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PERSONNEL SUMMARY

FY 1998 FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001

ACTUAL BUDGET BUDGET BUDGET

PLAN REQUEST REQUEST
Statutory Personnel Ceiling: 150 150 150 150

(FTE's) Y

FTE Usage #/ 99 106 106 106
Board Members & Permanent 100 106 106 106

Employees at End of Fiscal
Year Y

v National Defense Authorization Act for FY 1992 and FY 1993, P.L. 102-190, raised the Board's statutory
employee ceiling from 100 to 150 full-time staff to accommodate mandated additional nuclear weapons safety
responsibilities. This statutory employment ceiling does not include Board Members, who by virtue of the
Board's enabling legislation may hire up to the equivalent of 150 full-time employees. See 42 U.S.C. §

2286b(A).

2/ Includes 5 full-time Board Members.
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P ED APPR IATI LANGUAGE

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Defense Nuclear Facilities
Safety Board in carrying out activities authorized by the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended by Public Law 100-456, section
1441, [16,500,000] $17,500,000, to remain available until
expended. Further, for the foregoing purposes, $17,500,000, to
become available on October 1, 2000 and remain available until
expended. (Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act, 1999)
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board’s (DNFSB or Board) FY 2000 Budget
Request is for $17,500,000 and 106 Full-time Equivalent (FTE) staff years.

This request is equal to the amount of resources requested for the Board in the President’s
FY 1999 Budget to the Congress. Barring a change in current U.S. national security policy or
other unforeseen incident affecting the Department of Energy’s (DOE) defense nuclear programs,
an FY 2000 appropriation of $17,500,000 should be sufficient to offset recent cost—of-living pay
adjustments raising staff salaries and benefits, and an increase of 28% in the GSA billing for leased
office space. Cost—of-living pay adjustments are non—discretionary costs over which the Board
has no control.

The Board currently is operating at 2/3 of its statutory employment ceiling. Therefore,
this budget is the minimum needed for the Board to conduct adequately its statutorily mandated
public and worker health and safety mission and maintain emergency funds to respond, if
necessary, to a serious accident at a DOE defense nuclear facility.

1.1 RESOURCE NEEDS VS. FISCAL CONSTRAINTS

As clearly recognized by the Congress when establishing the Board, the ability to
effectively carry out an independent, technical oversight program throughout the DOE weapons
complex rests on the technical capability of the Board Members and staff.

The conferees believe that the DNFSB is a unique Federal agency, in that its
mission (is) to oversee the activities of another federal department whose work is
highly technical and potentially dangerous, and that to properly carry out its
mission, not only the DNFSB members but also its limited staff must be
technically competent in all major phases of nuclear safety. !

To establish a credible, external oversight organization, the Board's original legislation
authorized a work force of 100 full-time employees, but that number was increased by the

1 National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991, Conference Report, Title XXXII, October 23,
1990.
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Congress and the President to 150 when Public Law 102-190 significantly expanded the Board's
safety oversight responsibilities over the assembly, disassembly, and testing of nuclear weapons.

Due to current funding constraints, the Board has been forced to prioritize its efforts on
the higher risk activities of the Department and to reduce its staff through attrition to 90
employees as of December 31, 1998, well below the Board’s statutory employment ceiling of 150
full-time staff? In addition, the Board has reduced expenditures for outside technical experts, and
instituted other cost saving measures. The funding for salaries and benefits represents 74 percent
of the Board's FY 2000 Budget Request for $17.5 million (see Figure 1 and Appendix B, Exhibit
A for a presentation by object class accounts). As a small agency, it is very difficult for the Board
to absorb budget reductions without directly impacting its technical staff oversight capability, and
compromising its statutory mission.

The recruitment and retention of scientific and technical staff with outstanding
qualifications have and will continue to be critical to the successful accomplishment of the Board's
mission. Through the use of excepted service hiring authority and a carefully structured recruiting
program, the Board has succeeded in building a technical staff capability that includes individuals
with extensive experience in nuclear, mechanical, electrical, chemical, structural, and metallurgical
engineering, and in physics. As an indication of the Board’s technical talent, 25 percent of the
technical staff hold degrees at the Ph.D. level and an additional 72 percent have masters degrees.
Almost all technical staff members, except interns, possess practical nuclear experience gained
from duty in the U.S. Navy’s nuclear propulsion program, the nuclear weapons field, or the
civilian reactor industry.

In providing guidance on priorities for the Board’s oversight operations, the House
Energy and Water Development Appropriations Committee Report accompanying the FY 1999
Appropriations Bill included the following instructions:

The Committee urges the Board to focus on those defense nuclear production
facilities that are operational and represent the highest radiological risk to
workers and the public.

In deference to the Committee’s instructions, the Board plans to continue its efforts to
conserve resources whenever possible without compromising its mandated public and worker
health and safety oversight mission, as the DOE proceeds with its plans to spend billions of dollars
on design, construction, operation, and decommissioning activities in FY 2000 and beyond. As
presented in this budget request, the workload of the Board is prioritized to focus primary
attention on the most hazardous DOE operations and complex—wide health and safety issues,
consistent with the Board’s enabling statute, safety oversight approach, and strategic plan.

2 Excludes 5 Board Members appointed by the President and confirmed by the Senate,
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1.2 SAFETY OVERSIGHT STRATEGY

Maintaining an effective safety oversight program that fulfills the broad mandates of the
Board’s enabling legislation (see Appendix A) with the constrained budgetary situation described
earlier requires a constant reassessment of health and safety conditions throughout the DOE
defense nuclear complex. Sources of information used by the Board in making its assessments,
evaluations, or recommendations to the Secretary of Energy are varied. They include testimony
from public hearings and meetings, site representative reports, staff issue papers, site visits,
implementation plans for the Board’s recommendations, responses to reporting requirements, and
correspondence from workers and union representatives at the DOE sites. Based on the Board’s
assessment of the risks and the potential impact to public or worker health and safety, priorities
will change resulting in revised staff technical review assignments.

Based on nine years of operating experience, the Board has developed a strategy for
maximizing the effectiveness of its resources by executing its safety oversight responsibility
according to the following principles:

° The primary responsibility for ensuring protection of the health and safety of the public
and workers, and protection of the environment belongs with DOE line managers and
extends in an unbroken chain from the Secretary of Energy to the workers on the floor.

° As an external “action—forcing” agency, the Board influences DOE line management
actions to the extent needed to achieve safety objectives.

® Effective safety management demands that safety expectations be clearly defined and
tailored to specific hazards at all levels—site, facility, or activity.

° Technical expertise is required to define controls commensurate with the identified
hazards and to ensure compliance.

® Safety oversight activities will be prioritized by perceived risks to the public, the workers,
and the environment. Key indicators are the types and quantities of nuclear material at
risk and the processes and setting of the operations involved.

° Safety oversight responsibilities for defense nuclear facilities will be accomplished in full
cooperation with other agencies, such as individual states and the EPA for final cleanup,
demolition, and environmental restoration activities, in compliance with responsibilities
mandated by the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and the federal environmental
laws, including CERCLA and RCRA.



Various Executive Orders, including E.O. 12862, Setting Customer Service ,
have stressed the need for Executive Branch agencies to be sensitive to the need for public
involvement. The Board has used open public meetings and hearings as a forum for public
awareness and communication on Board activities. The Board has continued its practice of
meeting with state and local officials, labor leaders, DOE facility workers, public interest groups,
and area residents to exchange information and inform interested parties of the Board’s work.

Public meetings and hearings to educate and assure the public of safety precautions and
other Board oversight activities have been held by Board Members in the vicinity of DOE defense
facilities at the Hanford Site, Savannah River Site, Oak Ridge Site, Rocky Flats Environmental
Technology Site, Pantex Plant, Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory,
Fernald Environmental Management Project/Mound Plant, Sandia/Los Alamos National
Laboratories, and Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory. To date, a total of 31 have been
held at or near DOE sites and 33 in Washington, D.C., the records of which have been made
available to the public.

1.3 SAFETY OVERSIGHT IN PRACTICE

Examples of the Board’s contributions to public and worker health and safety, resulting
from the practical application of the above safety oversight principles, include the suspension of
efforts to restart the In-Tank Precipitation Facility (ITP) at the Savannah River Site; the safe
restart of Enriched Uranium Operations at Oak Ridge Y-12; the improvements in the design and
construction of stockpile management facilities at the Los Alamos National Laboratory; and the
resolution of safety—related Suspect/Counterfeit Parts Issue. A more detailed listing of FY 1998
accomplishments is included in the tables in Section 3 of this document. A summary of each
example follows:

Based on concerns with the safety of operations at the
In-Tank Precipitation (ITP) Facility at the Savannah River Site (SRS), the Board issued
Recommendation 96—1 in August 1996. The Board had questioned process safety at this
facility, which separates cesium and other radioactive isotopes from high-level waste
liquids. The Board recommended that the DOE thoroughly evaluate benzene generation,
retention, and release phenomena in ITP and develop adequate controls before conducting
further large-scale ITP operations. The results of the chemistry program confirmed the
Board’s safety concerns with this process. Based on these results, the DOE notified the
Board in January 1998 that work on ITP would be suspended, and that a program to
evaluate alternative processes would be undertaken.

The Board and its staff conducted numerous safety
reviews at the Y-12 Plant, including efforts to upgrade the safety of Enriched Uranium
Operations (EUO) and assessments of readiness to resume EUO operations to support a
high-priority national security task. These actions by the Board facilitated the safe restart
of uranium metallurgical operations in June 1998, the restart of residue processing
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operations in December 1998, and the planning for future EUO activity restarts.
Specifically, in various letters to DOE the Board identified:

« A lack of appropriate identification and implementation of safety controls for EUO,
such as those for the ventilation system, dry vacuum system, emergency lighting, and
the casting furnace water detection system. In response, DOE identified several new
safety controls and resolved implementation deficiencies.

« Numerous differences between National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) codes
and the way in which the Holden Gas Furnace is installed, tested, operated, and
maintained. In response, Lockheed Martin Energy Systems performed a rigorous
review of adherence to the NFPA codes and addressed the identified noncompliances
through several equipment and operational modifications. The furnace is used to dry
the wet residues and to burn small amounts of solids to recover highly enriched
uranium.

«  An overall breakdown in quality assurance for pressure boundary welds on a new
anhydrous hydrogen fluoride delivery system being constructed to support future
uranium metal production operations. Subsequently, DOE decided that field
radiographic inspections of completed system welds would be performed to assure
proper weld quality.

Lack of operations management awareness and control of the maintenance of safety
systems at the Y-12 Plant as evidenced by several recent occurrences. In response,
DOE addressed the root causes and is taking actions to improve control of
maintenance of safety systems.

. DOE and the Los Alamos
National Laboratory (LANL) have initiated significant steps intended to improve their
project management of design and construction of stockpile management facilities. In a
letter dated December 5, 1997, the Board highlighted the need for more effective project
management of the Capability Maintenance and Improvement Project (CMIP) by both
DOE and LANL to ensure that risks are identified early and effective controls are
developed during the design stage. At that time, CMIP had as its objectives developing
the capability to manufacture 50 pits per year and upgrading related facilities.
Subsequently, CMIP began undergoing a redefinition, and the upgrades now being called
CMIP are to be designed at some future time. However, the project management issues
identified by the Board were common to other projects. Therefore, DOE and LANL in
their responses are addressing all stockpile management construction projects involving
nuclear facilities at LANL.

DOE has structured its organization to better oversee stockpile management projects at

LANL and has outlined improvements in project management controls for interfacing with
the LANL design process. The Director and Deputy Director of LANL committed to
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significant improvements in construction project management and formed a new
organizational structure to better manage design and construction projects. In part as a
result of similar Congressional interest, the director of LANL tasked a Project
Management Advisory Panel of outside experts to identify systemic performance issues
and recommend improvements and corrective actions. These recommendations are
currently being implemented. The full effectiveness of the changes is to be evaluated by
the Board and its staff in 1999.

In 1995, the Board’s staff discovered substantial
deterioration of DOE’s program to prevent the introduction of suspect/counterfeit parts
into safety—related applications. Board staff initiated several actions to correct the
programmatic and operational deficiencies: Board staff alerted DOE’s internal auditing
elements (the Inspector General and safety oversight office) and the several program
offices (Defense Programs; Environmental Management; Environment, Safety, and
Health). Staff then undertook several initiatives to independently determine health and
safety implications for defense nuclear facilities. For example, Board staff reviewed the
Savannah River Site Defense Waste Processing Facility (DWPF) for the presence of
suspect/counterfeit parts prior to the planned startup. The Board staff identified numerous
applications of suspect/counterfeit fasteners in DWPF, and subsequently assisted DOE’s
technical evaluation of the suspect/counterfeit parts. This effort led to the replacement of
fasteners found to be unacceptable for their safety—related applications in time not to delay
the startup of DWPF. The Under Secretary of Energy then formed a Quality Assurance
Working Group (QAWG) to restore DOE’s quality assurance program and its ability to
defend its missions from suspect/counterfeit and non—conforming parts.

In August 1996, Department of Defense investigators notified the DOE that a vendor of
semiconductor devices for high—reliability applications supplied the DOE with potentially
nonconforming parts. DOE applications of the nonconforming parts included significant
national security applications and radioisotopic thermoelectric generators for the Cassini
space probe. Notwithstanding repeated assurances from the DOE QAWG that a formal
notification to DOE elements was imminent, the DOE did not notify field elements until
the Board brought the problem to the attention of the Under Secretary of Energy.

The DOE subsequently took effective action to evaluate and control the future
introduction of suspect/counterfeit parts into applications which could adversely affect
worker and public safety and the safe maintenance of significant national security
applications. The DOE identified nonconforming parts in significant national security
applications, and then technically evaluated the adequacy of these parts and determined
that the nonconforming parts would not compromise safety.

Additionally, the Cassini probe was inspected for the presence of the nonconforming parts,
thus averting last minute legal efforts to halt the launch of the space probe. The U.S.
District Court for Hawaii rejected motions to delay the launch of the Cassini probe
because, among other reasons, the government was able to show that the Cassini probe
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had been thoroughly inspected for the suspect semiconductor devices.

The Board’s staff continues to provide oversight and technical assistance to identify and
assess the effects of possible introduction of suspect/counterfeit semiconductor devices in
stockpile, stockpile support, and subcritical device testing and other safety related
applications. As a result, the DOE QAWG is formalizing lessons learned and will report
specific recommendations to update and strengthen the DOE Quality Assurance Program.

The Board’s oversight and timely intervention in dealing with suspect/counterfeit parts,
was pivotal in energizing the reestablishment of the DOE quality assurance program vital
to ensuring public health and safety at DOE’s defense nuclear facilities.

1.4 CONCLUSION

In establishing the Board, Congress and the President intended that the Board assure and
enhance the safety of operations of DOE’s defense nuclear facilities by providing independent,
expert advice to the Secretary of Energy, identify the nature and consequences of any significant
potential threats to public health and safety, elevate such issues to the highest levels of authority,
and inform the public and help restore public confidence.

The positive impact of the Board’s independent oversight on the DOE defense nuclear
complex has become increasingly evident. During FY 1998, a number of DOE risk reduction
actions and safety management upgrades resulting from Board initiatives, some initiated in
previous years, were completed or advanced significantly. Representative examples of these
accomplishments are discussed later in this budget request.

The five Board Members, together with a small but extremely competent workforce,
provide a cost—effective organizational arrangement for achieving the added safety assurance that
the public seeks. Our budget request of $17.5 million, to be used for staff salaries and required
overhead expenses such as travel to the DOE weapons sites, provides the funding needed to
support the Board's health and safety review actions planned for FY 2000.

Finally, and perhaps of greatest significance, a federal commitment of $17.5 million to
support the Board's oversight operations in FY 2000 is a wise investment in the safety and
security of our Nation, and pales in comparison to the potential economic and health costs of a
nuclear accident in a defense nuclear facility.



2. MISSION & STRATEGIC PLANNING GOALS SUMMARY

2.1 THE DOE DEFENSE NUCLEAR COMPLEX TODAY

The DOE defense nuclear complex includes 34 individual sites containing about 3,500
nuclear facilities and covering approximately 2.1 million acres, with more than 85 million square
feet of building space in 13 states. Numerous radioactive and toxic materials exist throughout the
complex, and there are various pathways by which these hazardous materials might be released,
thereby creating risks to workers, the public, and the environment. The integrity of facilities or
structures which confine hazardous materials can be threatened by earthquakes, extreme winds,
floods, lightning, and other such natural phenomena. Other potential release mechanisms include
operator errors, equipment malfunctions, chemical reactions, fire, ignition of explosives, and
inadvertent nuclear criticality events.

If hazardous materials and their potential release mechanisms are not carefully addressed,
the consequences of a resulting accident at one of these defense nuclear facilities could include
exposure to unacceptable radiation levels, uptake of radioactive materials, other serious
compromise of the health and safety of the public and onsite workers, and unacceptable
environmental impact. For example, recent incidents involving bulging waste storage containers,
ruptured drums, and contamination of workers and facilities could be precursors of potentially
more serious situations. The relative extent of these risks may be appreciated by considering the
following:

® Hundreds of tons of fissionable material, in various forms, housed in buildings and
structures that are more than 50 years old;

e Thousands of nuclear weapons being dismantled, evaluated, or modified;

e Hundreds of tons of plutonium, including components from dismantled nuclear
weapons;

® The nation’s strategic inventory of tritium gas, including thousands of individual
containers removed from nuclear weapons;

e Thousands of tons of deteriorating nuclear fuel in water—filled storage basins;
e Millions of gallons of high level radioactive waste awaiting treatment, including highly

radioactive isotopes in heavily shielded above-ground tanks, in addition to wastes
stored underground at several sites.



2.2 GENERAL GOALS

With its broad health and safety oversight mission as defined by statute, the Board has
developed seven general outcome goals that describe the intended result, effect, or consequence
that will occur as a direct result of its oversight activities. These goals fall into two categories.
The first category of the Board’s goals (Goals 1-5) includes continuing safety goals that will not
be completed in any single year, but are achieved every year as a result of the Boards actions
(e.g., Goal 1—continuing assurance of the safety of DOE nuclear weapons operations). The
second category of the Board’s goals (Goals 6-7) focuses on achieving a specified safety outcome
for a defined activity type (e.g., Goal 6—new defense nuclear facilities are designed and
constructed to meet current safety standards) for which the Board in any given year may complete
milestones associated with various DOE projects.

Using its action—forcing powers, the Board seeks to effect the following general
outcome goals:

1. The safety of nuclear weapons at DOE defense nuclear facilities will continue to be
assured.

2. Events or practices at hazardous DOE defense nuclear facilities that have adversely
affected or may adversely affect public health and safety will be identified and, as
needed, recommendations will be made to the Secretary of Energy identifying
technically and economically feasible measures to address these hazards.

3. A flexible and adaptable DOE standards—based safety management program will be
established that incorporates recognized good nuclear safety practices and allows for
integration of work and safety planning for work that the Department and contractors
perform at its hazardous defense nuclear facilities.

4. DOE technical expertise will be improved to permit the DOE to better manage the
hazardous work associated with defense nuclear facilities.

5. Integrated Safety Management programs will be implemented for operations at
defense nuclear facilities, with processes and controls tailored to the hazards involved.’

3 Integrated Safety Management (ISM) is the means by which the Department of Energy is institutionalizing
the process of incorporating into the planning and execution of every major defense nuclear activity involving hazardous
materials those controls necessary to ensure that environment, safety and health objectives are achieved. It consists of
the infrastructure of component safety management programs and processes that, as an integrated whole, implements or
ensures implementation of all institutional, facility, and activity level requirements, controls, and authorization basis
commitments. Examples of “component safety management programs” include radiological control, maintenance,
emergency response, fire protection, training, etc. Examples of “component safety management processes” include
work planning, configuration management, criticality safety review, process hazard analysis, and self-assessment.
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6. New defense nuclear facilities under design or construction will meet current safety
standards.

7. Facilities used in the past for defense nuclear purposes will be safely cleaned up and
deactivated in such a manner as to permit safe eventual disposition.

These outcome goals serve as the primary drivers for all oversight activities planned for
FY 1999, FY 2000, and beyond. The Board focuses its actions on those activities and facilities
that have reached a development stage that is best suited to constructive safety oversight, and on
those operations where safety improvements have the greatest potential for risk reduction. The
Board’s independent oversight activities often reveal safety concerns that have not received
attention by the DOE that is commensurate with the threat posed to the workers, the public, or
the environment.

2.3 NATURE OF THE BOARD’S WORK

The Board's primary function is to assist the DOE in identifying health and safety problems
at defense nuclear facilities so that they can be corrected, and then confirming that the resulting
corrective actions are appropriately implemented. The Board stays closely attuned to the planning
and execution of DOE’s defense nuclear programs, gathering its information from a broad range
of sources. These sources include, but are not limited to:

® On-site technical evaluations, reviews, and observations by the Board and its staff;

® Critical review of DOE safety analyses and proposed safety control schemes by
competent technical experts;

® Public meetings at Board Headquarters and in the field; and

e Daily input from the Board’s Site Representatives, as well as weekly summary reports
that are placed on the public record.

The scheduling and conduct by the Board and its staff of its independent on—site technical
evaluations, reviews, and observations frequently catalyze the DOE to begin identifying and
correcting safety deficiencies. The Board has optimized its resources by assigning Site
Representatives to high—priority defense nuclear sites, but extensive travel by Headquarters
technical staff to defense nuclear facilities is still essential for the Board to accomplish its safety
oversight mission.

So as to remain better informed on DOE’s activities and initiatives, the Board also
receives regular briefings by senior DOE officials. Information received by the Board in these
briefings is used to understand how much progress is being made on safety matters and to gauge
DOE’s commitment to achieving real progress.
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Based on the information gained, the Board chooses from the broad spectrum of
action—forcing mechanisms granted to it by law to formally communicate identified concerns and
promote appropriate DOE corrective action. These action—forcing mechanisms include
Recommendations to the Secretary of Energy and to the President in the case of an imminent
threat to public health and safety, requests for reports from the DOE, public meetings or hearings,
technical exchanges and issuance of technical reports, investigations, and testimony to
Congressional Committees. In addition, the Board often transmits issue reports prepared by the
Board's staff to the DOE, thereby sharing the staff’s observations and findings. The Board has
found that calling DOE's attention to the important findings in these reports is often sufficient to
lead to responsive corrective action by DOE’s management. After a safety concern is identified,
and formally communicated to the DOE, the Board and its staff confirm that appropriate
corrective actions are developed and implemented by the DOE and its contractors in a timely
manner.

Individual Board Members and the Board’s staff may also engage in direct technical
dialogue with the DOE and its contractors on specific safety concerns, and may participate in
technical workshops and conferences where information relevant to safety improvement and risk
reduction is exchanged. The Board has directed its senior staff members to meet frequently with
their DOE counterparts to ensure that the staff is able to brief the Board on the status of safety
issues and programs and on key safety questions, and that the DOE understands the Board’s
safety objectives and initiatives. This type of direct interaction conserves federal resources by
ensuring that the DOE and the Board understand each other’s positions in depth. This
understanding, in turn, permits the Board to focus its Recommendations, letters, requests for
information, and public meetings and hearings on the most important health and safety issues to
be resolved. It averts the waste of resources of both the DOE and the Board on false starts and
contention over easily resolved side—issues. In many cases, the simple exchange of ideas is
sufficient to motivate the DOE to take appropriate actions without the Board’s having to make
formal Recommendations.

In addition to the wide scope of the Board’s communications with DOE, the Board has
exchanged information with other government agencies (e.g., Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
the General Accounting Office, the Department of Defense, and the Environmental Protection
Agency), as well as outside agencies (e.g., National Research Council and the National Academy
for Public Administration). Such meetings serve to share knowledge, experiences, and factual
information on matters of mutual interest with regards to the safety of the DOE defense nuclear
facilities.

The Board remains committed to this policy of enhanced communication in the belief that
in the end, safety is best served by spending federal dollars on real improvements at defense
nuclear facilities, not on correspondence. Direct communication and discussions with the DOE in
an open forum, such as public meetings, have proved to be powerful, cost—effective tools in
advancing the Board’s nuclear safety initiatives. The Board held eight public meetings with DOE
in FY 1998, in both Headquarters and field locations, each of which involved substantive
interchanges with senior DOE officials.
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2.4 KEY EXTERNAL FACTORS AND PLANNING ASSUMPTIONS

The mission of the DOE defense nuclear complex has changed significantly from year to
year since the Board’s establishment, and will continue to evolve. The Board’s safety oversight
focuses on technical issues associated with mission—specific operations, which change with DOE’s
mission shifts. The Board also identifies and addresses fundamental and complex—wide safety
management deficiencies, which are generally not impacted by DOE’s changing mission.

During each annual performance reporting period, it is anticipated that DOE’s mission and
associated schedules for major actions will continue to change, and that the Board’s independent
evaluations will identify previously unknown safety concerns. As this occurs, the Board often will
be required to redeploy resources within and among the primary areas of concentration addressed
in the Board’s Strategic Plan. The specified facility or activity on which a performance plan
action focused may change; however, the same (or an increased) level of performance and output
should be achieved, in support of the general outcome goals.

In addition to DOE mission/schedule changes and the emergence of new safety concerns,
there are other external forces that have the potential to influence the Board’s execution of its
Strategic Plan and annual performance plans. In particular, if a major accident or other
safety—significant event occurs at a DOE facility involving special nuclear material, the Board’s
oversight priorities will be changed significantly. This priority shift may require an expeditious
reallocation of resources and a substantive revision to the Board’s performance planning goals,
and potentially may impact the Board’s Strategic Plan objectives and action plans.

The Board’s Strategic Plan was prepared with the acknowledgment of this potential for
rapid change in the complex under its oversight purview. To focus the plan to the greatest extent
possible, the Board highlighted certain planning assumptions that underlie its current prioritization
of activities. These are as follows:

e U.S. national security policy continues to require nuclear weapons stockpile
stewardship and management.

® The Administration maintains its moratorium on the underground testing of nuclear
weapons. Resumption of underground testing would require a major shift in Board

resources for oversight.

® The national priorities concerning the cleanup of contaminated DOE defense nuclear
facilities, a key premise in the Board’s Strategic Plan, remain unchanged.

e No major changes in the Board's current statutory authority or responsibilities in the
DOE defense nuclear complex occur.
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® The startup date for the Waste Isolation Pilot Program (WIPP) does not slip. A
significant delay in WIPP’s opening will require a revised storage strategy for residues
at Rocky Flats, impacting the Board’s oversight plans. \

(The projected 1998 start-up date for WIPP was missed due to ongoing legal disputes.
As of January 1999, a WIPP opening date remains uncertain pending resolution of the
legal issues. The slippage caused Rocky Flats to implement a revised storage strategy
for residues. The Board’s oversight plans have been appropriately modified to
accommodate the revised strategy.)



3. ANNUAL PERFORMANCE PLANS FOR FY 2000

The Board’s statutory mission is logically divided into three strategic areas of
concentration:

® Complex—Wide Health and Safety Issues;

e Management and Stewardship of the Nation’s Stockpile and Nuclear Weapons
Components; and

e Hazardous Remnants of Weapons Production.

In planning its work, the Board and its staff have applied a general set of strategic
planning goals (see Section 2.2) to these focus areas. A set of seven strategic objectives and
sixteen associated action plans that, in aggregate, implement the Board’s general goals have been
developed to address the three strategic areas of concentration. The relationship among these
elements is discussed in the Board’s Strategic Plan (available on the Board’s Internet Home Page
at www.dnfsb.gov).

As required by the Government Performance and Results Act, the Board and its staff
further refined their planning efforts for the FY 1999 Budget Request to produce measurable
performance goals that, when executed, would demonstrate progress towards the Board’s
strategic objectives in each focus area, and consequently toward its general goals. As was
anticipated, operational experience in using the objectives, actions, and projected goals and
measures throughout FY 1998 revealed areas of potential improvement in performance planning
and measurement for FY 1999 and FY 2000. The resulting necessary modifications to the
FY 1999 performance plan are discussed in the introductory material for each of the three
strategic areas of concentration; some terminology was changed in all sections of the performance
plan to more accurately reflect the action—forcing nature of the Board’s work. It should be noted
that the FY 2000 performance goals have been prepared to clearly communicate how the Board’s
planned efforts will support DOE’s FY 2000 strategic objective of full implementation of
integrated safety management systems throughout the DOE complex; as a result, more
explanatory material is included in some of the FY 2000 performance goals than was seen in the
goals for FY 1999. It is anticipated that the Board’s Strategic Plan objectives and action plans
may also evolve slightly prior to submission of the Board’s FY 2000 Budget Request to
Congress.

The Board has created a set of performance goals and measures for FY 2000 that establish
projected levels of performance and reflect the nature of the Board’s independent oversight
function. As discussed in Sections 2.3 and 2.4, the focus of the Board’s efforts can vary
significantly from year to year largely because of external factors. To address this uncertainty
(that is beyond its span of control), the Board has created performance goals focused on
activity—level areas of concern that support its strategic objectives (e.g., safe dismantlement of
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nuclear weapons, stabilization of nuclear wastes, etc.), coupled with a combination of output and
expected outcome measures. Often, the expected outcome measure will be evidenced by

appr m nbyt Board
or st st ence,

P to to

c ar and as DOE responses to
demonstrate that the Board has had a clear and p t on th culture within the

DOE.

To facilitate an integrated review, the sections below are formatted to show the
flow—through from strategic objectives to annual performance goals for FY 1999 and FY 2000, as
well as the associated performance measures for FY 2000. To place this planning information in
context, the tables also provide examples of the Board’s related FY 1998 accomplishments.

The use of consensus and DOE—specific standards is fundamental to the Board’s approach
to safety assessment and oversight. Board Recommendations, DOE’s associated Implementation
Plans and other commitments, and the Board’s Technical Reports are also used to focus reviews.
The standards and criteria used to support the Board and staff evaluations include:

10 CFR 835 Occupational Radiation Protection

29 CFR 1910 Process Safety Management of Highly Hazardous Chemicals

48 CFR 970.2303-2(a)  Integration of Environment, Safety, and Health Into Work Planning
and Execution

DOE P 414.1 Management Functions, Responsibilities, and Authorities Policy

DOE P 450.1 Environment, Safety, and Health Policy for the Department of
Energy Complex

DOE P 450.4 Safety Management System Policy

DOE P 450.5 Line Environment, Safety and Health Oversight

DOE 0 210.1 Performance Indicators and Analysis of Operations Information

DOE 0 231.1 Environment, Safety and Health Reporting

DOE 0 232.1 Occurrence Reporting and Processing of Operations Information

DOE 0 251.1A Directives System

DOE 0 252.1A Technical Standards Program (presently in draft)

DOE 0 360.1 Training

DOE 0 420.1 Facility Safety

DOE 0 425.1 Startup and Restart of Nuclear Facilities and applicable Guides
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DOE 0 430.1

DOE O 452.1A
DOE 0 452.2A
DOE O 460.1A
DOE O 5480.19
DOE O 5480.20A

DOE O 5480.21
DOE O 5480.22
DOE O 5480.23
DOE O 5480.24
DOE O 5820.2A
DOE O 6430.1A
DOE M 411.1-1

DOE M 450.3-1
DOE G 421.1

DOE G 450.4-1
DOE STD 1073-93
DOE STD 3013-96

DOE STD 1120-98

DOE-AL Supplemental
Directive 56XC

DOE-AL Engineering
Procedure EP401080

Recommendation 93-1

Life Cycle Asset Management (430.1A presently in draft), and
applicable Good Practice Guides

Nuclear Explosive and Weapon Surety Program
Safety of Nuclear Explosive Operations, and applicable Guides
Packaging and Transportation Safety, and applicable Guides

Conduct of Operations Requirements for DOE Facilities

Personnel Selection, Qualification and Training Requirements for

DOE Nuclear Facilities

Unreviewed Safety Questions

Technical Safety Requirements

Nuclear Safety Analysis Reports, and applicable Guides
Nuclear Criticality Safety, and applicable Guides
Radioactive Waste Management

General Design Criteria

Manual of Safety Management Functions, Responsibilities, and
Authorities '

DOE Closure Process for Necessary and Sufficient Sets of
Standards

Criticality Safety Good Practices Guide for DOE Nonreactor
Nuclear Facilities

Integrated Safety Management System Guide
Guide for Operational Configuration Management Programs

Criteria for Preparing and Packaging Plutonium Metals and
Oxides for Long-Term Storage

Integration of Environmental, Safety and Health into Facility
Disposition Activities

Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Evaluation Program

New Material and Stockpile Systems Evaluation

Standards Utilization in Defense Nuclear Facilities, and DOE’s

associated Implementation Plan
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Recommendation 93-3

Recommendation 93-5

Recommendation 93-6

Recommendation 94-1

Recommendation 94-3

Recommendation 94-4

Recommendation 95-1
Recommendation 95-2

Recommendation 961

Recommendation 97-1

Recommendation 97-2
DNFSB/TECH-1
DNFSB/TECH-3

DNFSB/TECH-5

DNFSB/TECH-6

DNFSB/TECH-10

DNFSB/TECH-12

DNFSB/TECH-13
DNFSB/TECH-14

DOE Technical Capability in Defense Nuclear Facilities
Programs, and DOE’s associated Implementation Plan

Hanford Waste Tanks Characterization Studies, and DOE’s
associated Implementation Plan

Maintaining Access to Nuclear Weapons Expertise in the
Defense Nuclear Facilities Complex, and DOE’s associated
Implementation Plan

Improved Schedule for Remediation in Defense Nuclear Facilities
Complex, and DOE’s associated Implementation Plan

Rocky Flats Plutonium Storage, and DOE’s associated
Implementation Plan

Y-12 Plant Conduct of Operations, and DOE’s associated
Implementation Plan

Uranium Enrichment, and DOE’s associated Implementation Plan
Safety Management, and DOE’s associated Implementation Plan

In-Tank Precipitation System at the Savannah River Site, and
DOE’s associated Implementation Plan

Uranium-233 Storage Safety at Department of Energy Facilities,
and DOE’s associated Implementation Plan

Criticality Safety, and DOE's associated Implementation Plan
Plutonium Storage Safety at Major Department of Energy Facilities

Overview of Ventilation Systems at Selected DOE Plutonium
Processing and Handling Facilities

Fundamentals for Understanding Standards-Based Safety
Management of DOE Defense Nuclear Facilities

Safety Management and Conduct of Operations at the Department
of Energy's Defense Nuclear Facilities

An Assessment Concerning Safety at Defense Nuclear Facilities —
the DOE Technical Personnel Problem

Regulation and Oversight of Decommissioning Activities at
Department of Energy Defense Nuclear Facilities

U-233 Storage Safety at Department of Energy Facilities

Savannah River Site In-Tank Precipitation Facility Benzene
Generation—Safety Implications



DNFSB/TECH-15 Operational Formality for Department of Energy Defense Nuclear
Facilities and Activities — An Evaluation Guide

DNFSB/TECH-16 Integrated Safety Management

DNFSB/TECH-17 Review of the Hanford Spent Nuclear Fuel Project

DNFSB/TECH-18 Review of the Safety of Storing Plutonium Pits at the Pantex Plant

DNFSB/TECH-19 Authorization Agreements for Defense Nuclear Facilities and
Activities

3.1 COMPLEX-WIDE HEALTH AND SAFETY ISSUES

3.1.1 Overview

In executing its various missions, the DOE faces a number of difficult complex-wide
health and safety issues, including the continuing complex—wide reduction in its workforce; its
ongoing program to revise or reduce contractor requirements specified in orders, rules, and
standards; loss of contractor critical skills and facility knowledge; increasingly tight budgetary
constraints; and the variety of activities and contracting approaches at the various sites. To
resolve these issues will require a more disciplined approach for ensuring the safety of operations
at DOE's defense nuclear facilities. Therefore, the Board has recommended that the DOE:

e  identify the roles and responsibilities of DOE and its contractors’ personnel related
to health and safety;

e define the technical competencies and experience required to satisfy these
responsibilities; and

e  plan, execute, and control work activities in a disciplined, systematic manner that
defines work scope, analyzes applicable hazards, develops and implements necessary
controls, and provides feedback and improvement to work processes and products.

The Board’s Strategic Plan identifies two specific objectives that it intends to pursue to
ensure that DOE performs its defense nuclear mission safely. They are:

I-A. Verify that Integrated Safety Management (ISM) programs at DOE facilities are
tailored to existing hazards, developed to prescribed standards, and implemented by
managers and workers.*

) Integrated Safety Management (ISM) is the means by which the Department of Energy is institutionalizing
the process of incorporating into the planning and execution of every major defense nuclear activity involving hazardous
materials those controls necessary to ensure that environment, safety and health objectives are achieved. It consists of
the infrastructure of component safety management programs and processes that, as an integrated whole, implements or
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I-B. Confirm that roles, responsibilities, experience, and competencies required to protect
workers and the public are explicitly defined and implemented for both DOE and its
contractors’ personnel.

The Board believes that specific actions currently planned for FY 1999 and FY 2000 to
advance each of these objectives are possible and desirable. These actions, which are specified in
the following tables, build on the Board’s activities and accomplishments of past years in
technically rigorous oversight and constructive interaction with the DOE. Examples of related FY
1998 performance accomplishments that have supported the Board’s objectives are also provided
in the following tables. All such activities and accomplishments have been publicly identified in
documents such as the Board’s Annual Reports, letters, technical reports, and previous budget
requests. The Board’s action plans described in the following tables are also based on its
assessment of progress expected in FY 1999 and on major DOE efforts planned during FY 2000,
which in turn are predicated on many factors—most importantly, the DOE budget and its
accomplishments during this period.

3.1.2 Adjustments to the FY 1999 Performance Goals

The primary external factors that drive modifications to the performance goals of this
strategic area of concentration are of three types:

®  Changes in functional area focus for DOE’s directives upgrade program;
®  Delays in the schedules for design and construction projects; and

®  Slower progress than committed to by the DOE in the implementation of integrated
safety management systems.

For FY 1999, a performance goal that requires substantive modification is the one focused
on design and construction projects (Objective/Action I-A.3). While the same level of
performance is still anticipated in FY 1999 (two reviews), the candidate facilities have changed to
some extent, based on the latest DOE schedule projections for facility design and construction
projects. The FY 1999 performance goals associated with Objective/Action I-A.4 and I-B.1
have been expanded and made more specific, based on progress and accomplishments in these
two areas during FY 1998. Minor editorial changes were made to clarify the intent or context of
the performance goals associated with Objective/Actions I-A/1, I-A.2, and I-B 2.

ensures implementation of all institutional, facility, and activity level requirements, controls, and authorization basis

commitments. Examples of “component safety management programs” include radiological control, maintenance,
emergency response, fire protection, training, etc. Examples of “component safety management processes” include
work planning, configuration management, criticality safety review, process hazard analysis, and self-assessment.
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Objective —

I-A Venfy that Integrated Safety Management (I

3.1.3 COMPLEX-WIDE HEALTH AND SAFETY ISSUES

SM) programs at DOE faciliti s are tailored to existing hazards developed to prescribed standards and implemented by managers and workers.

1. Determine the technical adequacy of new or revised health and safety related orders, rules, and standards for use in developing ISM programs for defense nuclear facilities and, by technical

Action Plan -
workers and the public. (Goal 3)

In direct response to Board and staff action, DOE revised DOE
Order 251.1A, Directives System, and DOE Manual 251.1-1A,
Directives System Manual. These documents incorporate key
provisions that ensure:

e The Board has the opportunity to review applicable health
and safety directives before issuance,

« DOE documents/tracks the preservation of health, and safety
requirements when directives are revised, and
Health and safety directives do not automatically expire after
a fixed duration.

The Board’s reviews of the application of DOE Manual 450.3-1,
DOE Closure Process for Necessary and Sufficient Sets of
Standards, at selected DOE facilities identified that an
incomplete set of proposed contractual requirements for health
and safety resulted, due in part to a lack of adequate
requirements and guidance in the directive. Board public
meetings and formal correspondence caused DOE to commit to
revise this directive to incorporate lessons learned in a
coordinated manner with the scheduled revision of DOE

Guide 450.4-1, Integrated Safety Management System Guide.

Formal Board correspondence and direct attention by individual
Board Members, as well as staff reviews of numerous draft DOE
health and safety directives and direct interactions with DOE,
caused DOE to integrate one set of health and safety directives,
under a revision to DOE Order 430.1, Life Cycle Asset
Management, which provides for an adequate level of protection
of the worker, public, and the environment. This integrated
directives set is expected to be issued shortly.

a. Board and staff efforts (including interaction
with the DOE offices involved with developing,
maintaining and implementing the directives
system, and through formal Board action) lead
DOE towards consolidating and integrating its set
of health and safety directives.

b. Through Board and staff reviews and actions,
encourage DOE to appropriately update the
health and safety directives explicitly associated
with ISM, including:

o G450.4-1, Integrated Safety Management
System Guide, and

o G414.1-1, Implementation Guide for Use
with Independent and Management
Assessment,

based on experience and lessons learned in

implementing ISM throughout the DOE complex
in FY 1998.

3-7

interchange, public meetings, or other Board actions, lead DOE to issue new or revised standards, where necessary, that have adequate requirements for the protection of the health and safety of the

a. The Board and its staff review and assess
proposed new DOE health and safety directives
and safety—significant modifications to existing
directives.

a. Output: New or significantly modified health
and safety directives are reviewed and results are
communicated to DOE by the Board or its staff
for incorporation or resolution, as appropriate.

In FY 2000, the Board will place particular
emphasis on encouraging DOE to improve the
consolidation and integration of its health and
safety directives in the following areas:

feedback and improvement, and
 requirements selection,

including those health and safety directives
explicitly associated with ISM, for example

e P251.1, Directives System;

P450.4, Safety Management System Policy,

« P450.5, Line Environment, Safety, and Health
Oversight Policy;,

e P450.3, Authorizing Use of the Necessary and
Sufficient Process for Standards-Based
Environment, Safety and Health Management;

e M450.3-1, The Department of Energy
Closure Process for Necessary and Sufficient
Sets of Standards.

: When DOE issues new or
modified health and safety directives, they are in
an enhanced form, resulting in improved safety
through standardized requirements and guidance
that provide for adequate protection of the
workers, public, and the environment



Objective —

3.1.3 COMPLEX-WIDE HEALTH AND SAFETY ISSUES

Action Plan — 2. Review ISM program development and evaluate technical progress at DOE sites. (Goal 5)

The Board’s December 1997 reporting requirement caused
DOE and its site contractors to evaluate the status of ISM at
facilities beyond those that were designated as top priority in

Board’s
rted that

resp
man

ation
tic ev

In
nr

ion,
ed areas

of needed improvement and integration in their ISM programs.

The Board and its staff closely tracked DOE’s development and

ISM
dale

implemen
1998, the

ficati
highl

In
nsl

verification reviews and identifying areas of needed

ent, including
involvement,

1t
p

from

se,
findings.

a. The Board and DOE mutually agree that the
essential elements of facility-level ISM are
implemented for the twelve individual defense
nuclear facilities that were identified as top
priority in DOE’s Implementation Plan for Board
Recommendation 95-2.

b. Through Board and staff reviews and actions,
encourage DOE to have institutional-level ISM
System “descriptions,” as required by the DOE
Acquisition Regulations, in place for all sites
with operational defense nuclear facilities.

¢. The Board and DOE mutually agree to a
schedule by which institutional-level ISM
Systems will be implemented for all operational
facilities at defense nuclear sites.
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a. The Board and its staff observe and assess
DOE’s verification reviews of institutional-level
ISM System implementation for those sites with
facilities that were identified as top priority in
DOE’s Implementation Plan for Board
Recommendation 95-2, as well as one of DOE’s
verification reviews conducted for a defense
nuclear site identified as the next level of priority
(e.g., Sandia National Laboratories, the Nevada
Test Site, or Idaho National Engineering and
Environmental Laboratory).

b. The Board and its staff review and assess
Authorization Agreements for Pantex Plant
nuclear weapons activities (an ongoing area of
top priority under DOE’s Implementation Plan
for Board Recommendation 95-2), as well as
selected Authorization Agreements for other
defense nuclear facilities and activities.

c. DOE has a strategic objective to implement
ISM complex—wide in FY 2000. To support this
DOE safety management objective, the Board
improves its communication effectiveness by
consistently characterizing technical review
results using the standard ISM terminology first
developed in DOE’s Implementation Plan for
Board Recommendation 95-2, and formally
promulgated in G450.4-1, Integrated Safety
Management System Guide.

I-A. Verify that Integrated Safety Management (ISM  programs at DOE facil ties are tailored to existing hazards, developed to prescribed standards, and mplemented by managers and workers

a. Output: Institutional-level ISM System
verification reviews for sites with top priority
facilities are assessed, plus one additional
verification review. Assessment results are
communicated to DOE by the Board or its staff.

b. Output: Proposed Authorization Agreements
for Pantex Plant nuclear weapons operations and
for selected defense nuclear facilities and
activities are assessed. Assessment results are
communicated to DOE by the Board or its staff.

¢. Qutput: Results that are communicated to
DOE by the Board or its staff are appropriately
tied to ISM concepts.

: DOE verification reviews
and authorization agreements are effective tools
for inculcating ISM concepts, and technical
advisories from the Board are easily related to
applicable ISM core functions and principles



Objective - I-A  Verify hat Integrated Safety Managem

Action Plan 3. Perform design reviews of DOE'’s design/construction projects to determine appropriate application of proven principles of systems engineering,
construction management that ensure safe start-up an

Review of the Capability Maintenance and Improvement Project
at the Los Alamos National Laboratory by the Board and its staff
identified several issues with the technical management, design

s an ents for the project that did not fully
erh require ments. These issues were
in ber 1 oard repo ent for
we r clar n several i een DOE

and the Board and its staff. This caused DOE to initiate major
ments to its project organi , design/construction
and design criteria develo

The Board’s reviews identified that the original geotechnical field
investigation for the Actinide Packaging and Storage Facility at
the Savannah River Site had insufficient coverage for the final
siting. In January 1998, the Board successfully encouraged the
Savannah River Site to expand the scope of the geotechnical
investigation, which is important for confirming design inputs
and resolving other safety design concerns. Board and staff
interaction with Savannah River Site personnel has also led to
on—site contractor technical expertise being more involved in this
design, and this has resulted in earlier identification and
resolution of design issues.

The Board s reviews identified shortcomings in the Hanford
Spent Nuclear Fuel Project that included the lack of sound project
management, a potential battery room hydrogen explosion
hazard, and an nability to address emerging technical 1ssues 1n a
timely manner, thereby unduly delaying the safe, expeditious
removal and stabilization of deteriorating fuel In November

997 and February and March 998 the Board issued reports
that ident fied hese 1ssues and the need for increased attention
(both nternal and external to DOE) on he Project s
shortcomings. Continued Board and staff pressure through
correspondence meetings ncluding public meetings has led
DOE to streamline Project organization, to adequate y address the
potential explosion risk and, closure on ssues associated with

he design and fabricat on of the Mu i-Canister Overpack (the
container for storing spent nuclear fue ).

3.1.3 COMPLEX-WIDE HEALTH AND SAFETY ISSUES

a. The Board and its staff complete two reviews
of DOE design/construction activities, including:

technical project management,
criteria development,
design preparation, and

e construction,

and urge DOE to take appropriate actions in
response Lo any significant findings from these
reviews, with the intended result of embedding
adequate safety measures within the designs.

Candidate facilities for review include:

Hanford — new spent nuclear fuel facilities and
the Tank Waste Remediation System,

« Los Alamos National Laboratory — the TA-55
pit tion project,

e Sa River Site — tritium facilities,
plutonium storage, and plutonium disposition
facilities.

3-9

en ( SM) programs at DOE facilitie are ai ored to ex sting hazards developed to prescri

d operation of defense nuclear facilities. (Goal 6)

a. The Board and its staff perform two

bed standards and implemented by managers and workers.

standard analytical methodology, and disciplined

a. Output: Two tailored design/construction

app ately tailore  views E reviews are conducted and results are
des onstruction  vities, ing communicated to DOE by the Board or its staff.
« technical project management, b. fie v ct
 criteria development, m se n
design preparation, and re co a

« construction, by the Board or its staff.
and communicate any identified issues that will

require resolution to provide for adequate

protection of the worker, the public, and the

environment.

Selection for review is based on relative hazards,
and on DOE’s schedule and progress on the
candidate facilities.

b. The Board and its staff encourage DOE to
evaluate and incorporate lessons learned during
major design, construction, and deactivation
efforts into the directives concerning project
management and systems engineering throughout
the full life cycle, including:

0430.1, Life Cycle Asset Management, and
« applicable Good Practices Guides,

with t
on im
to sys

An ad
ion of

e approach and
fied issues is

developed to support safe start-up and operat on
of new or modified defense nuclear facilites.



Objective —

Action Plan -, . ities. (Goal 2 and Goal 5)

In March 1998, the Board issued a reporting requirement
concerning DOE and contractor line management and

independent responsibilities and for k and
improvement. DOE's response to f action
and, in addition, during a June public meeting on DOE’s status
implementing endat the

committed to he ne olid the
DOE requirements for environ fety rting

I-A Venfy that ntegrated Safety Managemen (ISM programs at DOE fac

3.1.3 COMPLEX-WIDE HEALTH AND SAFETY ISSUES

4. Evaluate the effectiveness of individual components, as well as the integration of all components, that make up DOE’s feedback a

a. Through Board and staff reviews and actions,
encourage DOE to improve integration of DOE’s
environment, safety, and health reporting
requirements. Areas of specific focus will
include:

. al quired
e nal
m

requirements at other defense nuclear
facilities), and

« the utility and int on of vari
Order—-mandated onment, s
health performance reports.

y, and

b. Through Board and staff reviews and actions,
drive DOE to develop an adequate plan to
consolidate and make necessary changes to the

DOE/Cont em fordi  minating results
of internal ssments,  rsight activities,
and lessons learned.

C and ff ,
e mo le nt
a pon it

and improvement function
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jes are ai ored to ex st ng hazards developed to prescribed standards,

a. The Board and its staff assess DOE’s
development and issuance of guidance for
establishing effective ISM performance measures

b. The Board and its staff assess DOE’s
development and issuance of guidance (o
adequately con 1d make necessary
changes to the tractor system for
disseminating results of internal DOE
assessments, oversight activities, and lessons
learned, and for the implementation of
value—added corrective actions resulting from
these activities.

and 1mp emented by managers and workers

nd improvement safety management function for defense nuclear

a. Output: New or modified DOE directives
governing effective ISM performance
measurement are reviewed and results are
communicated to DOE by the Board or its staff.

b. modified, or consolidated

dir ing assessments, oversight,
lessons learned, and effective corrective action
programs ewed and results are
communi DOE by the Board or its staff.

: DOE-issued directives on
feedback and improvement appropriately address
Board and staff review results, yielding improved
guidance for this core ISM functional area.
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Objective —

I-B. Confirm that roles, responsibilities, experience, and competenci

es required to protect workers and the public are explicitly defined and implemented for both DOE and its contractor personnel.

Action Plan -

Examples of FY 1998 Accomplishments

The structure of DOE’s program for responding to the Board’s
Recommendation 94—1 was not being managed adequately, in
part because there was no organization in DOE with the required
cross-cutting authority and resources to provide adequate
direction for the integration of complex-wide nuclear material
stabilization activities. In December 1997, the Board issued a
letter encouraging DOE to restructure the leadership of this very
important risk-reduction program. In its response, DOE
assigned the Deputy Secretary as the responsible manager for
resolving complex-wide integration issues.

The Board’s reviews revealed that the roles, responsibilities, and
interfaces between DOE and its contractor in implementing the
Capability Maintenance and Improvement Project at the Los
Alamos National Laboratory were not clearly defined; there was
no assurance that requirements important to health and safety
were identified and appropriately developed through every phase
of a design/construction project. In December 1997, the Board
requested a report from DOE to address these issues. In
responding to this reporting requirement, DOE and Los Alamos
management have initiated key organizational changes and have
committed to resolving the issues identified by the Board.

1. Conduct specific reviews of DOE organizational documents (e.g., Manual of Functions,
results to DOE via technical exchanges, public meetings, or formal Board action. (Goals 4 & 5)

FY 1999 Performance Goals

a. Conduct Board and staff reviews to examine
DOE’s implementation of the safety functions
and responsibilities contained in the DOE
corporate level, program office, and Field
element Functions, Responsibilities, and
Authorities Manuals (FRAMs). The intent of
these reviews is to steer DOE towards more
effective implementation of this fundamental
ISM principle.

A priority candidate for specific Board and staff
review is the safety management of nuclear
explosive operations.

a. The Board and its staff review and assess the
roles and responsibilities assignments for safety
management for:

« one DOE Headquarters organization, and

« two DOE Field organizations (one under the
DOE Office of Defense Programs and one
under the Office of Environmental
Management),

including appropriate consideration of the
associated FRAMs. The intent of these reviews
is to determine whether DOE’s system of FRAMs
accurately reflects the assignment of safety
management responsibilities in Headquarters and
the Field, and to identify any areas that require
additional DOE action.

Responsibilities and Authorities) and operations at DOE Headquarters and in the field, and communicate

FY 2000 Performance Measures

a. Output: Three reviews are conducted and the
results are communicated to DOE by the Board or
its staff.

Expected Outcome: There is enhanced
understanding of safety—related roles and
responsibilities in support of DOE’s execution of
functions associated with protecting the worker,
public, and environment.




Objective —

Action Plan — 2. Monitor closely DOE efforts to recruit and retain a safety management staff of exceptional quality,
DOE budget reductions to—date, including ongoing eva

Stabilization and clean—up of hazardous materials at Hanford
continues to demand personnel with critical technical expertise.
As part of the continuing efforts on Board Recommendation
93-3, the DOE-Richland Operations Office has been encouraged
by the Board to acquire additional technical expertise in critical
areas (e.g., project management and nuclear safety).
DOE-Richland requested authority from DOE-Headquarters to
hire 25 additional technical staff, including excepted service
billets. With the Board’s support, this authorization was granted
and the hiring is now in progress.

Concerns with maintaining an adequate level of assurance of the
health and safety of workers and the public led the Board to
issue Recommendation 97-2, Criticality Safety, which, in part,
called for institutionalizing various initiatives to provide for the
continued technical competence of criticality safety

p s alsintheD ear weapons complex. Through

C n interaction tt e Board, its staff, and DOE,
ant progress has m a oritizing
criticality experi al a

capturing hi ical critical th

archiving in  iews of reti riticality safety experts.

3.1.3 COMPLEX-WIDE HEALTH AND SAFETY ISSUES

I-B. Confirm that roles, respons bi ities, experience and competencies required to protect workers and the public are explicitly defi

a. Through Board staff reviews and Board
actions at three sites with new or newly resumed
operations (e.g., Oak Ridge Y-12, Savannah
River Site tritium facilities, Nevada Test Sile, or
the Pantex) Plant, encourage DOE to complete
rigorous self-assessments of implementation of
the Technical Qualification Program for DOE
employees, and to determine whether the skills
and compelencies necessary to conduct nuclear
and nuclear explosive activities safely are
adequate and continue to improve.

b. Confirm, through Board and staff reviews and
action, that progress is being made to implement
the commitments contained in the associated
DOE Implementation Plans for:

« Board Recommendation 97-2, Criticality
, and
. Recommendation 93-3, Improving DOE
Technical Capability in Defense Nuclear
Facilities Programs.
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a. The Board and its staff collaborate with DOE
in its efforts to address the remaining
commitments under the Recommendation 93-3
Implementation Plan, which include DOE’s
commitment to complete its periodic assessments
of the effectiveness of the Federal Technical
Capabilities Program for DOE employees.

b. As part of scheduled DOE and contractor
operational readiness determinations involving
the following organizations:

« DOE-Livermore Site Office,

« DOE-Richland Operations Office,

« DOE-Albuguerque Operations Office,

 Los Alamos National Laboratory,

o Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, and
e QOak Ridge Y-12,

the Board and its staff assess whether competence
is commensurate with assigned responsibilities
for key sa ma ersonnel. Two DOE
Field Offi  and e nuclear contractor
organizations will be assessed.

c. The Board collaborate with DOE in its efforts
to address the remaining commitment under the
Recommendation 97-2 Implementation Plan,
which support ass  ce Federal staff
directly perfor cri ity ty oversight are
qualified

ned and imp emented for both DOE and 1ts contractor personnel

education, and experience. Review the results of DOE’s reduction—in—force actions arising from
luation of the DOE implementation of related Board Recommendations. (Goals 2, 4 &)5)

eted and
ard or its
staff.
b. reviews are ed (2 DOE
an r ) and results nicated to

DOE by the Board or its staff.

c. Output: A technically adequate DOE program
is in place for the qualification of DOE’s
employees on contractor criticality safety
practices.

Ri e
SO
on ty

of defense nuclear facilities; this information is
be used by DOE to continuously upgrade the
q of its technical workforce.



3.2 MANAGEMENT AND STEWARDSHIP OF THE NATION’S STOCKPILE AND
NUCLEAR WEAPONS COMPONENTS

3.2.1 Overview

Nuclear weapons continue to play an integral role in U.S. national security policy. By
their nature, the operations to maintain a nuclear weapons stockpile involve hazards that, if not
adequately controlled, could pose unacceptable consequences to the public and the workers.
Therefore, the DOE must ensure that the unique hazards associated with nuclear weapons and
components are adequately controlled in a tailored, integrated safety management system. The
Board maintains safety oversight of the DOE as it conducts its nuclear weapons operations in
fulfillment of national security objectives and continues to protect the health and safety of the
workers and the public.

The Board’s Strategic Plan identifies three specific objectives to improve the safety of
operations involving DOE’s nuclear weapons and nuclear weapon components:

II-A. Cause the DOE to improve the collection, analysis, and dissemination of
information related to safety as part of its weapons stockpile stewardship and
management program.

[I-B. Confirm that the maintenance and modification of the nuclear weapons stockpile
and associated research and development are performed safely using an integrated

safety management approach that adequately controls the hazards associated with
these activities.

[I-C. Verify that the permanent dismantlement of retired nuclear weapons and the
disposition of components are completed safely in 2 manner appropriate to the
hazards of these operations.

The Board believes that specific actions currently planned for FY 1999 and FY 2000 to
advance each of these objectives are achievable and desirable. These actions, which are specified
in the following tables, build on the Board’s activities and accomplishments of past years in
technically rigorous oversight and constructive interaction with the DOE. Examples of the related
FY 1998 performance accomplishments that have supported these objectives are also provided in
the following tables. All such activities and accomplishments have been publicly identified in
documents such as the Board’s Annual Reports, letters, technical reports, and previous budget
requests. The Board’s action plans described in the following tables are also based on its
assessment of progress expected in FY 1999 and major DOE efforts planned during FY 2000,
which in turn are predicated on many factors—most importantly, DOE’s budget and its
accomplishments during this period.



3.2.2 Adjustments to the FY 1999 Performance Goals

The changes in this strategic area of concentration in the FY 1999 Performance Plan
generally represent efforts to improve the focus of the performance goals, as well as to account
for the Board’s and DOE’s achievements in 1998. The substantive changes in this section are:

Objective/Action II-A.1; Two performance goals were combined to create a single
comprehensive effort to assess several programs underway to gain additional information from

several sources (e.g., Core Surveillance Program, the Enhanced Surveillance Program, and the
knowledge preservation program) to improve the quality of safety-related weapon system
information in Weapon Safety Specifications and Hazard Analysis Reports.

Objective/Action [I-B.1: One performance goal previously in this section was combined
into the performance goals under Complex—-Wide Health and Safety Issues so as to provide a

single area of strategic focus related to the development of Integrated Safety Management
Systems.

Objective/Action II-C.1: The focus of two performance goals was modified slightly to a
review of the entire system of standards, directives, implementing instructions, and controls

refined over the last year to ensure the safe dismantlement of retired nuclear explosives. The
goals had previously focused only on the principal DOE Orders and standards in that system.

The focus of a third performance goal was changed to address the safety of dismantling
nuclear weapon secondaries at Oak Ridge Y—-12 to be more consistent with the strategic plan
objective. The safety of other activities at Oak Ridge Y-12 is already adequately addressed under
Objectives II-A and II-B.



3.2.3 MANAGEMENT AND STEWARDSHIP OF THE NATION’S STOCKPILE AND NUCLEAR WEAPONS COMPONENTS

Objective —

II-A. Cause DOE to improve the collection, analysis, and availability of information related to safety, as part of its weapons stockpile stewardship and management program.

Action Plan 1. Monitor DOE/Contractor actions and advise DOE to ensure that the weapons complex develops and maintains an adequate understanding of, and resolves health and safety issues associated with
operations involving production, assembly, testing, storage, and disassembly of weapons and components. (Goals 1, 2, & 4)

After conducting several on—site reviews, the Board realized that
DOE did not have an adequate understanding of the potential
hazards that lightning might pose to nuclear explosive operations at
the Pantex Plant. In September 1997, the Board requested that
DOE re-analyze the nuclear explosive hazards posed by lightning,
identify the additional controls necessary to prevent and mitigate
those hazards, and develop a path forward for maintaining the
needed controls. As a result, DOE identified and installed many
additional protective measures, such as: electrically bonding
metallic penetrations, surge protectors, and isolation requirements
to prevent electrical energy from being inadvertently applied to
explosive circuits. These added measures should render nuclear
explosive operations at Pantex less vulnerable to threats from
lightning.

The Board's staff identified several design and equipment
deficiencies in Enriched Uranium Operations (EUO) at Oak Ridge
Y—12 related to electrical and fire protection systems, such as:

u 1
$ e a a
€ s ] ping
and implementing corrective actions. T of these
corrective actions will significantly imp posture of

the EUO effort, which successfully restarted uranium metallurgical
operations in support of a high—priority national security task in
June 1998.

Throu 1997, ork on a plan to all pits
out of 4 mag ne 12 facilities t ce the
overall Pantex Plant footprint. Building 12-66 had been selected
as the target facility for consolidating all of the surplus pits.
However, Board staff reviews of this facility identified issues with
its safety basis. As a result of interactions with the Board and staff,
DOE re—evaluated the safety basis for its plan to use Building
12-66 for storage of surplus pits, and subsequently withdrew the
plan in December 1997.

a. The Board and its staff conduct reviews of
stockpile management operations at the Pantex
Plant involving two weapons in the enduring
stockpile. The intent of these reviews is to
determine whether DOE is continuously improving
the safety of stockpile surveillance operations, by:

capturing and utilizing relevant safety-related
information from the Core Surveillance
Program, production plant and laboratory
experience, and the Enhanced Surveillance
research and development program, and

+ improving and updating system—specific
Weapons Safety Specifications (WSS) and/or
Hazard Analysis Reports (HAR).

The weapons selected for Board and staff review
will include, if possible, one bomb and one
warhead, and one weapon designed by Lawrence
Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL) and one by
Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL).

b. The Board and its staff conduct one special
study of unique or significant hazards at a DOE
stockpile management facility. The intent of this
review is to confirm the adequacy of hazard or
accident analysis relating to unique or significant
hazards of the DOE weapons complex (e.g.,
airplane crash or on-site transportation).

c. The Board and its staff review the adequacy of
safety basis analyses for three weapons activities or
facilities at sites such as:

the Pantex Plant,
e Oak Ridge Y-12,
e the Savannah River Site (SRS) tritium facilities,
e LLNL,or

LANL.
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The Board and its staff conduct the following
reviews. Selection of the specific focus of each
review is based on relative hazards, and on DOE’s
schedule and progress on the candidate weapon
activities:

a.

Ideally, one bomb and one warhead,
and one LLNL and one LANL weapon will be
selected. One intent of these reviews is to
determine whether DOE’s update of each WSS and
HAR captures relevant safety—related information
from the Core Surveillance Program, production
plant and laboratory experience, and the Enhanced
Surveillance Program.

b.

. One intent of
this review is to confirm the continuing adequacy
of hazard or accident analysis.

c.

. The
intent of these reviews is to determine whether
safety information is adequately derived and
captured in authorization basis documents, and to
promote continuous improvement. Priority
candidates for review include:

» the Pantex Plant,

e Oak Ridge Y-12,

» SRS tritium facilities, and

» weapons program activities at LLNL or
LANL.

, and on a schedule that
supports DOE’s operational plans, the Board or its
staff communicate results with an emphasis on
those issues that will require DOE’s attention to
provide for adequate protection of the worker,
public, and the environment.

a. Output: Two reviews are completed of WSS
and/or HAR documents and results are
communicated to DOE by the Board or its staff.

b. Qutput: One special hazards review is
completed and results are communicated to DOE
by the Board or its staff.

c. Qutput: Three reviews of safety basis analysis/
change control are completed and results
communicated to DOE by the Board or its staff.

: DOE appropriately addresses
Board and staff observations, resulting in improved
understanding and availability of safety information
concerning nuclear explosive operations and other
defense nuclear activities. This will enhance
DOE’s control of the hazards associated with the
production, assembly and disassembly, testing, and
storage of nuclear weapons and/or weapons
components.



3.2.3 MANAGEMENT AND STEWARDSHIP OF THE NATION’S STOCKPILE AND NUCLEAR WEAPONS COMPONENTS

Objective — II-A. Cause DOE to improve the collection, analysis, and availability of information related to safety, as part of its weapons stockpile stewardship and management program.

Action Plan -

In December 1997, the Board issued a technical report, Review
of the Safety of Storing Plutonium Pits at the Pantex Plant,
which identified shortcomings in DOE's efforts to develop
upgraded containers and facilities for storing plutonium pits.
This report discussed the need for DOE to apply a systems
approach to develop a pit storage system that would
comprehensively consider the interrelationships among the
barriers that protect against release of radioactive material, as
well as the programs and controls needed to maintain these
barriers. As a result, DOE is working to identify more
rigorously the requirements for new pit containers and to
develop an integrated plan for improving pit storage and
surveillance at Pantex.

The Board issued a classified technical report, Surveillance of
Nuclear Weapon High-Explosive Operations at Pantex, which
documented a staff review of DOE’s surveillance program that
focused on the main charge high explosives in those nuclear
in the endur pile. The Board’s s in this
as whether t of explosive mater as detected
during surveillance activities, could have safety implications for
nuclear explosive operations (both dismantlements and
ions in g ile). The
ted that i ng some ts of
the surveillance program, such as increasing the high explosive
sampling frequency for older weapons awaiting dismantlement.
Since the Board’s report was issued, there have been noticeable
improvements observed in the surveillance program in some of
the areas highlighted in the report.

a. Determine whether potential safety
implications of age—related changes in
components in the W76, W78, or B83 are
addressed through research and evaluations. An
intent of this review is to confirm that DOE uses
relevant aging-related information from
manufacturing plant surveillance and laboratory
research/testing to improve and update
system—specific WSSs and/or preliminary HARs
for these enduring stockpile weapons, as
necessary.

b. Determine whether DOE’s nuclear explosive
operations for weapons dismantlement and for
support of the enduring stockpile reflect due
consideration of any safety implications
associated with the aging or other degradation of
explosive materials.
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The Board and its staff assess the following
technical areas:

a. DOE’s efforts to address safety issues of
aging-related changes in nuclear weapons
components for one weapon in the enduring
stockpile. The primary intent of this review is to
confirm that these issues are addressed through
research and evaluation of data derived from
Enhanced Surveillance Program models and
relevant information from production plant and
laboratory/testing facility experience, and that the
appropriate WSS and HAR is updated.

b. Research and modeling efforts to evaluate the
aging effects of insensitive high explosives, with
a special focus on composite systems containing
both conventional and insensitive high
explosives.

2. Evaluate DOE’s monitoring of the effects of stockpile aging and offer timely guidance on health and safety issues affecting these operations. Verify that any identified safety impacts of stockpile
aging are communicated to responsible officials and are addressed in a timely manner. (Goals 1 & 2)

a. Output: One assessment of aging—related
phenomena is conducted and review results are
communicated to DOE by the Board or its staff

b. Output: One assessment of research and
modeling of aging effects on explosives is
conducted and review results are communicated
to DOE by the Board or its staff.

DOE improves the safety of
nuclear explosive operations for support of the
enduring stockpile (and, by extension, for
weapons dismantlement) as a result of proper
incorporation of materials aging-related
considerations into hazard analysis, controls
development, and work execution.



3.2.3 MANAGEMENT AND STEWARDSHIP OF THE NATION’S STOCKPILE AND NUCLEAR WEAPONS COMPONENTS

Objective —

Action Plan -

or
on (and
nd
both reo committed to improv  project m ement of
new con ects and facility upgr  s. In addi DOE and
LANL have committed to developing systematic life-cycle analysis,
Is for
DOE

life—cycle phases of facilities at the laboratory.

The Board closely followed DOE's and its contractor’s efforts to
restart initial operations for EUO at Oak Ridge Y-12. In several letters
to DOE, the Board noted lack of appropriate identification of safety
controls for the ventilation system, dry vacuum system, casting furmace
water detection system, and some fire patrols. In response, DOE
created several new safety controls and resolved deficiencies such that
uranium casting operations were successfully restarted in June 1998.

Thr  hout 1997, the Board ¢ y fo d se s rt
the tex Plant dynamic bala wh ar un o ic
balanc a rtia testing. The ssued

letters i ly with DOE to i these tions.
In addition, the Board’s staff helped DOE, the weapons design
agencies, and th ex Plant ¢ ctor identify the h of
concern and the priate con The dynamic bal is now

back in normal operation with significantly improved safety controls.

The Board has closely monitored preparations for initial operations in
the Device Assembly Facility at the Nevada Test Site (NTS). In April
1997, the Board noted that the facility had many elements of a

ry ISM System, but p nts ( y in the
tion of safety contro n The noted
issues requiring DOE’s attention associated with the fire protection
et g
er s
no e ty

improvements. The facility has now begun initial operations to support
experiments at the NTS

1 Through design reviews special studies, operational analysi
including controls that are derived from safety analyses and are tailore

a. Determine whether the authorization basis controls
that are established for weapons complex activities
adequately address the associated hazards, by
evaluating the safety controls selected for three
activities, such as:

« weapons programs at the Pantex Plant,

+ activities at Oak Ridge Y-12,

e activities at an SRS tritium facility, or

+ new stockpile management or stewardship
activities at LANL or LLNL.
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a. The Board and its staff evaluate the safety controls
selected for three hazardous weapons complex
activities and communicate results with emphasis on
any findings that will require DOE attention to
provide for adequate protection of the worker, public,
or the environment. The intent of these reviews is to
determine whether the control sets derived adequately
address the associated hazards.

Priority candidate activities or facilities for review
include those at:

¢ the Pantex Plant;

¢ Oak Ridge Y-12;

e SRS tritium facilities;

» LLNL, LANL, or the Sandia National
Laboratories (SNL).

Selection for review is based on relative hazards, and
on DOE’s schedule and progress on the candidate
activities.

II-B. Confirm that the maintenance and modification of the nuclear weapons stockpile and associated research and development are performed safely using an integrated safety management (ISM)
approach that adequately controls the hazards associated with these activities.

and use of the guidance in Recommendation 95-2, Safety Management confirm DOE has established integrated authorization bases
d adequately to the hazards of act vities relating to stockpile management and stewardship (Goals 1 2, & 3)

a. Output: Evaluations are conducted of the control
sets selected for three hazardous weapons complex
activities and evaluation results are communicated to
DOE by the Board or its staff.

: DOE appropriately addresses
Board and staff observations, resulting in enhanced
safety management programs for hazardous weapons
complex activities.



3.2.3 MANAGEMENT AND STEWARDSHIP OF THE NATION’S STOCKPILE AND NUCLEAR WEAPONS COMPONENTS

Objective —

Action Plan -

The Board issued two letters to DOE forwarding observations on
DOE’s process to assess the nuclear explosive safety (NES)
implications of changes to operations at Pantex. This resulted in
DOE acknowledging that the evaluation of changes could
benefit from a different change control review process. DOE
has committed to revise its NES change control process to be
consistent with DOE’s policy for similar processes at other
defense nuclear facilities.

The Board and its staff have conducted several reviews of restart
efforts for EUO at Oak Ridge Y-12 to support a high—priority
national security task. The Board’s actions facilitated the safe
restart of uranium casting operations in June 1998 and the
planning for future EUO activity restarts.

During the last year, the Board placed considerable emphasis on
the safety management program at LANL’s Chemistry and
Metallurgy Research Facility (CMR). As a result, LANL
reorganized its line management structure and revised the
facility safety management system. After considerable effort by
both DOE and the laboratory, and with extensive Board
oversight and constructive engagement, CMR is operating with a
greater assurance that appropriate safety requirements are being
followed.

For several years, the Board has worked with DOE to improve
the directives affecting the safety of nuclear explosive
operations. However, implementation of the new directives
(which are pivotal to the standards—based safety management
program for nuclear explosive operations) has not proceeded as
rapidly as anticipated. Of particular note is the lack of definitive
guidance for preparing HARs for nuclear explosive operations.
Through Board letters to DOE on various weapons programs
(e.g., W69 operations) and Recommendation 93-1
implementation issues, the Board has continued to encourage
DOE to develop a comprehensive standard for HARs that can be
effectively implemented by DOE and its contractors

a. Evaluate the adequacy of approved
activity—specific hazard analysis, control
identification, and control implementation
processes for activities at three of the
four stockpile management sites [i.e., the Pantex
Plant, Oak Ridge Y-12, LANL, or SRS]. The
focus of these evaluations will include whether
effective feedback and improvement programs
are being executed.

b. Confirm that ISM is in place and effective
before new weapons activities are started by
evaluating the implementation of authorization
basis controls during three DOE/contractor
operational readiness determinations, such as:
Operational Readiness Reviews (ORR) or Safety
Evaluations at the Pantex Plant; ORR for
Phase-B EUO restart at Oak Ridge Y-12; or
readiness reviews for stockpile management work
at LANL.

c. By performing three reviews of specific safety
management functional areas (e.g., training, work
planning, or conduct of operations, configuration
management, unreviewed safety question
determination, or criticality safety) at selected
weapons complex sites, determine whether
safety—related requirements in authorization bases
are implemented by the use of appropriate
contractor procedures and work packages, are
followed consistently, and that DOE and
contractor feedback and improvement efforts are
effective.
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a. The Board and its staff evaluate the execution
of three ISM work-planning processes (i.€.,
activity-specific hazard analysis, identification,
and implementation of safety controls) for new
stockpile management activities at the following
sites: the Pantex Plant, Oak Ridge Y-12, LANL,
and SRS tritium facilities.

b. The Board and its staff observe and assess
three DOE/contractor ORRs or other readiness
determinations for new stockpile management
activities. Priority candidates for review include:
Integrated Readiness Reviews at the Pantex Plant,
the ORR for uranium conversion and reduction
processes in EUO at Oak Ridge Y-12, or
readiness reviews for stockpile management work
scheduled at LANL and SRS tritium facilities.

c. The Board and its staff conduct reviews of the
implementation of two cross—cutting functional
areas, at either the Pantex Plant, Oak Ridge
Y-12, LANL, or SRS tritium facilities. Results
are provided to DOE with emphasis on any
safety-related issues meriting additional
attention. Priority candidate functional areas for
review include:

e training,
« radiological protection,
criticality safety conduct of operations,
« configuration management,
» unreviewed safety question determination, or
 line management self—assessment.

, selection for review is
based on relative hazards, and on DOE’s
schedule and progress on the candidate activities.

II-B. Confirm that the maintenance and modification of the nuclear weapons stockpile and associated research and development are performed safely using an integrated safety management (ISM)
approach that adequately controls the hazards associated with these activities

2. Through reviews at weapons complex sites confirm that DOE and ts contractors are following agreed—upon controls procedures, policie and practices for activities relating to the safe
management of the nuclear weapons stockpile. (Goals 1 2,4 & 5)

a. Output: Three evaluations of ISM work—
planning processes are conducted and review
results are communicated to DOE by the Board or
its staff.

b. Output: Three observations of DOE/contractor
readiness determinations are conducted and
review results are communicated to DOE by the
Board or its staff.

c. Output: Two reviews of cross—cutting
functional areas are conducted and review results
are communicated to DOE by the Board or its
staff.

: DOE implements
value—added safety improvements, or an adequate
approach and schedule for implementation is
developed; DOE is using the information gained
to improve the safe performance of activities
associated with the maintenance and modification
of the enduring nuclear weapons stockpile.



3.2.3 MANAGEMENT AND STEWARDSHIP OF THE NATION’S STOCKPILE AND NUCLEAR WEAPONS COMPONENTS

Objective —

Action Plan — 3. Review research and experimentation related to the safety of nuclear weapons to verify execution of an ISM System. (Goals 1,2, 3,4 & 5)

T out the an ed DOE and
L nth nto ds associated
f ty ¢ c t os 0s. As
u the ’ h to fully

ensure that the overall safety management strategy for these
experiments, which are essential to DOE’s Stockpile Stewardship
program, will provide adequate protection.

The Board and staff conducted several reviews of weapons-related
activities at the LLNL Plutonium Facility (in Standby mode since
July 1997). The Board and its staff monitored the on—going efforts
of LLNL to develop and implement an ISM System at the
Plutonium Facility and the remainder of the Superblock on a top

ty s. The Board’s efforts sp im d work

ge t processes and an upg Pl um ity
Resumption Plan. Specific operations have resumed after
impl nt  improvements such as upgraded proce S,
clari re  nsibilities for safety functions and syst and
upgraded training of Fissile Material Handlers.

The Board and its staff have closely monitored the development
and evolutionary implementation of the ISM System for subcritical
experiments at the Nevada Test Site (NTS). In June 1998, the
Board issued a letter noting the progress that DOE and the
weapons laboratories have made with this program, to date, and
highlighting improvements that are still needed in the identification
and implementation of specific safety controls.

Th Board letter in 11 and rd staff
int with LLNL an D Oakl O tions Office,
the Board has positively influenced LLNL to develop lists of
standards and requirements for safe operations of nuclear facilities
(i.e., the LLNL Work Smart Standards set). LLNL had
concentrated on technical standards (e.g., fire protection and
radiation protection) and deferred consideration of ISM System

ts (e.g., worker p tion, sa alysi

reporting). Asa t of the ’s ac LLNL is
continuing to apply all DOE health and safety directives and
standards currently listed in its contract and has renewed
development of its Work Smart Standards set to include both
technical and ISM standards and programs.

a. Evaluate the adequacy of the execution of
approved ISM processes for activity—specific
hazards analysis, controls identification, and
controls implementation for one research
and development activity related to the safety of the
weapons work at SNL, Oak Ridge Y-12, or the
Pantex Plant. The focus of these evaluations will
include whether effective feedback and
improvement programs are being executed.

b. Confirm that ISM is in place and effective
before new activities are started by evaluating the
adequacy of the execution of approved ISM
processes for activity—specific hazards analysis,
controls identification, and controls implementation
for two weapons research and
development activities at sites with facilities listed
as top priority for ISM implementation in DOE'’s
Implementation Plan for Board Recommendation
95-2 (i.e., LANL or LLNL), or at the NTS for
subcritical experiments. The focus of these
evaluations will include work planning for
newly—initiated weapons research and development
activities, and whether effective feedback and
improvement programs are being executed.
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a. The Board and its staff assess the execution of
one ISM work—planning process (i.e., activity—
specific hazard analysis, controls identification, and
implementation of safety controls) for a Stockpile
Stewardship research and development activity at
one of the following candidate sites: LANL,
LLNL, SNL, or NTS.

b. The Board and its staff assess two
DOE/contractor operational readiness reviews or
other readiness determinations for new Stockpile
Stewardship activities. Priority candidates for
review include: dynamic experiments at LANL and
subcritical experiments at NTS.

c. The Board and its staff conduct reviews of the
implementation of two cross—cutting functional
areas, at either LANL, LLNL, SNL, or NTS.
Review results are provided to DOE on any
identified issues. Priority candidate functional
areas for review include:

e training,

 radiological protection,

« criticality safety conduct of operations,

e configuration management,

« unreviewed safety question determination, and
¢ line management self-assessment.

For all of the above efforts. selection for review is
based on relative hazards, and on DOE’s schedule
and progress on the candidate activities.

[I-B. Confirm that the maintenance and modification of the nuclear weapons stockpile and associated research and development are performed safely using an integrated safety management (ISM)
approach that adequately controls the hazards associated with these activities

a. Output: One review is conducted of ISM work~
planning processes and review results are
communicated to DOE by the Board or its staff.

b. Output: Observations are conducted of two
startups or restarts and review results are
communicated to DOE by the Board or its staff

c. Output: Two reviews of cross—cutting functional
areas are conducted and review results are
communicated to DOE by the Board or its staff.

: DOE implements value—added
safety improvements, or an adequate approach and
schedule for implementation is developed; DOE is
using the information gained to improve the safe
performance of research and development activities
associated with the Stockpile Stewardship mission.
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Objective — .
operations.

Action Plan -

The Board has been actively involved in reviewing the W69
Dismantlement Program. Several constructive safety measures
were identified by the Board and transmitted to DOE in three
letters covering lightning hazards, deficiencies in structural
integrity of the building in which the dismantlement operations
are to be conducted, and the need for safety considerations to
factor into selecting facilities for hazardous operations. The
operational safety of this activity was significantly improved by
administrative controls and physical modifications that were
implemented in response to the Board’s letters.

The Board and its staff positively influenced the safety
management plans for the W79 Dismantlement Program. In
September 1997, the Board highlighted shortcomings in the
W79 Project Team’s preparations for a readiness review of
dismantlement operations. The Board also noted several safety
issues concerning the flammability of the solution used to
dissolve high explosives, controls for the hot water heating
system, ignition sources (particularly electrostatic discharge),
combustible loading and fire protection, documentation of
controls, and change control. Through Board interactions and
continued staff reviews, DOE and the W79 Project Team were
able to identify the appropriate hazards and implement an
effective set of controls to support successful review and startup
of dismantlement operations in June 1998.

a. Verify the initial implementation of DOE’s
new Integrated Safety Process for the W56
weapon dismantlement campaign, and for any
other new weapon dismantlement campaigns.
The intent of these Board and staff reviews is to
confirm that the dismantlement procedures
resulting from the Integrated Safety Process
incorporate the principles of ISM, resulting in
adequate control of the hazards.

b. Verify the continuing safety of the ongoing
W79 weapon dismantlement operation and
confirm that the safety controls are being
effectively implemented and maintained.

c. Determine the adequacy of the ISM System at
Oak Ridge Y-12, particularly the application of
the approved processes for hazards analysis and
safety controls identification for the
dismantlement of secondary systems.
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a. The Board and its staff assess continuing
implementation of DOE’s Integrated Safety
Process for new dismantlement campaigns at the
Pantex Plant. The intent of these assessments is
to determine whether this management process
incorporates the principles of ISM in a manner
that adequately controls the associated hazards.

b. The Board and its staff assess the ISM System
for one ongoing dismantlement campaign at the
Pantex Plant. The intent of this assessment is to
confirm that the associated safety controls are
being effectively implemented and maintained.

c. The Board and its staff assess the adequacy of
the ISM System and the safety controls identified
for new secondary component dismantlement
activities at Oak Ridge Y-12.

II-C. Verify that the permanent dismantlement of retired nuclear weapons and the disposition of components are completed safely in an integrated manner appropriate to the hazards of these

1. Through reviews conducted by the Board's site representatives and site visits by subject matter experts, confirm that dismantlement of nuclear weapons is performed safely through the use of an
ISM approach that adequately controls the related hazards. (Goals 1, 2, 3, 4 &5)

a. Output: Assessments are conducted of the
Integrated Safety Process for new dismantlement
campaigns, and review results are communicated
to DOE by the Board or its staff.

b. Output: One assessment is conducted of the
implementation of the ISM System for an
ongoing dismantlement campaign and review
results are communicated to DOE by the Board or
its staff.

c. Output: Assessments are conducted of the ISM
System for all secondary dismantlement
activities, and review results are communicated to
DOE by the Board or its staff.

: DOE implements
value—added safety improvements, or an adequate
approach and schedule for implementation is
developed; DOE is using the information gained
to ensure that the dismantlement of each retired
nuclear weapon and secondary component can be
completed safely.



3.3 HAZARDOUS REMNANTS OF WEAPONS PRODUCTION

3.3.1 Overview

More than fifty years of nuclear weapons production have yielded a hazardous collection
of surplus, legacy materials consisting of radioactive and chemically reactive metals, residues,
spent fuel, and wastes throughout the DOE complex. These include, among others: nearly 60
million gallons of highly radioactive wastes; unprocessed plutonium solutions; thousands of drums
of plutonium— and uranium-bearing residues awaiting processing; and more than 2000 tons of
degraded irradiated uranium fuel awaiting stabilization. Left unremediated, these materials
represent a significant threat to the workers’ and the public’s health and safety.

It is the Board’s intention to ensure that the DOE places a high priority on reducing the
risks that these high hazard materials pose and to monitor the operations and activities involved in
cleanup of defense nuclear facilities. Through its oversight of DOE defense nuclear facilities, the
Board seeks to ensure that DOE’s stabilization and storage programs are performed safely and
consistently, and will encourage the DOE to complete these activities without undue delay.

The Board’s Strategic Plan identifies two specific objectives that the Board believes
should be pursued to ensure and improve the safe cleanup of DOE defense nuclear facilities:

III-A. Verify that the DOE properly characterizes, stabilizes, processes, and safely stores
plutonium, uranium, and other actinides, residues, spent fuel, and wastes from the
nuclear weapons program and that the DOE provides for their expeditious
disposal, as needed.

III-B. Confirm that the DOE aggressively pursues the safe deactivation of excess defense
nuclear facilities which pose a high risk to workers or the public.

Objective III-A requires that material to be stabilized is adequately characterized to allow
development of appropriate methods for stabilization and processing or identification of safety
problems associated with extended storage. Since some materials were not well characterized, this
requirement is emphasized as well as the development of new methods for early assessment of
safety issues.

Objectives ITI-A and ITI-B utilize the tenets of integrated safety management (as
described in the Board’s Recommendation 95-2) to assess the adequacy of DOE’s preparation for
stabilization, processing of storage activities as well as for all deactivation activities.

Many of the activities the DOE must accomplish to reduce risk presented by the legacy
materials and to deactivate its excess facilities are unique, one—of-a-kind operations. The goal of
the Board’s efforts is to ensure that these activities can be accomplished safely, thereby providing
adequate protection to the public, workers, and the environment. To accomplish this goal, the
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Board and its staff attempt to bring a structured approach to the activity. This structured approach
has been recommended in Recommendation 95-2 to achieve integrated safety management. A
graded approach based on the hazards is used to select activities and functional safety areas to
review. The very conduct of the staff’s reviews brings a certain structure to the activities.

Using the tenets of integrated safety management, the reviews in this strategic area of
concentration are focused on identifying the hazards, determining the controls that are needed to
prevent or mitigate the hazard, implementing safety controls associated with the various activities,
and providing feedback for the next activity to be performed. A measure of the Board’s success is
DOE'’s ability to safely accomplish, in a prioritized manner, the activities needed for ongoing
reduction of the risks associated with nuclear weapons production legacy materials.

The Board believes that specific actions currently planned for FY 1999 and FY 2000 to
advance each of these objectives are possible and desirable. These actions, which are specified in
the following tables, build on the Board’s activities and achievements of past years in technically
rigorous oversight and constructive interaction with the DOE. Examples of the related FY 1998
performance accomplishments that have supported these objectives are also provided in the
following tables. All such activities and accomplishments have been publicly identified in
documents such as the Board’s Annual Reports, letters, technical reports, and previous budget
requests. The Board’s action plans described in the following tables are also based on its
assessment of progress expected in FY 1999 and major DOE efforts planned during FY 2000,
which in turn are predicated on many factors, most importantly—DOE’s budget and its
accomplishments during this period.

3.3.2 Adjustments to the FY 1999 Performance Goals

FY 1999 performance goals have been modified slightly to reflect the changing schedules
of DOE activities driven by revised priorities:

: In the case of processing high—level waste at the Savannah
River Site, In-Tank Precipitation has been terminated due to excessive benzene generation and
associated explosion concerns; alternative methods are being considered. The new goal is for the
Board to ensure that the process selected by the DOE is safe, technically acceptable, and
adequately demonstrated in pilot operations. An appropriate measure is evaluating the adequacy
of the alternatives and issuing a report on the results.

: Specific activities at Savannah River, Hanford, and RFETS

have been substituted for more general ones previously identified or for activities no longer being
considered by the DOE
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Objective -

Action Plan -

a
e ion 93-5,
C the

organic solvent and organic complexant safety issues for the Hanford
tank farms by the end of FY 1998. This action adds to the earlier
closure of the ferrocyanide/nitrate and nuclear criticality safety issues
for the tank farms, leaving the flammable gas safety issue as the sole
known unresolved safety concern to be pursued.

There are potential radiation exposures and industrial accidents
associated with processing low-risk residues. The Board, in a January
1998 letter, noted that many of the concerns with the low-risk residues
would be alleviated by entombment without further processing. To
achieve this risk reductive objective, the Board staff reviewed the

Flats Env hnology s (RFETS) res

terization that the ling and chara zation
were not sufficiently conservative to ensure residues did not require
stabilization before disposal. Better characterization is now being
accomplished will allow classifying residues as low This
will allow the ration of risk reduction at RFETS and arlier
disposal of residues without compromising safety.

Concerns with storage of Uranium—233 (U-233) were not being
tely addressed by DOE. FY 1998, in onse to Board
mendation 97-1, DOE ¢ d initial site ssments for
the Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL), the Idaho National
and Envi tal ( and t 0s
onal Lab (L an in
characterization of the U-233 material and storage conditions.

There were uncertainties with process safety at the Savannah River
Site’s (SRS) In-Tank Precipitation (ITP) Facility. In
Recommendation 96-1, the Board recommended that DOE thoroughly
evaluate the process and develop adequate controls before conducting
further large-scale ITP operations. Recent results of the chemistry
program confirmed the Board’s concerns with this process. DOE
notified the Board in January 1998 that work on ITP would be
suspended, and that a program to evaluate alternative processes would
be undertaken.

3.3.3 HAZARDOUS REMNANTS OF WEAPONS PRODUCTION

a. Assess the adequacy of DOE’s progress on
characterization activities to identify potentially
hazardous conditions at:

« Hanford — satisfactory closure of safety issues for
storage, retrieval and processing of high level tank
wastes,

» RFETS - safe processing and storage of residues,

e ORNL, INEEL, and LANL - safe storage.

b. Conduct an annual assessment of research and
development efforts associated with key efforts for
safe treatment and storage of high risk residues, spent
fuel and waste. The intent of this review is to
confirm that these research and development efforts
adequately address identified technology gaps.

c. Review the technical adequacy of the DOE
standard being prepared for storage of
uranium—bearing materials, and identify any areas
that require improvement.

d. Determine whether the process selected for
processing high-level, cesium-bearing waste in the
ITP facility at SRS is safe, technically acceptable, and
has been adequately demonstrated in pilot operations.
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a. The Board and its staff review three DOE efforts
to characterize material before processing and storage
and, on a schedule that supports DOE’s operational
plans, communicate any identified issues that will
require resolution to provide for adequate protection
of the worker, the publie, and the environment.

Primary candidate activities for review include:
o Hanford — Continued characterization of

closure of the flammable gas safety 1ssue
associated with its storage
(Recommendation 93-5),

o RFETS - Safety issues associated with the interim
storage, disposal, and processing of residues
(Recommendation 94-1), and

¢ ORNL - Safe repackaging and storage of U-233
(Recommendation 97-1).

Selection for review is based on relative hazards, and
on DOE’s schedule and progress on the candidate
activities.

b. The Board and its staff conduct an annual
assessment of DOE’s research and development
efforts. Research and development efforts should
adequately address technology gaps for key
stabilization, processing, and storage activities for
high risk residues, spent fuel, plutonium, uranium,
and wastes (Recommendation 94-1).

III-A. Verify that DOE properly characterizes, stabilizes, processes, and safely stores surplus plutonium, uranium and other actinides, residues, spent fuel, and wastes from the nuclear weapons
program and that DOE provides for expeditious disposal, as needed

1. Through technical exchanges with DOE, and formal recommendations where appropriate, ensure that high risk activities during deactivation are addressed early, using demonstration projects to
develop competence. (Goals 2, 3, 4,5&7)

a. Output: Three reviews of characterization
activities are completed and results are communicated
to DOE by the Board or its staff.

b. Output: An annual review of research and
development efforts is completed and results are
communicated to DOE by the Board or its staff.

: Identified issues are resolved, or
an adequate approach and schedule for resolution is
developed for these high-risk activities; DOE has
incorporated the operational lessons learned and
research and development results into ongoing
stabilization programs, as applicable.



Objective —

Action Plan -

As stated in Recommendation 94-1, materials throughout the DOE

eap on
sta
d, s s
me and safely perfo
wi e pre ed Safety M ent (ISM).

As a result, DOE safely achieved the following during FY 1998:

RFETS - the remaining solutions in tanks were drained and
ed, ning of holdup 10 an;

- —s | ion of plutoniu ar t residues began
and approximately 1100 kg have been processed;

— RFETS - repacking of other residues began;

— SRS - restarted HB-Line for dissolution of Pu-239 scrap;

— SRS - restarted operations in H-Canyon for stabilization of the
defense—related spent nuclear fuel,

— SRS - completed dissolution of foreign reactor spent fuel, and
sand, slag, and crucible in F-Canyon;

— SRS - started repackaging plutonium metal for long—term storage;

— SRS — demonstrated direct conversion of classified shapes into

plutonium metal buttons.

U-233 is stored in potentially unstable conditions at several sites in
the DOE weapons complex. In partial response to Recommendation
97-1, DOE identified requirements for a long—term U-233 safe
storage system. In July 1998, the Board noted that stronger DOE
direction was required. The Board has stressed that a systems
engineering approach must be used to define requirements for the
long—term storage system and any associated modifications. ORNL
has already identified the need for modifications to upgrade the
ventilation system of B3019.

Disposal of transuranic waste (TRU) at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant
(WIPP) is key to the closure of RFETS and the removal of large
y. The

approval for WIPP to operate.

2. Utilizing a combination of dedicated technical staff assets and full
conducted safely using proven technologies. Provide prompt identification of emerging proble

3.3.3 HAZARDOUS REMNANTS OF WEAPONS PRODUCTION

a. Determine the adequacy of DOE’s preparations for
the following activities:

« SRS — Review one operational activity at the
High—Level Waste Evaporator and Phase III
processing of spent nuclear fuel in H-Canyon,

« Hanford — Review development of the C-106
sluicing of high—heat waste to Tank AY-102,

o RFETS — Assess the adequacy of storage of
residues not being shipped to WIPP,

« ORNL — Review the removal of uranium deposits
in charcoal bed filters at the Molten Salt Reactor
Experiment.

b. Determine whether DOE has adequately identified

needed upgrades to facilities at ORNL, INEEL and
LANL for safe storage of U-233.
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a. The Board and its staff assess DOE’s preparations
for three risk—reduction activities, including DOE’s
operational readiness determinations. Using the
tenets of ISM, these reviews identify the hazards and
safety controls needed to prevent or mitigate each
hazard, evaluate implementation of the safety

controls, and assess the feedback of lessons learned to

the next activity. Accordingly, to determine the
adequacy of DOE's preparations for the selected
activities, the Board and its staff evaluate:

o safety documentation, including hazards analysis
and identification of safety controls;
availability of needed engineered safety controls,
such as ventilation, fire protection, and processing
equipment;

« operational readiness for the activity, including
provisions for radiation protection, training and
qualification of operators, operating procedures,
and conduct of operations; and,

 conduct of DOE’s and/or its contractor’s readiness
determination.

Primary candidate activities for these reviews
include:

o SRS — Preparation to pretreat and vitrify
americium—curium solutions in F~Canyon
(Recommendation 94-1),

» Hanford — Movement of spent nuclear fuel from
the K—Basins and stabilization of
plutonium-bearing solutions in the Plutonium
Finishing Plant (Recommendation 94-1),

o RFETS - Thermal stabilization and packaging of
plutonium metal and oxide
(Recommendation 94-1),

e ORNL - Stabilization and repackaging of U-233
in B3019 (Recommendation 97-1).

Selection of activities for review is based on relative
hazards, and on DOE’s schedule and progress on the
candidate activities.

II-A. Verify that DOE properly characterizes, stabilizes, processes, and safely stores surplus plutonium, uranium and other actinides, residues, spent fuel, and wastes from the nuclear weapons
program and that DOE provides for expeditious disposal, as needed

—time site representatives, perform specialized technical reviews to ensure that stabilization, processing, and storage are
ms with stabilization that require immediate resolution by DOE. (Goals 2, 3,4,5 & 7)

a. Output: Three reviews of stabilization processing
and storage activities are completed and results
communicated to DOE by the Board or its staff.

. Identified issues are resolved by
DOE prior to startup, or an acceptable post-start
resolution plan and schedule is developed so that
activities are conducted safely; DOE is utilizing the
lessons learned to improve activities associated with
the stabilization, processing, and storage of nuclear
materials.



Objective —

3.3.3 HAZARDOUS REMNANTS OF WEAPONS PRODUCTION

III-A. Verify that DOE properly characterizes, stabilizes, processes, and safely stores surplus plutonium, uranium and other actinides, residues, spent fuel, and wastes from the nuclear weapons
program and that DOE provides for expeditious disposal, as needed

Action Plan — 3. Ensure that new systems for conducting stabilization and storage of plutonium, uranium, and spent fuel are designed/constructed to appropriate standards. (Goals 3 & 6)

Facilities at Rocky Flats were not considered adequate for
long—term storage of the large quantities of plutonium at the site.
In Recommendation 94-3, the Board recommended that DOE
take a systems engineering approach to determining if B371 at
RFETS could be made adequate for a storage mission. As a
result, DOE determined that upgrades were needed to ensure that
plutonium could be safely stored in the building. Significant
safety improvements were made in FY 1998 to the structure,
systems, and components; and operations in B371; this building
is now safe for interim storage.

The Board staff reviewed RFETS preparations for processing
plutoniu ing resid n nets of Recomme  tion
95-2. T systems 0 salt and solution ~ dues
were evaluated to ensure they were adequate. Safety
improvements were made as a result of these reviews. The
systems for processing these residues have performed as desired
and are continuing to stabilize residues.

Plutonium—bearing residues at RFETS present a considerable
risk to the workers and the public. The Board staff reviewed the
design and testing of a new pipe overpack container to ensure it
would provide adequate storage of these plutonium-bearing
residues. The Board encouraged DOE to utilize the pipe
overpack container for storage of residues at RFETS and
ultimate disposition.

The Board was concerned with the safety of the proposed
container for extended dry storage of spent fuel at Hanford. Asa
result of technical exchanges between the Board and its staff,
and the Spent Nuclear Fuel Project at Hanford, the design
requirements for the Multicanister Overpack were reassessed.
The Project concluded that the robustness of the Multicanister
Overpack could be achieved by meeting the complete set of
requirements of the ASME code for nuclear components.

a. Review the adequacy of two designs planned
for stabilization of high risk materials. DOE
presently plans installation of systems to:

» RFETS - stabilize and package plutonium
metal and oxide in B371,

¢ SRS - convert americium/curium solution into
a stable glass form, and

« Hanford - stabilize plutonium.
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a. The Board and its staff review two designs
planned for stabilization of high risk materials
and communicate any identified issues that will
require resolution to provide for adequate
protection of the worker, the public, or the
environment.

Primary candidates for review include

e SRS —design of the high—level salt solution
processing system (Recommendation 96-1),
and

+ Hanford — equipment for stabilization and
packaging of plutonium metal and oxide and/or
equipment for stabilization of plutonium—
bearing solutions (Recommendation 94-1).

Selection for review is based on relative hazards,
and on DOE’s schedule and progress on the
candidate facilities.

a. Qutput: Two tailored design reviews of
stabilization and/or storage projects are
conducted and results are communicated to DOE
by the Board or its staff.

- Identified issues are resolved,
or an adequate approach and schedule for
resolution is developed; these results have been
translated by DOE into appropriate design
changes for the associated systems.



3.3.3 HAZARDOUS REMNANTS OF WEAPONS PRODUCTION

Objective — III-B. Confirm that DOE aggressively pursues the safe deactivation of excess defense nuclear facilities which pose a high risk to the workers or the public.

Action Plan -

An appropriate set of standards, Orders, and guides for the
conduct of deactivation and decommissioning facilities were not
in existence at DOE. Based on discussion with the Board, DOE
agreed to revise its Order 430.1A, Life Cycle Asset Management,
along with associated standards, manuals, and guides. Progress
in issuing these revisions has been slow, and the Board met with
the Acting Secretary of Energy to expedite resolution of this
problem. However, DOE has issued an acceptable standard for
the Facility Disposition Process, which provides the technical
basis for a revision to the Order.

During FY 1998, the Board and its staff have pursued
deactivation activities using the tenets of Integrated Safety
Management to determine their adequacy. Activities assessed
include:

Oak Ridge Y-12 — Vulnerabilities were identified in the
safety posture of Building 9206. However, progress toward
correction has been slow. The Board brought key concerns to
the attention of senior DOE management. Attention to these
safety matters subsequently resulted in corrective actions
being assessed and implemented.

RFETS - the Board’s staff has reviewed the safety controls
for equipment removal in B779 and B886, plutonium
contamination control in B371, and removal of holdup
plutonium in B771, so that work is performed safely.

Hanford — the Board’s staff noted problems in readiness to
perform hazardous work in Building 233-S, the pilot facility
for future deactivation work at Hanford. Improvements have
been observed over the past year; however, more progress was
needed. This led to the Board taking action to alert DOE to
the problem.

a. Confirm the adequacy of plans, standards,
procedures, and operational activities at one DOE
defense nuclear facility scheduled for early
deactivation at RFETS and Hanford, to reduce
the risk posed by radioactive materials. Priority
candidates for review including B779 at RFETS,
and Building 233-S at Hanford.*

* Based on the current DOE schedule for
deliverables.

b. Evaluate ISM work-planning processes for

tapping and draining plutonium-bearing process
lines in B771 at RFETS.
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a. The Board and staff assess the adequacy of
plans, standards, and procedures for two DOE
defense nuclear facilities scheduled for early
deactivation to reduce the risk posed by
radioactive materials. These assessments are
conducted in collaboration with State and other
regulatory authorities, as needed, and on a
schedule that supports DOE’s operational plans.
The Board or staff communicate any identified
issues that will require resolution to provide for
the adequate protection of the public, worker, and
environment.

Primary candidates for these assessments include:

» Hanford — Buildings 324 and/or 327, and
« RFETS -B771.

b. The Board and its staff evaluate the execution
of two ISM work—planning processes (i.e.,
activity—specific hazards analysis, identification
and implementation of safety controls) for
first-time deactivation activities.

Priority candidate activities for these evaluations
include:

« RFETS - Review glove box removal and size
reduction, tank size reduction, and/or
ventilation system removal in B771, and

« Hanford — Review one activity.

Is: Selection for review
is based on relative hazards, and on DOE’s
schedule and progress on the candidate activities.

1. Assess the adequacy of DOE’s risk—based approach for deactivation of excess defense nuclear facilities through technical exchanges, issuing technical reports as necessary to provide engineering
evaluations, and holding public meetings as appropriate. (Goals 2, 3,4 & 7)

a. Output: Two tailored assessments of facility
deactivation plans are conducted and results are
communicated to DOE by the Board or its staff.

b. Qutput: Two tailored evaluations of first-time
deactivation activities are conducted and results
are communicated to DOE by the Board or its
staff.

: Identified issues are resolved
by DOE for high-risk, first-time deactivation
efforts, or an adequate approach and schedule for
resolution is developed; DOE planning for
facility deactivation is continuously improving,
based on the Board’s communicated review
results and lessons learned.



APPENDIX A

STATUTORY MISSION OF THE BOARD

Congress established the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (Board) in Public Law
100-456 on September 29, 1988. The statutory mission of the Board includes the following
major functions:

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

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.

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

The Board shall review the design of
a new Department of Energy defense nuclear facility before construction of such
facility begins and shall recommend to the Secretary of Energy, within a reasonable
time, such modifications of the design as the Board considers necessary to ensure
adequate protection of public health and safety. During the construction of any such
facility, the Board shall periodically review and monitor the construction and shall
submit to the Secretary of Energy, within a reasonable time, such recommendations
relating to the construction of that facility as the Board considers necessary to ensure
adequate protection of public health and safety. An action of the Board, or a failure to
act, under this paragraph may not delay or prevent the Secretary of Energy from
carrying out the construction of such a facility.
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e Recommendations. The Board shall make such recommendations to the Secretary
of Energy with respect to Department of Energy defense nuclear facilities, including
the operations of such facilities, standards, and research needs, as the Board
determines are necessary to ensure adequate protection of public health and safety. In
making its recommendations, the Board shall consider the technical and economic
feasibility of implementing the recommended measures.

Created as an independent establishment within the Executive Branch, the Board is made
up of five Members appointed from civilian life by the President, by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate. The Board's enabling statute requires that the Board Members be
respected experts in the field of nuclear safety with demonstrated competence and knowledge
relevant to the independent investigation and oversight functions of the Board. The Senate
confirmed the first five Board Members on October 19, 1989.
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APPENDIX B

OBJECT CLASS SUMMARY

Actual obligations for FY 1998, projected obligations for FY 1999, and the Board’s
Budget Request for FY 2000 and FY 2001, are presented by object class accounts in Exhibit A
on the following page. The Board proposes to utilize the budget resources requested in the
following manner:

Salaries and Benefits. The FY 2000 expenditure request includes funding of
$12,956,000 to support the projected salary and benefit costs for the five DNFSB Board
Members and 101 full-time staff. As stated earlier, the funding for salaries and benefits
represents 74 percent of the Board's FY 2000 Budget Request. In calculating the projected
salary needs of the Board, the following federal pay adjustment factors for the Executive Branch
employees are used:

® Pay increase of 3.6 percent which was effective in January 1999,
® Pay increase of 4.4 percent beginning in January 2000,
® Pay increase of 3.9 percent beginning in January 2001.

Agency contributions for employees covered by the Civil Service Retirement System
increased by 1.51 percent beginning in October 1997. Consequently, employee benefits are
estimated at 24 percent of base salaries or $24,425 per FTE in FY 2000.

In establishing the Board, Congress sought to bring the very best talent available to focus
on health and safety oversight questions associated with the design, construction, operation, and
decommissioning of DOE defense nuclear facilities. The recruitment and retention of scientific
and technical staff with outstanding qualifications has and will continue to be critical to the
successful accomplishment of the Board's mission. The Board has assembled a technical staff
with extensive backgrounds in science and engineering disciplines such as nuclear—chemical
processing, conduct of operations, general nuclear safety analysis, conventional and nuclear
explosive technology and safety, nuclear weapons safety, storage of nuclear materials and
nuclear criticality safety, and waste management. Therefore, it is of paramount importance that
the Board receive sufficient funds to meet the salary and benefit requirements of the staff.

The Board maintains its on—site safety oversight of defense nuclear facilities by assigning
experienced technical staff members to full-time duty at priority DOE sites. Two full-time site
representatives are stationed at the Pantex site to oversee nuclear weapons activities including
the weapons stockpile stewardship and weapons disassembly programs, and two site
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representatives are stationed at the Hanford site to monitor waste characterization and
stabilization and facility deactivation. The Board has assigned one full-time site representative at
Rocky Flats to monitor the DOE effort to deactivate facilities and stabilize and store the large
plutonium inventory at the site, and two site representatives at Savannah River to monitor the
DOE’s efforts to deactivate facilities, stabilize waste materials, and store and process trittum. In
June 1998, the Board stationed a full-time site representative to monitor safety and health
conditions at Oak Ridge Y-12, ORNL, ETTP, Portsmouth, and Paducah defense nuclear
facilities.

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

During FY 2000, the Board plans to allocate 2 FTEs and associated support costs to
continue its Technical Intern Program which was established in 1991 to supply an entry level
source of exceptional engineering undergraduates to be developed into highly qualified, well
trained employees for technical positions within the agency. This program has been very
effective in recruiting engineering graduates with outstanding academic accomplishments by
providing a three-year program of tailored assignments within the Board, graduate school
training in nuclear engineering and related engineering areas, and practical field experience.

Travel. The Board requests $622,000 to support the official travel of the Board Members
and staff Extensive travel is necessary to the various DOE defense nuclear facilities located
throughout the United States in order for the Board Members and staff to fulfill the Board's
statutory mission. The Board is required to react to incidents at the DOE defense nuclear
facilities that may affect public health and safety, requiring unplanned travel expenditures to
support its work at these sites. During 1998, Board Members, technical staff and the Board's
outside technical experts made 196 team visits to major defense nuclear sites in support of its
high priority public health and safety mission.

The Board is also authorized to station staff members at DOE sites or facilities during
critical construction and testing periods. The Board has assigned technical staff teams to
round—the—clock monitoring of major start—up, testing, or restart activities at various DOE sites.
The presence of its technical staff has proved to be invaluable in providing the Board with first
hand information on the demonstrated readiness, capabilities, and performance of the DOE and
its contractors for ensuring safety in the conduct of such activities.

Travel funds are also used to pay for Board expenses associated with public hearings and
meetings, where any interested persons or groups may present comments, technical information,
or data concerning health and safety issues under Board inquiry.



The Board has included $85,000 in its FY 2000 Budget
Request for the shipment of household goods for employees relocating to the Washington, DC
area or to DOE sites.

The Board requests funds totaling $2,400,000 to reimburse
the General Services Administration (GSA) for projected office rental costs. This overhead
expense represents approximately 14 percent of the Board’s FY 2000 Budget Request. GSA has
established a “New Pricing” policy to be phased in starting in FY 1999 for all new assignments in
Government-owned space and by FY 2000 for all existing assignments in Government-owned
and leased space. The Board was phased into this “New Pricing” in FY 1999 for the existing
lease which began in FY 1995 and expires in FY 2005. The “New Pricing” policy is designed to
enable GSA to more fully recover actual costs by applying a pass-through of the direct costs
GSA incurs (shell rent, operating expenses, and real estate taxes), plus a management fee. The
requested amount also includes $55,000 for enhanced security measures which were deemed
necessary government-wide after the bombing of the Federal building in Oklahoma City. GSA
has determined the overall cost for these additional security measures and is dividing the costs
among the building tenants based on space occupied. While the Board has had no increase in
space since October 1995, nor do we anticipate any expansions, GSA has told us to estimate a
7% increase each year hereafter.

The FY 2000 Budget Request includes $110,000 for
projected communications support costs. Funds in this account will be used for telephone
services, Internet access charges, postage costs, special messenger services, and equipment
rentals.

The budget request includes $32,000 for reimbursing the
U.S. Government Printing Office for publication of the required legal notices in the Federal
Register. Routine printing and copying charges, including the Board’s Annual Report to the
Congress and technical reports, are also included in this account.

Although authorized by Congress and the President to have up to
150 FTEs, due to budgetary constraints, the Board currently has only 90 full-time staff onboard.
While the Board employs a highly capable staff, it is not practical or desirable to have permanent
staff skilled in every specialty for which needs occur. For example, the safety evaluation of the
In-Tank Precipitation Facility at Savannah River examined the potential buildup of explosive
concentrations of benzene vapor in process tanks. Since benzene is not commonly encountered
in the DOE weapons complex, outside technical expertise was needed and obtained to review the
process safety envelope.

The Board plans to continue to obtain outside technical experts in highly specialized areas.
Expertise on the assembly and disassembly of certain specific nuclear weapon components may
be needed. Such expertise may be required for short periods with little advance notice should an
imminent or severe threat to public health and safety be identified at a DOE defense nuclear
facility. Therefore, it is extremely important to have the funds necessary to immediately contract

B-3



for this expertise when needed. Each outside technical expert that the Board employs will
continue to be carefully screened for possible conflict of interest.

A list of major technical support contracts, with a brief description of each contractor's
areas of expertise, is included in Appendix C. The FY 2000 Budget Request includes $1 million
in this account for technical support contracts to assist the Board in its health and safety reviews.

Other Services. The budget request includes $685,000 to fund the recurring
administrative support needs of the Board in FY 2000 such as security services, court reporting
expenses, employee training, records storage and retrieval services, and computer network
maintenance.

Government Services. The Board’s budget request includes $150,000 to pay the cost of
reimbursable support agreements with other federal agencies for administrative services such as
accounting, payroll, health unit, and drug—free workplace testing and support.

Supplies and Materials. The Board requests $275,000 to maintain the technical
reference information for its in—house library, as well as for continued access to various technical
computer databases, and for general office supplies and materials.

Equipment. The FY 2000 Budget Request includes $225,000 to maintain the Board’s
information technology (IT). The Board plans to purchase a new communication server which
includes updated ISDN lines for direct access to the network for off-site users. In addition,
replacement of computer work stations, software applications and database systems to
accommodate Y2K issues and the fast growing technology demands is also planned.
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APPENDIX C

TECHNICAL SUPPORT CONTRACTS SUMMARY

A list of major technical support contracts, with a brief description of each contractor's
areas of expertise, is included in this Appendix. The FY 2000 Budget Request includes $1
million in this account for technical support contracts to assist the Board in its health and safety
reviews.

While the Board employs a highly capable staff, it is not practical or desirable to have
permanent staff skilled in every specialty for which needs occur. For example, the safety
evaluation of the In-Tank Precipitation Facility at Savannah River examined the potential
buildup of explosive concentrations of benzene vapor in process tanks. Since benzene is not
commonly encountered in the DOE weapons complex, outside technical expertise was needed
and obtained to review the process safety envelope.

The Board plans to continue to obtain outside technical experts in highly specialized areas,
such as the assembly and disassembly of certain specific nuclear weapon components. Each
outside technical expert that the Board employs will continue to be carefully screened for
possible conflict of interest.

C-1



G Jo T ®bed
D xXTpuoaddy

*a3etxdoadde
se SUOTSTASI PUSIMIOD X pue uoTjejussaad
jo Jouuew pue ‘9TA3s ‘saT308lqo s3T JO SswIa]
ut sadraosnuew bHbuTzATeue BSPNTOUT SIDTAISS 8S3YL
*q40d 9yl 03 SUOTIPPUSUMIODDY PIrOg pue ‘ssaibuc) o3
1xodey Tenuuy S3T ‘sjzodesx dri3 ‘sjxodsa TeDTUYDd]
03 Pe3TWI] 30U oI Ing ‘9Pniour 3Jeyl sjudawundop
pieog JO S9OTAISS DHurjTpe T[eOTUydadl ISPTAOId

*s110339 pasodoid pue JusIInd
Jo AousToTIIns 9Yyj bHurtjienieas pue ‘SOT3ITATIO®
9s9yl UuT saTxojexoqe] ubrssp BY3l JO JUSWSATOAUT
putysTxa oYy burpueisispun Ul pieodg 8yl Hburljlsrisse
se TI9M Se {Swe]3T ©S9Yl UT pPIsSn STeTI=jeu
snopaezey pue JIesaldonu aYyl pue ’sjusuodwod
uodesm JeaTONU pue ‘S90TA9P SATsoTdxe IJesTonu
‘syodeam IeSTONU JO 2bHeIO]lS pur ‘Hburissy ‘HUurTpuRy
@Jes ‘uoTr3Ttsodsip/jusweTjuewsIp ‘uoTrjonpoad Ut
paieog °2y3 burstape Arreorytoeds ‘suodesm IedTONU
Jo butyssl pue ‘ATquessesTp ‘ATquasse 8yl urt
PSATOAUT SOTJ3TI[TORI SS0Ul YITM PI3IBIDOSSE SSNSST
Alozes ot1bejexls 03 pojelax osTjiadxd 9pPTAOI]

dOoM
J0 NOILATYDSHd

66/0€/60

66/61/20

AR (¢l
NOIIVIIdXH LOYILNOD

(66/1€/10 3O se snjels)
SLOYYINOD 1d90d4dNS TYDINHOWL

aavod ALAIVS
SAILITIOVA JIVYITONN ISNIIIA

*OUul

/5931eTD0SSY aIaTid

mMauby "W pPIoaeH

dOLOYALNOD

el



G Jo z °9beg
D x1pusddy

*S9TITATIOR UOT]RZTTIQER]S umtuojintd
syeTd Axooyg pue ‘sansst Kjeojyes sbeiols uwntuoinid
‘gonprsaa untuojintd 9zTTTgels 03 satboTouyda]

JO UOT3}enteas :9pnNTOoUT IOoMm 3Juddex Jo saTdwexy
-sTeTIsjew JeaTOnNU JO burTpuey pue bHurssadoad
ut S9T3T Je yoel JIeaTonu
pue do 30 I burt A1Teo1yTo0ods

‘paeog 2Ul 03 jxoddns 1eoTUYDS] apTAOIdg

*sTetIajeu
IeaTonu TeT1oads burTpuey SSOTITITORI I0J BTISJTID
ubtsep peseq 3STI JO IJuswdoTsadp pue ‘sSSNSST
pejetax A3ajes JO uoT3ezT3TIOTAId ‘S]USPTOOE HSTI
ybTy 3O UOT3eDTITIUSPT 3Y3 Y3TM pPa3eTIDOSSe sisljeu
putatoautr ATTeorIToads ‘suorjieiado Iea1dONU SSUSISP
JOo sTsATeue AJTTTQeETTISI UeWNY PUBR JUSWSSSSSE }STI
013sTTTqeqoad JO seale ayj UT dDuUe]ISTSSe apTAOId

‘oaT)yDadsoxd TeDTIOISTY
TTeISA0 9yl WOIJ S|aNSST [eInionilys orjeuwreiboad JO
uorjeibolur pue {SSTJTTIOBI HOA JO uoTjedryITenb
pue ubTrsep 9yl UT pesSn eIISITIO pPuUB SpIepue]s
jo AKAoueasTeax pue 3JuswdoTsAsSp {sI03DBIJUOD FOd
Aq paswmzojzaad sesATeue Jo sadAj snotiea Jo Aoenbspe
senssT OoTwWSTaS uo sTseydws TeToads Y3lTm sSTsATeue
TeIN1onIlsS UT pPazITI3n sanbruydosel TedTlATeue
uo stseydwo sernorized Y3TM sjusuodwod pue Swo}sAs
‘gaIn3jonils Jo bHuriosutbus OTWSTES pPueR SwWIISAS
JO uOTlIENTRA® PpuUB M3TAS®I 8yl Uul ATredr3yIoads
‘paeog =lopl 03 j1xoddns TeoTuUydal apTAOIg

TI0M
A0 NOILAIYDSHd

66/1€/21

66/L1/90

66/0€£/60

CHA(el
NOIIWdIdXH LOVILNOD

KaeaT *‘¥°'L "Id

prsqueisey d WEITTTM °Id

*OUul

/gque3TNSUC) HRH

"dOLOYILNOD



G 30 ¢ °bed

D XTpuaddy
pUR TRUOTJUSAUOD UT SDUST pte} woIj paeog
oYy ostape ‘ATTeorIToadg Ks BPSM JIE9TONU
jo bHutasel pue ‘AlquessesTIp ‘ATquasse ayl Uur
PSATOAUT SOTITTTORI 3SO0U] sanssT
K1szes ot1bojeals @yl o3 pd aptTa01g 00/T€E/T0 MOIODDW "W AxeT]

*S9T3TATIOR puB S3T]JTTTOBRI IBSTONU
asuagzop 3Ie3sax o3 axedsad Asyj se 931S AboTouyos]

123U BIOgPT
Teau u u '931S
I9AT u e jeasdo
putssesse ur pepTacid USSQ SBY IDUBISISSE
‘uoT3TPpPE Ul *7-Gg UOTJIEPpUSWWODdY PpIeod O3
asuodseaa utr aouepInb juswsbeuey A3ajes paaeabajur
jo uo swa TduTt juawudo s ,Abisuyg 3O
jusulx aya burta AD UT J 2yl burisTsSse
S9pnNIouT JIOM * [ouuosisd sSoOUBUSJIUTRU
pue ‘3xoddns ‘Te 'suotjeasdo 103 sweaboad
uoTjedIITTEND 3 suayl
seT3TATIO®R ] =] pu aul
se aoueusjuleu do aooxd
pue ‘spaepuels ‘s9TDTT0d JO UOTJeNTeAd putaToaut peo3ieaodaodul
ATTeoTIToods ‘paeog 8yl 03 3roddns TedTUYDS] SPTAOIJ 10/1€/10 /FpoTouyoa] 3roddng juswsbeuel

*SonsSsT A393Jes pue Y3TedYy [BIUSWUOITAUD
pue Teotbororpea I9Ylo pueR ‘spaepuels uot3o230ad
TeothoToTpeRI ‘OTNY GES WID 0T O3 SIUSWPUlWE ‘9-16

uoT uoT S, 30d

Jjo ATO J108ds

‘uo Ie eIausb

ay3 UuT pIeog 9yl o3 3i1oddns TeOTUYODS®] SPTAOI] 66/0€/%0 UPWIBATT "7 sswep *Ig
ME90oM HILYd dOILOYIINOD

J0 NOILAIYDSHA NOILYdIdXHE ILOYJINOD



G JOo p =2beg
D xT1puaddy

*S8NSST pPo3eI2I [BJUSWUOITAUS pUP
:AboToapAy !sTsATeue Ajsjes !spaezey TedrboTowsies
{810308I3U0D 30d Aq pawxojaad sosATeUR
Jo sadAj snotiea jo Aoenbepe !burissutrbus SwalSAS
!soTueyDeW [TOS pue uoTjiebrissautr TedTuydajoshb :uo

stseydwus Iseynotixed s3 pue swa3lsAs
‘seaniyoniys Jo bHuta ua pue swe3sAs
JO UuOTIj}enieas pue MITAdI dY3l Ut ATTeotr3yTO0ds
‘paeog CElipl 03 jxoddns TEeoTUyOal epTAOIg

* SUOT}BPUSUMODDY
paeod I0 SONsSsST DT13TO™ds uo sourwroJaad

q0Qd bHutaojtuow ur JFFels oYyl burjisisse pue
‘suotjeot1rdde paeog I0J Saseqelep I0 UOT]BWIOIUT
Iearonu poaziTeroeds Jo JuswdoTrsadp 8yl ‘JJels
ay3] o3 s3oelgns TeoTuyoel pejeTax pue AJTTEDTITIO
uo seianjloa] JO uorjejuasaid ‘s3TSTa AJTTTIORT
90 ‘s3Iodsax  sTsATeue Ajsjes JO MITAdSI  9¥y3]
utr uotrjedroriaed sepniouT 3I0JIS STYUL ‘unTt3lTI]
Jo uotjonpoxad IojeISTLOOE pue ‘sOTsAyd I030B91I
pue IeaTonu burpn(doUT SPISTJ pPejeI=1 I9Yjo pue
smMaTA®1 Ajajes AJTTeDTITIO 03 pejelax ATTedrIrToads
paeog 2U3 01 jxoddns TeoTuyoal aptao0ag

‘queTd x93ued
2yl 3e ssodoad JusweTjUBWSTP /.M dY3} JO MITA3X
‘g7durexs 1037 ‘popnIOUT SeY IOM Jusdady -burisely
pue obeiols ‘ATquesse suodesm IesTonNuU pue ‘Ajajes
A3tteoratao ‘2bexo]ls pue DHBuripuey STeETILS]RU
TeaTonu ‘Ajeges pue AborTouyoel SATSOTdXS IesTONU

Ad0OM
J0 NOILAIYDSEd

66/0€/60 DUl ‘S93eTDOSSY 0ZZTd D Tned

66/0€/60 utrsjstIedd TOS "4d

(penuUTIUOD)
00/1€/T10 M2IODOW "W AxeTd
q1v9d JOLOYILNOD

NOILVIIdXH LOVILNOD



G Jo g obeg
D xTpuaddy

*s3I033°
posodoad pue jusaIINd 9SdY] UT SaTI0jeIOge] UbTISap
ayl JO JuluLATOAUT bHurlsIxe® 9yl buTpueisispun ut
pIeog 9yl DurlsTsSse se TIoM Se swalT 9s3Yl ul pasn
STeTI®3EW SNOPIeZRY pUeR JIBSTONU 9Yj pue ‘sjusuocdwod
uodesm JIeSTONU pPUB ‘S9DTASP OATSOTdx® JIEITONU
‘suodesm IeSTONU JO aberols pue ‘Hburiss]l ‘burTpuey
ajes ‘uoriisodsTp/juswsTrjuewsIp ‘uorjonpoad Ut
paeog 2yl bursiape Aryeoriyroads ‘suodesm IesaTonu
Jo bHutase] pue ‘ATquessesTtp ‘ATquasse ayj ul
POATOAUT SOT3TTIORI 9SOU] UY3}TM POIBTDOSSE SONSST
K1sges o1bejeals 03 pojelsl o8sSTII=adXd ISPTAOI]

‘UOT1EDTITSSeTO
swo3sAs pue paezey pue {S1030®I13U0D clelel
Aq pauxoziad sasAteue Jo sadAj] snotiea 3o Adenbsepe
{sI19jjeu pa3eIal adueansse Ajrrenb s8T3TTTORI
q0a@ 2 ©3 A1dde Ksy3y se spaepuels Axjsnput
JeaTonu TeTdoIdumOD JO AJTTTgeoTrdde {S9T3TTTIN
900 2Je pesn SpIepuerlsS puBR  S9pPOD  DHUTISTXD
Se TI9M Se SJI03D0BIJUOD S3T pue I0d AQq padoTaasp
spiepuels pue SILIPIO JO Juajuod pue AJTTTqeoTTdde
tuo sTseydu? Jernot3aed yaitm sjuauoduod
pue  suel}sAs ‘saanionilys burtaesuTbus OTWSTSS
pue swa3lsAS JO UOT3}ENTEAS pPUB MSTAdI dYl UT
AT1TeoT3100ds ‘paeog ayj 03 jaoddns TedTUUOd] SpTAOI]

Jd0OM
40 NOIL4IYOSHd

66/0€/11

66/0€£/60

dL¥d
NOILYdIdXH IDOWdINOD

pbutatnsuo)d

ode] pT1eI=®H *Id

Isoutbuyg
‘uosusa=3s *‘d°pr

dOLOYILNOD



	WorkingBinder4
	Test three - FY 2000 & FY 2001 Budget
	Test three - 3-7
	test three - 3-9

	test three - 3-10
	test three - 3-11
	test three - 3-12
	test three - 3-13  3-14
	test three - 3-15
	test three - 3-16
	test three - 3-17
	test three - 3-18
	test three - 3-19
	test three - 3-20
	test three - 3-21  3-22
	test three - 3-23
	test three - 3-24
	test three - 3-25
	test three - 3-26
	test three - A-1 - B-1
	test three - B-4  - C-1 - C-3



