportunity.

II. LEGISLATIVE CHANGES AFFECTING BOARD PLANNING FOR 1993 AND
BEYOND

A, INCLUSION OF PANTEX PLANT AND NEVADA TEST SITE WITHIN
BOARD'S JURISDICTION

Two new responsibilities were assigned to the Board late in 1991 that have had,
and will continue to have, a significant impact on the Board’s mission, both short-term
and long-term. First, Congress amended the Board’s enabling Act, broadening the
Board’s jurisdiction over defemse nuclear facilities to include the assembly and
disassembly of weapons and the testing of weapons. The significant reduction in nuclear
arms by the Soviet Union and the United States projected for the next several years
caused an increase in weapons disassembly activity at certain defense nuclear facilities,
particularly the Pantex facility.

Second, the Board plans substantial expansion of activities related to
decontamination and decommissioning (D&D) of defense nuclear facilities within the
DOE complex during the next year and for the foreseeable future. Because of the
President’s and the Secretary of Energy’s plans to consolidate and modernize the nuclear
weapons complex, oversight of D&D activities is currently planned for certain facilities
at Fernald, Mound, Savannah River, Hanford, and elsewhere throughout the weapons
complex. Until the President’s plans are finalized, however, the Board’s oversight
planning for D&D activities cannot be completed.

The Board’s activities were significant contributions to the following achievements
at Pantex (in many cases, they were the initiating and/or the determining factor):
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«  Institution of a practice whereby the responsible DOE laboratories (Los
Alamos, Livermore, Sandia) review procedures for disassembly of nuclear
weapons, for identification of potential safety questions;

«  Improved conduct of operations in disassembly of nuclear weapons;

«  Safety analysis initiated for some facilities where none had been done
before, and up-dated safety analysis where it had been done some years
ago; and

. Start of engineering analysis of competence, under enviromumental stress, of
facilities for storage of pits and nuclear weapons awaiting disassembly.
Included in the analysis are effects of possible aircraft crashes.

B. OTHER CONGRESSIONAL MEASURES CONCERNING BOARD
ACTIVITIES

1,  Resumption of Plutonium Operations in Buildings at the Rocky Flats Plant

Section 3133 of Public Law 102-190 of the recently enacted Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993 provided the following:

(a) RESUMPTION OF PLUTONIUM
OPERATIONS.—The Secretary of Energy may not resume
plutonium operations in a plutonium operations building at
the Rocky Flats Plant, Golden, Colorado, until the Defense
Nuclear Facilities Safety Board determines, to the
satisfaction of the Board, that the Secretary’s response to
the Board’s recommendations numbered 90-2, 90-5, and 91-1
adequately protects public health and safety with respect to
the operation of such building.

At the close of 1992, the Board scheduled activities, including public hearings and
meetings, designed to allow the Board to fulfill this statutory obligation regarding the
proposed resumption of plutonium operations in Building 707 at Rocky Flats.

2.  Nuclear Waste Storage and Environmental Remediation

Congress also called for expansion and acceleration of Board activities related to
nuclear waste storage, and safety and health issues associated with environmental
restoration activities at defense nuclear facilities. The Board’s statutory employee ceiling
was raised from 100 to 150 full-time equivalents. Congress deemed this change
necessary to accommodate the Board’s increased responsibilities in 1992 and beyond.

- 49 -



APPENDIX A




22732

Federal Register / Vol. 57, No. 104 / Friday, May 29, 1992 / Notices

DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES
SAFETY BOARD

[Recommendation 92-1)

Operational Readiness of the HB-Line
at the Savannah River Site

‘AGENCY: Defense Nuclear Facilities

Safety Board.
AcTiION: Notice; recormmendation.

summARyY: The Defense Nuclear
Facilities Safety Board has made a
recommendation to the Secretary of
Energy pursuant t6 42 U.S.C. 2288a
concerning operational readiness of the
HB-Line at the Savannah River Site. The
Board requests public comments on this
recommendation.
DATES: Comments, data, views, or
arguments concerning this
recommendation are due on or before
June 29, 1992.
ADDRESSES: Send comments, dala,
views, or arguments concerning this
recommendation to: Defense Nuclear
Facilities Safety Board, 625 Indiana
Avenue, NW., suite 700. Washington,
DC 20004.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Kenneth M. Pusateri or Carole J.
Council, at the address above or
telephone (202) 208-6500.

Dated: May 22, 1992,
Jobn T. Conway,
Chairman. .

Dated: May 21, 1992,

The Board is presently completing an
investigation of the readiness of
resumption of operations at the HB-Line
ot the Savannah River Site. This
investigation raises a number of
significant safety issues that the Board
believes must be discussed and resolved
before the resumption should eccur.

Therefore, the Board recommends
that:

* DOE defer resumption of processing
at the HB-Line for the present, pending
issuance of the report of the Board's
investigation, resolution of the issues.
and possible further Board action.

In order that this matter can be deslt
with expeditiously, we are giving high
priority to completing the report
embodying the results of the
investigation.

John T. Conwaey.
Chairman.

Appendix—Tanswittal Lotter to the
Secretary of Eaergy

Defense Nuclear Fadilities Safety Board
Moay 21. 1992

The Honorable Jomes D. Watkins,
Secretary of Energy, Washington, DC 20585,

Dear Mr, Secretary: On May 21. 1892, the
Defense Nuclear Facilities Salety Board, in
accordance with 42 U.S.C. 2288a({5).
unonimously approved Recommendation 92-1
which is enclosed for your consideration.
Recommendation 92-1 deals with operational
reediness of the HB-Line at the Savannah
River Site.

42 U.S.C. 2288d{a) requires the Board, after
receipt by you, to promptly make this
recommendation available to the public in
the Department of Energy’s regional public
reading roome. The Board believes the
recemmendation containe no information
which is claasified or otherwlse restricted To
the extent this recommendation does not
include information restricted by DOE under
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, 42 U.S.C.
2161-886, 8s amended. please arrange to have
this recommendation promptly placed on file
in your regional public reading rooms.

The Board will publish this
recommendation In the Pederal Reglster.

Sincerely,
John T. Conway.

Chairman,

‘Enclosure.

|FR Doc 92-12514 Filed 5-28-92: 8:45 am]
BILUNG CODE 8820-KD-M
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DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES
SAFETY BOARD

[(Recommendation 92-2]
DOE’s Facility Representative Program
at Defense Nuclear Facilities

AGENCY: Defense Nuclear Facilities
Safety Board.

ACTION: Notice; recommendation.

SUMMARY: The Defense Nuclear
Facilities Safely Board has made a
recommendation to the Secretary of
Energy pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 2288a
concerning DOE's facility représentative
program at defense nuclear facilities.
The Board requests public comments on
this recommendation,

DATES: Comments, data, views, or
arguments concerning this
recommendation are due on or before
July 8, 1992

ADDRESSES: Send comments, datas,
views, or arguments concerning this
recommendation to: Defense Nuclear
Facilities Safety Board, 625 Indiana
Avenue NW.,, suite 700, Washington, DC
20004.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Kenneth M. Pusateri or Carole J. Council,
at the address above or telephone (202)
208-640Q.

Dated: May 29, 1992
John T. Conwsy,
Chairmon.

DOE's Facility Representative Program
at Defense Nuclear Facilities

Dated: Moy 28. 1992

Department of Energy {DOE) Order
5000.3A, Occurrence Reporting and
Processing of Information, establishes a
policy “to assure that both DOE and
DOE contractor line management,
including the Office of the Secretary,
tbe) kept fully and currently informed of
all events which could affect the health
and safety of the public.” As a central
feature of the measures used to '
implement thia policy. the order defines
the position “DOE Facility
Representative™ as follows:

* DOE Facility Representative. For each
major facility or group of lesser facilities, un
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individual * * * assigned responsibility by
the }Head of the Field Organization for
monitoring the performance of the focility
and its operations. This Individual shall be
the primary point of contoct with the
contractor ond will be responsible to the
eppropriate Program Secretarial Officer
(PSQ) and Hesad of Field Organization = = * *
|emphasis added]

In addition, DOE Order 5480.19,

Conduct of Operations Requirements for -

.DOE Facilities. directs that “operations
at DOE facilities be * * * conducted in
a manner to assure an acceplable level
of safety.” and specifies that DOE
Facility Representatives be “assigned
responsibility [to} oversee the day-to-
day conduct of operations * * *in
accordance with * * * direction
received from the Program Manager.”
Secretary of Energy Notice SEN-6E~92,
Departmental Organization and
Management Arrangements, extends
this chain of responsibility, holding
Program Managers accountable to
Program Secretarial Officers (PSOs),
who in turn are “accountable 1o [the
Secretary] for their respective programs,
including safety of the workers and the
public » ¢ *.

Recogmzing the importance of thcse
positions with regard to assuring
adequate protection of the public health
and safety at DOE defense nuclear
facilities, the Board reviewed existing
department-wide guidance on the
selection, training and responsibilities of
DOE Facility Representatives. DOE
Order 5000.3A and DOE Order 5480.19
{both cited above). provide only limited
details concerning DOE Facilities
Representative duties and
responsibilities: moreover, there are no
orders that prescribe sny guidance for
selection and training of DOE Facility
Representatives, nor any effective
guidance for establishing the duties and
responsibilities associated with these
positions. (See Appendix A)

Having made numerous reviews
throughout the DOE defense nuclear
focilities complex, the Board notes that
the DOE managers for several facilities
in the defense nuclear complex have
begun to establish formal Facility
Representative programs. However,
these programs are operating without
centralized direction. Generally, this is
resulting in widely differing
qualifications, duties. and
responsibilities for DOE Facility
Reprasentatives from facility to facility.
even at the same site. For example, DOE
Facility Representatives encountered by
the Board have ranged from personne!
holding doctoral degrees to summer
interns (college students).

This situation could result in failure
by DOE to achieve the level of technical

vigilance necessary to assure the safe
operation of the department’s defense
nuclear facilities. The Board believes
that the performance of the interrelated
safely, technical, and management
functions by DOE Facility
Representatives would be enhanced if a
formal gualification program for these
positions, commensurate with their

importance, was promulgated at the

department level and implemented
throughout the defense nuclear facilities
complex.

Therefore, the Board recommends that
for defense nuclear facilities:

1. The Secretary of the Department of
Energy expeditiously carry out a
comprehensive analysis of the existing
DOE Facility Representative programs.,

a. The analysis should be conducted
under the direction of 3 senior
individual who has demonstrated high
technical and managerjal ability and has
demonstrated an understanding of the
use of facility representatives.

b. The analysis should emphasize the
identification of those aspects of the
existing programs that either support or
impede the achievement of DOE
objectives for assuring the protection of
public health and safety. Consideration
should be given to evaluating:

{1) Qualification requirements and
recruitment practices employed in
selecting prospective DOE Facility
Representatives;

{2) General and facility-specific
training and examination requirements
and practices necessary 1o prepare
prospective DOE Facility
Representatives for field assignments,
and to maintain their proficiency,

{3) DOE Eacility Representative duties,
and responsibilities;

(4) Existing supervision and
management of the Facility
Representative posilion, now provided
by several individuals if some facilities.
especially inquiring whether there are
clear lines of responsibilities with both
the contractor end DOE line
management;

{5) Criteria and practices for assigning
DOE Facility Representatives 1o each
defense nuclear facility; and

(8) DOE personnel practices and
procedures that provide incentives and
impediments to making the position of
DOE Facility Representative altractive
and career-enhancing. At a minimum,
restraints imposed by the practice of
measuring responsibility predominantly
in terms of numbers of individuals
supervised'should be addressed.

¢. The analysis should identify
practices employed in successful
Facility Representative programs
outside of the defense nuclear facilities

complex that are appropriate for the
DOE Facility Representative Program.

d. At the conclusion of the analysis,
an estimate should be prepared of the
personnel and management resources
that would be required to establish and
maintain an effective DOE Facility
Representative Program, and which
reflects the results of the analysis,

2. Utilizing the results of the
comprehensive analysis, the Secretary
of the Department of Energy establish a
formal program to select, train, and

 assign DOE Facility Representatives for

the defense nuclear facilities.

a. In establishing thié program, DOE
should be prepared to modify personnel
practices and programs as necessary 1o
establish a beneficial and effective DOE
Facility'Represenmtive Program.

b. This program should give
consideration to:

(1) Delineating DOE Facility
Representative selection requirements,
including specified standards of
educational achievement, professional

. experience, technical aptitude, and

forcefulness;

(2) Establishing DOE Facility
Representative training requirements,
including a formal centralized core
training program, a formal site- and
facility(s}-specific training program, and
a conlinuing education and
Improvement program, each-including
periodic objective examinations;

(3) Defining DOE Facility
Representatives duties and
responsibilities, bdth generically and
with regard to each facility in every
mode of operation including transition
states such as between PSO's; and

(4) Establishing formal requirements

_to specify those activities or facilities

requiring the assignment of DOE Facility,
Representatives.

John T. Conway.
Chairman.

Appendix A—Review of DOE Facility/
Site Representative Position
Descriplions

The DNFSB staff has reviewed several
current or proposed position descriptions,
defining the duties and responsibililies of
DOE Facility/Site Represeniatives at
Savannuh River, Richland, Idaho Nationul
Engincering Laboratory (INEL). Rocky Flats,
and the Waste Iselation Pilot Plint (WIPP),
Buscd on these position descriptions, there
appears to be a wide disparity In the duties
and qualifications for DOE Facility/Site
Representatives from facility to facility. The
laock of any effective guidance in establishing
the duties and responsibilitics associated
with these positions is supported by the
following observotions.
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The posilion deacription lor the Focility
Representotive. WIPP Project Office,
[Genersal Engineer GM—801-13) most closely
tracks the definition of a "DOE Facility
Representative”™ us defined in DOE Order
5000-3A. The position description properly
summarizes the major duties of the facility
representative as follows:

“Conducts daily on-site evaluation.of
contractor operations with emphasis on
personnel health and safety. vuclesr safety, |
environmental protection, facility
modifications end maintenance, and
formality of operations. Assures aafe
operations ! the facility at all times, This is
accomplished by frequent walk-through
inspections of all facility spaces, observation
of facility activities. and continuous interface
with contractor personnel ai all levels.
Deficiencies or concemns are resoived directly
with the contractor Facility Manager {with
timely appropriate notification to DOE
management of the actions taken) or, as
necesaary, are elevated through DOE line
management up to the Operations Office
Manager and the Headquarters Program
Manager.

“Serves a3 the primary conduit of
information concerning facility operations for
DOE management. Maintaing awareness of
all activities, ongoing and planned, ai the
facility through discuasions with personnel ot
all levels, through participations In meetings
on daily operations end problem resolution..
as well as short ond long range planning. and
through problem identification and reselution
resulting from inlerfacing with personnel at
all levels on watk-through inspections and
observetion of operations. Is responsible for
assuring thot inspections, observations, and
digcussions are sufficiently frequent and
timely to ensure cusrent knowledge of
operationa at all times.

~Is normally the first point of contact for
DOE in.all event notifications and is
available to respond 1o the facility around-
the-clock, Serves as the primary DOE expert
regarding operational activities and problem
identification and resolution.”

In contrast. the position description for the
Site Represenfative, Chemical Processing
Plant Branch, INEL. includes the following
definition of duties:

“Performs surveillance of the facilities to
assure that work is being done in accordance
with applicable safety standards and
specifications, and spproved operating and
work conirol procedures. Facility shutdown
authority rests with the Assistant Manager
for Nuclear Programs. The Site
Representative may exercise thia avthority,
ofter contacting the AM/NP, when in hia
opinion, operstions may result in undue risk
to health, safety, or the environment. If time
permits. such sclion will be coordinated with
the MPD Director, AM/ES&H, und ID
manager. In cases other than imminent
danger. the Site Representative will fivst
bring the matter to the attention of facility
management. If resolution iz not renched, the
Site Representative witl 'go through normal
DOE~ID line management for directing sny
change in operations,”

The level of knowledge required of
Individuals aasigned 10 these positions vories
widely among the position descriptions

seviewed. All of the position descriptions
suffer from a lack of specificity a8 to how an
applicant or an incumbent.in these positions
will be required to demonstrate his or her
proficiency in meeting any of the “Knowledge
Requirements™ stated in the position
description. In fact, no leve) of educational
schievement is cited in any of the position
descriptions. The Facllity Representative
position description for the WIPP Project
Oifice does dite a Professional Engineer
license as being highly desirable, but not
required. This position description also
establishes several performance criteria,
including:

*“The ebility to complete training on safety
and environmental regulotory issues, and to
apply general and site-apecific training
toward the demonstration of detailed
knowledge of safety-related systema design
basis, functions, and operational
characteristics,™

The position descriptions reviewed are not
consistent in the assignment 'of
responsibilities and compensation incentives,
11 is not readily discemable a3 to how certain
DOE Facility/Site Representatives are given
General Schadule classifications (e.g. GS-13)
whereas selected DOE Facility/Site
Representatives are included in the DOE
Performance Management Recognition
System. This latter system, based on the
concept of pay. for performonce, is used for
individuals assigned 1o supervisory or policy
influencing positions. A convincing argument
can be made thot 2 DOE Facility/Site
Representative influences the operational
policies and procedures for assigned facilites
and, therefore, should be assigned 10 this pay
for performance incentive system.

Appendix B—Transmitial Latter to the
Secretary of Energy

DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES SAFETY
BOARD

625 Indiana Avenve, NW, Suite 700,

Washington, D.C. 20004, (202) 2068-6+400 A FTS

26864900 .

Jobn T. Conway. Chairman, A_]. Eggenberger,
Vice Chairman, John W. Crawford. Jr.,
Flerbert John Cecil Kouts

Moy 28, 1992,

The Honorable James D. Watkins,
Secretary of Energy.
Woashington, DC 20585

Desar Mr. Secretory: On May 28, 1992, the
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, In
wecordance with 42 U.S.C. 2296a(5).
vnonimously approved Recommendation 92-2
which is enclosed for your consideration.
Recommendation 92-2 desls with DOEs
Jocility representative program at defense
nuclear facilities.

42 U.S.C. 2288d{a} requires the Board, alter
receipt by you. to prompily make this
recommendation available to the public in -
the Deportment of Energy's regionst public
reoding rooms. The Doard belicves the
recommendation contsins no informstion
which ia classified or otherwise restricted. To
the extent this recommendation does not
include information restricted by DOE vnder
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, 42 US.C,
216168, a0 omended. please amange 1o have
this recommendation promptly plsced on file
In your regional public reading rooms.

The Board will publish this

recommendation in the Federal Register.
Sincerely.

John R. Conway,

Choirman.

Enclosure

IFR Doc, 92-32998 Filed 8-3-92; 8:45 am}

BILLING CODE 6820-KD-M
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[Recommendation 92-3)

Operational Readiness Reviews for the
HB-Line at the Savannah River Site,
Alken, SC

AGENCY: Defense Nuclear Facilities
Safety Board.

ACTION: Notice recommendation.

summARyY: The Defense Nuclear
Facilities Safety Board has made a
recommendation to the Secretary of
Energy pursuant to 42 U.5.C. 2286a
concerning operational readiness
reviews for the HB-Line at the Savannah
River Site, Aiken, South Carolina. The
Board requests public comments on this
recommendation.

DATES: Comments, dala, views, or
arguments concerning this
recommendation are due on or before
july 6, 1992.
ADDRESSES: Send comments, data,
views, or argurnents concerning this
recommendation to: Defense Nuclear
Facilities Safety Board, 825 Indiana
Avenue NW., suite 700, Washington, DC
20004.
FOR FUATHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Kenneth M. Pusateri or Carole .
Council, at the address above or
telephone (202) 208-6400.

Dated June 1, 1592,
joho T. Conway,
Choirmen.

|Recommendation 92-3)

Operational Readiness Reviews for the
HB-Line at the Savannab River Sile,
Aiken, South Carolina

Dated: May 29, 1992,

As indicated in our recent
Recommendation 92-1, the Board is
continuing it3 oversight and
investigation of health and safety issues
related to the proposed resumption of
plutonium processing in the FHB-Line at
the Savannah River Site. South Carolina.
Our review of Department of Energy
(DOE) and contractor documents, 83
well as other information obtained
during the investigation to date, leads
the Board to conclude that the
Operational Readiness Review (ORR) of
the HB-Line conducted by Westinghouse
Savannah River Company (WSRC)
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during the summer of 1991, and DQE's
subsequent review called an “ORE",
were premature, limited in scope. and
inadequate. Moreover, some of the
conclusions reached seem suspect. The
Board was particularly concerned that
some safety issves requiring resolution
prior to resumption of operations
(Category 1) were reclassifiec ss post-
resumption issues (Category 2), without |
the concurrence of certain DOE team
members, raising a question regarding
the supportability of the findings. The
ORRs did not ensure adequate
resolution and closure of safety and
health issues associated with the MB-
Line, which had not been operated since
1987. When attempts were made to
resume operations in the HB-Line during
the summer of 1991, following the ORRs,
a series of radiological exposures to
workers and other safety incidents
occurred, causing operations 10 be
suspended. In October of 1001, the HB-
Line resumed operations until March of
1992, when operations were again
suspended due to an unreviewed safety
question. The Office of Nuclear Safety's
review, as well as other agsessments of
HB-Line, identified safety issues which
atill have not been resolved.

The Department has placed a priority
upon safety resuming HB-Line
operations to meet commitments made
to NASA. While recognizing that the
HB-Line may not pose an undue risk 10
the off-site public, the Board remains
concerned with protection of on-gite
personnel, since an adequate
assessment of operational readiness has
not been conducted. nor has an
adequate asgessmen! of an accidental
ground level release been performed.

The Board has determined that the
conduct of adequate and thorouvgh
ORRS by WSRC and DOE are essentisl
for identifying and resolving remaining
health and salety issves-affecting
workers, and ot the same time promptly
achieving readiness for restart,

Therefore, the Board recommends
that. prior to resuming operations in the
HB-Line:

1. DOE direct WSRC to reopen its
ORR, and that WSRC and DOE conduct
sdequate ORRs in accordsance with
previous Board recommendations and
DOE implementation plans for ORRs a2t
other facilities.

2. Comprehensive criterin documents
be established for judging and
measuning readiness 1o restart, The
criterio documents should include the
bases for judging which safety issues
must be resolved prior to resumption.
and which issues may be deferred for

‘resolution subsequent to restart,

3. WSRC jssue a Readiness to Proceed
Memorandum requesting DOE epproval
for resumption of operations after
WSRC has completed its ORR end has
determined that safety issues
appropriate for clogure prior to
resumption have been adequately
resolved.

4. DOE provide whatever assistance it
deems eppropriate to WSRC during the
contractor's conduct of its ORR,
recognizing that such assistance is
separate and distinct from DOE’s
subsequent and ifdependent execution
of its own ORR.

5. A DOE ORR team, including a
Senior Advisory Group, conduct an
independent and comprehensive ORR
for HB-Line after {a) WSRC has
conducted an adequate ORR and issued
a Readiness to Proceed Memorandum
requesting DOE approval for resumption
of approval of resumption of operations,
and (b) DOE has sufficient reason to
believe that significant deficiencies
affecting the resumption and safe
operation of HB-Line have been
corrected by the contractor.

8. The DOE ORR team consist of
experienced individuals whose
backgrounds collectively include all
important facets of the operations
involved; that the majority of the team
members be independent of HB-Line
direct line management responsibilities
to ensure an independent and unbiased
Assessment.

7. In preparing for the Operational
Readiness Review for the HB-Line, DOE
and WSRC should reexamine the HB-
Line Safety Analysis Report {SAR} to
ensure that: (2) The accident analyses
adequately consider all credible
scenarios: (b) all appropriate engineered
safety systems which are necessary to
prevent accidents or mitigate the on-site
and off-site consequences ol those
accidents are identified: and (c} the
infarmation obtained from the vpdated
Fire Hazards Analysis is consistent with
the accident analyses.

8. WSRC and DOE should complete
their assessment of compliance with
DOK sufety orders at HB-Line, and
finish their review, approval, and
implementation of any compensatory
measures that are necessary and
appropriate to achieve the objectives of
order compliance and safe resumption
of operations at HB-Line.

fohn T. Conwey,
Choirman,

Appendix—Transmittal Letter to the
Secretary of Energy

DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES SAFETY
BOARD

0825 Indiana Avenue, NW., Suite 700,
Washington. D.C. 20004, {202] 2086100
v FTS 268-6400

john T. Conway, Chairman, A.], Epgenberger,
Vice Chairman, Jokn W. Crawford, Jr.,
Herbert John Cecil Kouls

May 29. 1992

The Honarable jumes D, Watkins.

Secretary of Energy. Washington, DC 20585

Dear Mr. Secrelary: In accordance with 42
U.S.C, 2286a(2) the Board has conducted an
investigation of DOE.and contractor
activities at the HB:Line at the Savannah
River Site. Pursuant to that investigation
which.js drawing to a close, the Board sent to
you Recommendation 92-1 by letter dated
Moy 21. 1992,

In furtherance of that recommendation, the
Defense Nuclear Facillties Safety Boerd, in
accordance with 42 U.S.C, 2288a(5),
unanimously approved Recommendation 92-3
which is enclosed for your consideration.
Recommendation 92-3 deals with operstional
readiness reviews for the HB-Line at the
Savannah river Site, Aiken. South Carolina.

42 U.S.C. 2286d(2) requires the Board, ofter
receipt by you, to promptly make this
recommendation svailable to the publicin
the Department of Energy’s regional public
reading rooms. The Board believes the
recommendation contains no information
which is classified or otherwlse restricted. To
the extent this recommendation does not
include information restricted by DOE under
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, 42 U.S,C.
216168, as amended, please arrange to have
this recommendstion promptly placed on file
in your regional public reading rooms.

The Board will publish this
recommendation in the Federal Register.

Singerely.
John T. Conway.
Chairnian.
Enclasure

[FR Doc 92-13061 Filed 6-3-92 8:45 am}
BILLING CODE 6870-KD-M
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DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES
" SAFETY BOARD

[Recommendsation 92-4}

Multi-Function Wastp Tank Facility at
the Hantord Site

AGENCY: Defense Nuclear Pacilities
Safety Board.

Acnion: Notice: recommendation.

summAaRY: The Defense Nuclear
Facilities Safety Board (Board) has
made a recommendation to the
Secretary of Energy pursuant to 42
U.S.C. 2286a concerning the Multi-
Function Waste Taok Facility at the
Hanford Site. The Board requests public
comunents on this recommendation,
paTES: Comments, data, views, or
argwments concéming this
recommendation are due on or before
August 13, 1992.
ADDRESSES: Send comments, data.
views or arguments concerning this
recommendation to: Defense Nuclear
Facilities Sefety Board, 625 Indiana
Avenue, NW., suite 700, Washington.
DC 20004. _
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Kenneth M. Pusateri or Carole |.
Council, at the address above or
telephone (202) 2063400,

Dated: july B, 1992

Joho T, Conway,
Choirman.

Multi-Function Waste Tapk Fadlity at
the Hanford Site.

Dated: july 8, 1992

As required by the Atomic Energy
Act. the Defense Nuclear Fecilities
Safety Board (DNFSB). conducts
reviews and evaluations of the design of
new Department of Energy defense
nuclear facilities before and during their
construction. Under this statute, the
DNFSB is also required to recoramend to
the Secretary of Energy, withina
ressonable time, such modifications of
the design as the DNFSB considers
necessary to ensure adequate protection
of public health and safety.

The Board has performed reviews of
the Multi-Function Waaste Tank Facility
{(MWTF] project to be located at the
Hanford Site in the State of Washington.
The MWTF is an ¢lement of the Honford
Tank Waste Remedial System (TWRS)

Program which eventually will provide
for the ultimate treatment and dispose!
of the Hanford Site tank waste. We have
reviewed information received in the
form of briefings and presentations by
DOE Headguartess personnel, DOE
Richland personnel, Westinghouse
Hanford Company personnel. and
Kaiser Engincers Hanford personnel as
well as analysis of relevant documents.
The Board's reviews to date have been
concerned with such matters as the
application of standards. including DOE
orders and directives, and commercial
nuclear industry practices as well as
other aspects of the project which relate
to ensuring adequate protection of the
health'and safely of the public.

The conceptual design of the MWTF
project is now nearing completion. The.
Board believes that it is appropriate at
this time to assure that the design of the
MWTF and other new defense nuclear
facilities incorporates engineering
principles and approaches. detailed
engincering criteria, and practices that
are esgential to ensure adequate
protection of public health and salety.
These include:

* The design needs to be
appropriateiy conservative with respect
to safety.

¢ The design bases {criteria) need to
be clearly defined. coherent, and
compatible with the facilities” perceived
lifetime functions {i.e. Functional Design
Criteria) and documented.

* The design bases the resulting
facility design need to refléct and
incorporate the requirements of
appropnate standards as that term is.
used in the Board's enabling statute and
thus including DOE orders and
directives and commercial nuclear
practices. as well as any other factors
that may be required for the safe and
reliable operation of the facility
throughout its entire life.

* The design. consiruction, and start-
up activities need to be performed by
those who will ensure the completed
projec! is of the quality necessary to
provide adequate protection of public
heslth and safety,

= The design effort needs to be
organized such that there is continuity
through all phases (conceptual design.
preliminary design, final design.
construction, testing) so that all aspects
of the process that affect safety are
clearly delineated and that line
responsibility is clear.

= The DOE organization responsiblc
for the project needs to have technically
qualified personnel in numbers
sufficient to provide direction and
guidance to contractors performing all
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phases of the effort and to assess the
effectiveness of contractor efforts.

* The project organization and
operations need to reflect a clear and
effective chain of command with
responsibility. authority, and
accountability clearly defined and
assigned to individuals within the
respective project organizations.

+ The functions and responsibilities
of all DOE and contractor organizations
involved in the project need to be
delineated in writing in & single
document.

The Board's view of the Hanford
MWTFs conceptual design performed to
date is that the design does not clearly
present and delineate those aspects that
ensure that the public health and safety
can adequately be protected. In
particular, the MWTF appears to be a
project (1) without a well-defined
mission or functional requirements (e.g..
waste treatment or storage), (2)
‘predetermined to consist of four one-
million-gallon tanks regardiess of their
intended uses, and (3) managed without
sufficient regard for technical issues and
engineering involvement. The continuing
phases of the design and construction
are about to begin and the Board seeks
1o be agsured that the design of the
tanks as they. are built incorporates the
appropriate levels of nuclear safety.
Further, the Board recognizes thet many
of the nuclear safety concepts and
assurances would normally be provided
in the series of facility Safety Analysis
Reports and would include design bases,
safety system analyses, analysis
methods and accident analyses,
However, 1o ensure that appropriate
nuclear safety characteristics are
included in the design efforts, the Board
recommends the following to the
Secretary of Energy:

1. Establisha plan and methodology
that results in a project management
organization for the MWTF project team
that assures that both DOE and the
contractor organization have personnel
of the technical and managerial
competence o ensure effective project
execution. This should emphagsize
management aspects of the project
necessary 10 engure adeguate protection
of public health and safety and should
include the integration of professional
engineering and quality assurance as
necessary into the project. the
application of appropriate standards
and approved Department of Energy
reguirements, and the establishment of
clear lines of responsibility and
accountability.

2. Identify the design bases and
engineering principles and approaches
for the MWTF project that provide the
data and rationale to show that the

design for the MWTF conservatively
meets.the quantitative safety goals
described in the Departments’” Nuclear
Safety.Policy (SEN-35-91). The Board
believes that would include items
related to standards, identification of
safety related items, detailed design
bases. functional design criteria, and
safety analyses.

" John T. Conway.

Chairman.

Appendix—Transmittal Letter to the
Secrotary of Energy
July 6, 1992.

The Honorable James H, Watkins,
Secretory of Energy, Washington, DC 20585

Dear Mr. Secretary: On July 1, 1982, the
Defense Nuclear Faclities Safety Board, in
accordance with 42 U.S.C. 2283a{5),
unanimously approved Recommendation 924
which is enclosed for your consideration.
Recommendation 924 deals with the Multi-
Function Waste Tank Famhty at the Hanford
Site.

42 U.S.C. 2286d(a) requires the Board, after
receipt by you, to promptly make this
recommendation availabie to the public in
the Department of Energy's regional public
reading rooms. The Board believes the
recommendation contains no information
which is classified or otherwise restricted To
the extent this recommendation does not
include information restricted by DOE under
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, 42 US.C.
216168, as amended, please arrange 1o have
this recommendation promptly placed on file
in 'your regional public reading rooms.

The Board will publish this .
recommendation in the Federal Register.

Sincerely,
John T. Conway,
Chairman.
{FR Doc. 9218465 Filed 7-13-82; 8:45 am)
DILLIMG CODE 6820-KD-M
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DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACIUITIES
SAFETY BOARD

{ Recommendation $2-5)

Discipline of Operation in a Changing
Defense Nuclear Facilities Complax

AGENCY: Defense Nuclear Facilities
Safety Board,

ACTION: Notice; recommendation.

summARY: The Defense Nuclear
Facilities Safely Board {Board) has
made a recommendation to the
Secretary of Energy pursuant to 42 -
U.S.C. 2286a concerning the Discipline of
Operation in a Changing Defense
Nuclear Facilities Complex. The Board
requests public comments on this
recommendation.

paTES: Comments, data, views, or
arguments concerning this

recommendation are due on or before
September 28, 1992,

ADDRESSES: Send comments, data,
views or arguments concerning this
recommendation to: Defense Nuclear
Facilities Safety Board, 625 Indiana
Avenue, NW., Suite 700, Washington.
DC 20004.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT;
Kenneth M. Pusateri or Carole J.
Council, at the address above or
telephone (202) 208-6400.

Dated: August 24. 1992,
Joba T. Conway,
Chairmaon,

Discipline of Operation iu a Changing
Defense Nu;l_Far Facilitics Coraplex

{Recommendation 92-5)

Dated: August 17, 1992

The changes In defense-related plans in the
Department of Energy are beginning to have a
profound effect on the activities directed 1o
systematic upgrading of the conduct of
operations at defense nuclear {acilities. plans
that have often been discussed between the
Board and its staff, on the one hand, and
members of your staff on the other.

The Rocky Flats Plant presents an
excellent example of the major changes being
made by DOE while reconfiguring the ruclear
weapons complex. 1t had been planned that
as the Rocky Flats Plant moved toward
resumption of production ¢f plutonium-
components of nuclear weapons, a
succession of facilities would be readied for
renewed operation. beginning with Building
559 {the analytical chemistry laboratory), and
followed by Bullding 707 and then others. .
This process was to include systematic
upgrading of the guality of operations in each
case, including Operational Readiness
Reviews by the contractor and by DOE to
vecify that the desired improvements had
been accomplished by line management.
Resumption of operations is now proceeding
in Building 559, tn accordance with this

.process and [ollowing the path proposed in

your Implementation Plan for the Board's
Recommendations 904 and 91-4.

You hava announced, however, that in light
of inlernatione! develgpments, plutonium
production operations will not be resumed at
the Rocky Flats Plant, and {uture activities
there will be confined to cleanup ond
decontamination of the site. decommissioning
of some facilities and porta of others, and
placing of some facifites and paris of others
in a statc of readiness for resumption of
operations in the future in the event such a
slep should be neederd. Thus for most
facilities at Rocky Flats there is now o major
change from the misslon and activitics
previously planned and for which the Board's
Recommendationa and your Implementation
plans spedific to the Rocky Flats Plant were
to be applied, for those recommendotions
were predicated upon resumption of
plutonium production.

At o number of other defense nuclear
facilities. similar changes are taking effect,
Many facilities or¢ now scheduled for
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cleanout, shutdown. and decommissioning.
Some are to be devoted 10 aspects of cleanup
snd decommissioning of sftes ond of facilities
Jocated within sites. Some are slated to be
placed in a atandby mode, availoble for
restart at a later date if needed. Some are to
be continved in eperation either In reduction
of the stockpile of nuclear weapons or in the
maintenance of a reduced stockpile on
improvement of its safety.

‘Some of these facilities have been inactive

for long perfods of time. Some ere to become
involved in operations that differ from past
usage. Experience shows that when
operations are resumed at a [acility that has
been idle for an extended period, or a facility
is operated in a new mode, there is in an
above-average possibility of mistakes,
equipment failures. and violations of safety
requirements. that could cause acctdents. We
‘believe that special attention is needed at
such times. The appropriate measures to be
followed depend on specific features of the
facility, the nature of the planned compsign
of use, and the long:-term plan for the facility.
For example. one needs to know if further
compaigns are likely, of the seme or different
kinds: if the facility is to be decommissioned
after the planned use; or if it is to be placed
in a standby meode.

The Board has found, through experience at
the Savannah River Sites and the Rocky Flats
Plant and other defense nuclear facilities,
that an'‘extended period of time has been
required at'major facilities to develop an
acceptable style and level of conduct of
operations. Accomplishing the cultural
changes you have required and meeting
safety standards comparable to those
required of the civilian nuclear imdustry

-“rpainsg an ongoing challenge. Major
improvements have been necessary including
development of configuration control, revised
and acceptable safety analysis, revised
Limiting Conditions of Operation derivative
from the safety anolysis, operating
procedures consistent with the configuration
and the safety analysis, and training and
qualification of operators for the new mode
of operation. Continued improvement has
been sought by the Board. : :

The Board has been informed that DOE
does not intend to devote equivalen? time and
resources to improving the quality of
operation at a facility being restarted only for
a short campaign or intended for vse only in
a shart campaign tn a different mode, but
would on a cost-benefit-basis vse g graded
approach. always being sure, however, to
take whatever compensatory and other
measures sre needed to ensure the
acceptable leve!l of salety.

The definition and exposition of » graded
upproach as il is meant to be used in ordering
the conduct of operations have not been
provided. In discharging its responsibilities in

‘the context of the new defense-related plons
of the Department of Energy. the Board
intends to carefully review future operations
0t defense nuclear facilitics on a casze-by-
case basis, stonting in each instance from the
best information as 1o tha intended future vse
of the Tacility. Any proposals 10 12& special
meagures or confrols to compensate for
deviatiuns from those ordinarily vsed to
achieve high quality conduct of operations
will be closely scrutinizad.

Therefore, it is requested that es you
decide the future status of individual defense
nuclear facilities you inform the Boord,
designating which ones are to continue in
operation and thelr mission, which are to be
shut down for decommissioning within a
short time pertod, which are to be used for an
extended time perfod and then shut down for
decommiasioning. and which are 10 be moved
to a standby mode (slong with the schedule
for this).

Regardiess of the category, the Board
believes that operation ond maintenance of
defense nuclear facilities in alt modes shouvld
be in accordance with the Nuclear Safety
Policy statement that you issued on
September B, 1891 as SEN-35-91. and the
safety goals stoted therein.

The Bosrd also believes that, to the extent
practicable, facilities that are to be shut
down and decommissioned should be
cleaned up, and hazards from radiological
exposures sufficiently reduced that access
can be made freely without need for
precautions ageinst radioactivity, and
facilities meant for standby status should be
placed in such a condition that sudden need
to reactivete them would not subject & hew
operaling group to vnacceptable radiation
hazarda.

In furtherance of this view it is
recommended that:

1. For defense nuclear facilities scheduted
for Jong. lerm continued programmatic
defense operations.! or for other long term
uses such as in cleanup of redicactive
centamination or in storage of nuclear waste
or other nuclear material from programmatic
defense operations, the Department of Energy
should institute a style and level of conduct
of operations comparable to that toward
which DOE has been working at Building 559
at the Rocky Flats Plant and the K-Reacior at
the Savannah River Site, and which is at
least comparable 10 that required for
commercial nuclear facilities, addressing 2t a
minimum the areas referred to above in
connection with stvle of conduct of
operatiang,

2. Where a facility. efter a long period of
idleness for whatever reason, is being
readied for new vae or reuse, special care
should be taken to ensure thdt the line
organization, both DOE and contractoer, has
the technica) and manageria) copability
needed 10 carry out Ha responsibilitics.
Apprapriate and ¢ffective QOperaticnal
Regdiness Reviews should be conducied by
the contractor and by DOE before restart of
the facility. to establish confidence that line
management hos provided salisfaction of
safetly requirements. Where national security
requirements lead to urgent need to restart
such facilitiea before necessary vpgrades cen
be fully completed, compensatory measures
ghould be instituted and their adequacy tn”
ensutring the desired leve! of safety ahouold be
confirmed through eppropriste independent
review,

3. For facilitics designated for the various
other fulure modes of use {such 2s standby).

' This \erm Is meant lo encompass research,
deveiopment, and production for defenne purposes,
8nd operstiona releled to teating, nasembly.
disnssembly, end storage of nuclesr weapons and
npuclear weapons components. '

DOE should undertake to develop specific
criteria and requirements that ensure meeting
the safety goals epuncisted in your Nuclear
Policy Siatement (SEN-05-91).
Accomplishment of these criteria and
requirements by liné management should be
confirmed by appropriate independent
review,

John T. Conway,

Chairman.

Appendix—Tronaroittal Letter 1o the
Secretary of Energy

Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board
August 17, 1992,

The Honorable James D. Watking,
Secretary. of Energy. Woshington, DC 20585,

Dear Mr, Secretary: On Auguat 17, 1992, the
Defense Nuclpar Facilities Safety Boord, in
eccordance with42 U.S.C. 2288a(5).
unanimously approved Recommendation 92-5
which s enclosed for your consideration.
Recommendatian 825 deals with Discipline
of Operation in a Changing Defense Nuclear
Facilities Complex.

42 U.S.C. 22868d{a) requires the Board, after
receipt by you, to promptly make this
Tecommendation available to the public in
the Departmen! of Energy's regional public
reading rooms. The Board believes the
recommendation containg no information
which is classified or otherwise restricted. To
the extent this recommendation does not |
include information restricted by DOE under
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, 42 US.C.
2161-68, a3 amended, please arrangeto have
this recommendation promptly placed on file
in your regional public reading rooms.

The Bosrd will publish this
recommendation in the Federal Register,

Sincerely.
John T. Conway,
Chairmaon.
|FR Doc. 82-20590 Filed 8-27-92; 8:15 am|
BILING COOE $820-KD-4
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DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES
SAFETY BOARD

{Recommendation 92-6}

.Operational Readiness Reviews

AGENCY: Defense Nuclear Fé.ci]ities
Safety Board.

ACTION: Notice: recommendation.

suMMaRY: The Defense Nuclear
Facilities Safety Board (Board) has
made 8 recommendation to the
Secrelary of Energy pursuant 16 42
U.S.C. 22862 concerning Operational
Readiness Reviews. The Board requests
public comments on this
recommendation.

DATES: Comments, data, views. or
arguments concerning this
recommendation are due on or before
October 2, 1092

ADDRESSES: Send comments. data,
views or arguments concerning this
recommendation to: Defense Nuclear
Facilities Safety Board, 625 Indiana
Avenue, NW., suite 700, Washington.
DC 20004

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Kenneth M. Pusateri or Carole |.
Council, at.the address:above or:
telephone {202) 208-5400:

Dated: August 27, 1892
Jobn T. Conway,
Chairman,

Operational Reodiness Raviews
Dated: Augusl 26,1992,

Several of the Board’s Recommendations to
you have referred to Operational Readiness
Reviews. and some have been speclfically
directed to such activities, Iy this way. the
Board has shown that it holds these reviews,
whether by the contractor or by DOE. in high
regard a3 important measures in verifying
readiness of new activities to be started
safely or of previously conducted activities 10
be enlely rosumed after an appreciable
histus.

The Board recognizes that the sctual
operation of defense nuclear facilities is
accomplished through defense contractors,
While first line responsibility for safe
operation is in effect delegated through

contract provisions. such delegation does not
relieve DOE management of its responsibility
for ensuring that the operation will be
protective of public health and safely. it is
the Boards firm conviction that adequote

protection of the public health and safety

must be achieved through sustsined exercise
of vigilance by line management of DOE and
the contractor.

The Operatlonal Readiness Reviews is s
proceso undertaken after the intermediate
level of line management has arrived at its
conclusion thal a state of readiness has been

achieved for safe startup of the activity. It is
& means whereby top managementn the
contractor and/or DOE can then arrive at the
mdepcndently determined conclusiqn that
this readiness exists. If the line organjzations
that have beer delegated responsibility for
preparing e facility for operatlon have
performed effectively. findings of any
shortfalls are expected to be few, and of such
a character that they can be remedied in
short order and on a scheduled basis prior to,
startup.

in this vain: the Board has recognized the
laudable advance toward definition of ORR
requirements made in SEN-16B-91.
“Approval for Restart of Facilities Shut Down
for Sufely Reasons and for Startup of Major
New Facilities”, dated November 12, 1991,
and the aitached "Process for Secretary
Approvel of Nuclgor Fecility Restart or
Starlup”. Floivever, we believe thnt guidance
coutd be improved by specifying the required
leatures of o satisfactory CRR. snd by stating
specifically on whal occasions er ORR will
be required.

Some of the Boards Recommendations
have also reflected recognition that
conducting an Operational Readiness Review
prematurely. before line management
reapoasible for preparing a facility for
operation has concluded on 8 sound basis
that readiness has been achieved. has
adverse effects on safely. Among these are:

{a) It masks possible lack of competence
and other defects in contractor and/or DOE
line menagement.

{b) It becomes o management tool for
ochieving readiness to proceed safely rather
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thun verilying it. In this way it becomes a
ervich for line managemen,

{c) it postpones discovery of safety
deficiencies which effeclive line management
would have identified earlier.

(d) It encourages resort 16 actions which
compensate for safety deficiencies, instesd of
correcting them,

(e) It vitiates the value of the Operational
Readiness Review as o0 means of independent
confirmation of readiness. '

The board believes that among the features
of an acceplable ORR are the following:

(8) The review team should not include, as
senior members, individuals who are
responsible for accomplishing the work being
reviewed,

(b) When the contractor performs an ORR,
it and the DOE's ORR should be carried out
in serial fashion, and the latter should not
begin until the contractor has informed DOE
in writing that the facility is ready to
commence operation,

(¢) The criteria governing the review should
include the scope of the review and the
factors to be used by individual technical
experts in judging satisfactory performance.

(d) The DXOE review should include
assessment of the technical and managerial
qualifications of those in the DOE field
organization who have been assigned
responsibilities {or direction and guidance to
the contractor, including the Facility .
Repregentative. A stmilar review should be
made of the quelifications of contractor
personnel responsible for facility operations.

(&) The review team should be required to
reach a conclusion ag to whether the facility
will be operated in conformance with
applicable DOE orders, directives, and
Secretary of Energy Notices: and that any
nonconformances or Compliance Schedule
Approvals have been justified in writing,
have been formally approved, and in the
opinion of the review teem do not unduly
diminigh protection of the public health and
safety, including worker safety.

The above being recognized. the Board
recommends that:

{1) DOE expeditiously develop san effective
set of rules, procedures, orders, directives,
and other requirements to govern safety
aspects of the Operational Readiness Review
process, subject to the principle thet the
purpose of such a Review i3 confirmation of
#n ecceptable atate of readiness.

{2) DOE develop specific criteris for when
Operations] Readiness Reviews are requircd
#nd when they are not.

{3) The plan for each ORR incorporate the
features discuased above na desiruble, as
well ag those thal were recommended in the
Board’s Recommendation 90-4,

John T. Conway,
Chairman.

Appendix—Transmitial Letter to the
Secretary of Energy

August 28, 1992,

The Honorable Jomes 1. Walking, *

Secretary of Energy, Woshington, DC 20585,
Deer Mr. Secretary; On August 26, 1992, the

Defense Nuclear Facililies Safety Board, in

nccordance with 42 U.S.C. 2288a(5),

unanimously spproved Recommendation 92-6

which is enclosed for your consideration.
Recommendation 92-8 deals with
Operational Readiness Reviews.

42 U.S.C. 2288d(a} requirea the Board, after
receipt by you, to promptly make this
recommendation available to the public in
the Depariment of Energy's regional public
reading rooms. The Board believes the
recommendation contalns no information
which is claasified or otherwise restricted. To
the extent this recommendation does not
include information restricted by DOE under
the Alomic Energy Act of 1954, 42 U.S.C.
2161-68, as amended, please arrange to have
this recommendation promptly placed on file
in your regional publig reading rooms.

The Board will publish this
recommendation in the Federal Register.

Sincerely,
Jebn T. Conway,
Chairman.
|FR Doc. 92-21051 Filed 9-1-92; 8:45 am]
BALING CODE 6820-KD-M
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DEFENSE NUCLEAR FAGILITIES
SAFETY BOARD

{Recommendation 92-7)

Training and Qualification

aGeNcy: Defense Nuclear Facilities
Safety Board.

AcTION: Notice; recommendation,

sumMMARY: The Defense Nuclear
Facilities Safety Board (Board) has
made a recommendation to the
Secretary of Energy pursuant to 42
U.5.C. 2286a concerning Training and

Qualification. The Board requests public |

comments on this recommendation.
DATES: Comments, data, views. or
arguments concerning this
recommendation are due on or before
October 28, 1992.

ADDRESSES: Send comments, data,
views or arguments concerning this
recommendation to: Defense Nuclear
Facilities Safety Board, 625 Indiana
Avenue. NW., suite 700, Washington.
DC 2004.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Kenneth M. Pusateri or Carole |.
Council, at the'address above or
telephone (202} 208-6400. -

Dated: September 23, 1992.
Joha T. Conway.
Chaoirman.
[Recommendation 92-7}
Training and Qualification
Dated: September 22, 1992.

Since its inception, the Defense Nuclear
Facilities Safety Board has emphasized the! a
well consuuqled and, documented program
for training ‘anid ‘qualifying ¢ opefations.
maintenance, and fechnical support
personnel and Supervisors at defense nuclear
facilities is an essential foundation of .
operations and maintenance and, hence, the
safety and health of the public, 1n¢;ludmg ‘the’
facility workers. A substantial portion of the
Board's efforts has been devoted to on-sile
observation and review 'of personne! and
supcrvigor selection. training, qualilication.
certification’and facility operation.

The Board recognizes and commends
DOE'’s efforts to dale to upgrade training
programs gt its defense facilities. While the
Board applauds the effort expended in
developing DOE Orders $480.18A,
Accreditation of Performance-Based Training
for Category A Reoctors and Nuclear
Focilities and $480.20, Personnel Selection,
Quolification, Training ond Staffing
Requirements at DOE Reactor and Non-
Reactor Nuclear Facilities, implementation of
these Orders to date has been slow and the
Board continues to find common deficiencies
81 most facilities it visits. DOE nuclear
facility Maintenance and Opérations (M& O}
Conlractors were required by DQE Order
5480.20 to submit implementation plans

colled Training Implementation Matrices
(TiMs) for each nucleer facility by November

8. 1991. The, Order does not contain a time
requirement for DOE to approve the TIMs
and, for the facilities reviewed by the Board
and its staff, DOE has not approved the plans
Ibey have received to date,

Until the TIMs are approved. training at
delense nuclear facilities is governed by more
pencral requirements contained in DOE
Orders on salcty {(DOE Order 5480.5 Safety of
Nuclear Focilities 3nd DOE Order 5480.0
Sofety of DOE-Owned Reoctors) that have
been in effect since September 23, 1986,
Despite the long standing requirements of
these Orders. the contraclors at the miany
different facilities evaluated by the Board
have not yet, in our view, provided
management attention and resources [or
training and qualification commensurate with
the health and safely implications of their
defense nuclear programs. Indications a
cach of these bites demonstrate weaknesses
in contractor training programs that have
potential negative safety consequences, For
example:

—A primavy measure of an effective training
program {3 the level of knowledge of the
pemonneland supervisors, At almost all |
defense nuclear sites. there are numexjous
techrical personnel and supervisors of -
defense nuciear aclivities who do not
_adequately, understand many basic:.
fundamentals of engineering, chemistry,
nuclear physics, and radiation protection to
the extent required te ensure safe
operation or maintenance of-the facility to
which they are assigned.

—Wrilten éxaminations at many sites often
consist of unchallenging multiple choice
and short answer guestions which do not
adequately asseas operator knowledge.
Additionally, written operator qualification
exams do not effectively correlate
fundamental engineering principles with
job specilic knowledge requirements. As a
resull, management! may not have sufficient
information to determine if technical ,
personnel-in a defense puclear Facility have
achieved.a level of éxpertise requiréd to”
salely-conduct.their activities.

As stated in DOE Order 5480.20. Program
Senior Officials-are responsible for assuming.
“line management responsibility.and .
accountability for reactor and non-reuctor
nuclear fac:l;ly personnel qualification
programs.” The contractors’ lack of elfective
implementation of DOE Orders concerning
lraining is indicative of the need for more
emphasis, direction and guidance on training
Ly lin¢ management at DOE FHeadquarters
and Field Offices. For example, the
Department has been slow to extend the
underlying principles of Board
Recommendation 90-1 to other defense
nuclear facilitics. Recommendation 90-1
called for the development of an effective
Iraining program at Savannah River Site K-
reactor. It is especially disturbing that despite
the successful application of :
Recommendation §0-1 to K-reactor apd the
Replacement Tritium Facility, DOE has not
improved training of corresponding technlcal
personnel a some other Savannah River Sile
defense noclear facilities.

Primarily, as a result of assessments
conducted. by the Board's staff at the Hanford
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Site, the Pantex Plant, the Savannsh River
Site non-reactor facilities. the Oek Ridge Y~
12 Plant, and the Rocky Flats Plant, but aiso
because of reviews conducted elsewhere in
the defense nuclear [acilities complex, the
Board belicves there is a need for DOE to
1ake action to further strengthen training of
technical persannel at defense nuclear
facilities. While the benefits of training are
felt in many ways, the recommendations
below are to be seen for their positive effects
on agsuring public health and safety.
Therefore, in keeping with the Board's
statutory requirements and recognizing the
priority DOE has placed on the facilities
listed above, the Board recommends for these
sites that:

1. The Department toke timely action to
expand senior management's involvement in
implementing training programs at defense
nuclear facilities and to enhance senior
management's communication of the
importance of effective training and
qualification programs to all levels within
relevant DOE and contractor defense nuclear
facilities organizations, particularly within
line organizations. With regard to operations,
maintenance, and technical support
personnel, the Department shovld delermine
what personnel. funding. organizational. or
managerial strengthening actions are needed
to (a) elavate the priority and importance of
training and qualification programs to assure
public health and safety: (b) communicate the
importance of training and qualification from
the highest level of management to all
appropriate Department personnel: (¢}
expand personnel and supervisor training
and qualification guidance and increase
progrem resources 10 facilitate the rapid
review, approval, and implementation of
training and qualification programs; end (d)
make other changes as are warranted.

2. Where {t is found to be necessary, the
Department strengthen organizational unils
responsible for training and qualification st
the DOE Field Offices, DOE Area Offices,
and contractor organizations responsible for
defense nuclear facilities al these sites.
cespecially 10 include the appropriate
technical qualifications of the personne)
assigned to defense nuclear activities. The
infrastructure, responsibilities. and resources
of the training and qualification programs of
those orgenizations need 10 be Ialreng(hcnud
to expedile implementation of existing and
additional training and qualification
requirements issued by DOE.

3. The Department sccelerate efforts
internal to DOE 10 improvetraining and
qualification pragrams of operations,
maintenance, and technical support
personnel st defense nucicar facilities. An
integral part of this effort should be an
assessment of the roles and effectiveness of
technical oversight groups 10 cnsure (hat
these groups’ reviews. at all organizations
and levels within the defense nuelear
facilities complex, appropriately recognize
the importance of training und qualification
to public health and safety. The Deportment's
program ghould also consider restructuring
on-site technical oversight groups to ensure
that training and quslification are afforded
adequate stlenlion ond team members
possess the technical expertise necessary to

effectively evaluate troining and gualification
programs of operations, mointenaunce, and
technical support personnel.

4. The Department and its contractors
establish and implement measures to
improve training and qualification programs
of operations, maintenance, and technical
support personnel at defense nuclear

. facilities that embody the principles applied

at.the Savannah River Site K-reactor in
response to Board Recommendation 80-1.
These measures, adjusted commensurale
with the risk associaled with operating each
specific facility. should include consideration
of elements such as:

a. Incorporation of appropriate applicable
guidance on training snd qualification
comparable with trade. professional, and
industry standards for reactor and non-
reactor nuclear facilities. While the Board
does not necessarily endorse all guidance
contained in these standards, it believes they
are important sources of information which
can be productively used by DOE in
identifying improvements for DOE's
programs.

b. Identilication of differences between
current requirements and applicable trade,
professional, and industry standards and
implementation of supplemental measures
necessary to compensate for the differences
identified until training and gualification
programs at defense nuclear facililies achieve
a level at jeast equal to trade, professional
and induslry standards.

« Extension of the performance-based
training principles described in DOE Order
5480.18A to all defense nuclear facilities.
Particularly the requirements 10;: (1)
Determine the current level of knowledge of
appropriate personnel, supervisors, and
managers of technical activities by means of
written, oral, and practical examinations
covering job specific process knowledge
requirements as well as fundamentals
concepts required to pexform a jobin 4
manner that protects the safety of the worker
and the publics (2) delineate the training
necessary to ensure that thesé personnel
achieve and maintain the qualifications of
their respective positions: and (3) evaluate
individuals' knowledge level and training
curriculum to ensure that the training
program effectively prepares these personnc!
to safely operate, maintain, or support the
facility 10 which they are assigned.

d. Extension of current continuing training.
relention testing, and periodic requalification
programs to require these personnel to
demonstrate continued improvemen! with
increasing experience. '

¢, Maintenance of readily accessible,
auditoble records to identify required training
und objectively verify trzining received by
these personnel and supervisors including the
degree of success achieved.

We believe it i3 essentjal that the
Department and its contractors accomplish
the above for each DOE defense nuclear
facility. The facilities specifically identified In
this Recommendation are those¢ which the
Board understands 1o be emong those which

have high'priority within the Depariment-and
on which the Board hes focused its attention.

John T. Conway,
Choirman.

Appendix—Transmittal Letter to the
Secretary of Energy

Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board

625 Indiano Avenue NW, Suite 700,
Washington, DC 20004, (202) 208-8400
September 22, 1992,

The Honorable James D. Watkins,
Secretary of Energy, Washington, DC 20585

Dear Mr. Secretary: On September 22, 1992,
the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board,
in accordance with 42 U.S.C. 22883a(5),
unanimously approved Recommendation 92-7
which'is enclosed for your consideration.
Recommendation 92-7 dezle with Training
and Qualification. '

42 U.S.C. 2286d(a) requires the Board, after
receipt by you. to promptly make this
recommendation available to the public in
the Department of Energy's regional public
reading rooms. The Board believes the
recommendation contains no information
which Is classified or otherwise restricted. To
the extent this recommendation does not
tnclude information restricted by DOE under
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, 42 U.S.C.
2161-68, as amended, please arrange to have
this recommendation promptly placed on file
in your regional public reading rooms.

The Board will publish this
recommendation in the Federal Register,

Sincerely,
john T. Conway,
Chairmen.
Enclosure

[FR Doc. 92-23465 Filed 9-25-92: §:45 am)
BILLING CODE §820-KD-M
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