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The Honorable Charles B. Curtis
Acting Secretary ofEnergy
1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20585-1000

Dear Mr. Curtis:

Members of the staff of the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (Board) recently
reviewed the programs for integrated contractor self-assessment and Department of Energy
(DOE) oversight at the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL) and the Sandia
National Lab0 ratory-New Mexico (SNL). These staff reviews focused primarily on elements of a
pilot program DOE initiated in August 1995 in response to the Galvin Report to see whether a
stronger contractor self-assessment program might justify less frequent surveillance of
environment, safety, and health by the Department. Both staff reviews revealed that substantial
work is needed before either LLNL or SNL will have an effective system in place. Earlier reviews
conducted at the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) revealed similar deficiencies. Further,
based on observations to date, it is not evident that a single annual appraisal led by the Operations
Office, even coupled with day-to-day monitoring by on-site Facility Representatives, will provide
adequate DOE oversight.

The reports on the LLNL and SNL staff reviews are provided for DOE's review and use.
The Board is interested in being briefed periodically on this pilot program. Ifyou need any
additional information on this matter, please let me know.

Sincerely,

c: The Honorable Thomas P. Grumbly
The Honorable Victor H. Reis
Mr. Mark B. Whitaker, Jr.
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1. Purpose

G. W. Cunningham, Technical Director

Board Members

1. Deplitch

StaffObservation of the DOE/OAK Appraisal ofLLNL
ES&H Activities

This report documents the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (Board) staff
observation of the appraisal by the Department ofEnergy Oakland Operations Office
(DOE/OAK) of environment, safety, and health (ES&H) activities at Lawrence Livermore
National Laboratory (LLNL). This observation was performed during November 12-15, 1996, by
Board staffmembers 1. Deplitch and T. Hunt.

2. Summary

The LLNL ES&H self-assessment program was still in development at the time ofthe
DOE/OAK appraisal. Not all ofthe appraised directorates had completely understood or
effectively implemented the program; the Chemistry and Materials Science Directorate appeared
to have done the best in this regard. DOE/OAK recognized that the LLNL ES&H self
assessment program was not well documented and that deficiency tracking was weak. DOE/OAK
appeared to understand the ES&H self-assessment concept and to be capable ofappraising
LLNL, although deficiencies in the appraisal were noted.

3. Background

DOE/OAK conducted a 2-week multidisciplinary ES&H appraisal ofLLNL during
November 12-25, 1996. The final report on the appraisal was scheduled to be completed soon
thereafter, and the outbriefing was scheduled for December 16, 1996. DOE/OAK had been
tasked to develop a comprehensive ES&H oversight appraisal program, which would be used as
part of the oversight process to evaluate LLNL's ES&H activ~ties. This year's appraisal was a
pilot program, focused on LLNL's self-assessment program as currently implemented. Next year
the appraisal process is expected to be based on the principles ofa self-assessment program,
including adequate implementation plans, completed self-assessment reports and documentation,
and deficiency tracking.



4. Discussion/Observations

Structure of DOE Appraisal. Prior to the DOE/OAK ES&H appraisal at LLNL, DOE
had reviewed the self-assessment plans for all 12 LLNL directorates. Based on this review, as
well as institutional responsibility and mix oflarge and small programs, six directorates were
chosen for assessment: Director's Office Deputy Director; Chemistry and Materials Science;
Plant Operations; Computation; Biology and Biotechnology Research; and Non-proliferation,
Arms Control and International Security. The DOE/OAK ES&H appraisal included the following
areas: LLNL ES&H self-assessment system, radiation protection, fire protection, seismic safety,
emergency preparedness and response, environmental protection, industrial hygiene, and ES&H
reporting systems. The majority ofthe appraisal was accomplished through document reviews;
deficiency tracking system review; and interviews with the directorate assurance managers,
functional area managers, and functional area subject matter experts.

LLNL ES&H Self-assessment Program. The approach to the LLNL self-assessments is
not systematic:

• Many of the details of the individual self-assessment programs are not documented-.
DOE and LLNL provide the concept, general structure, and requirements of the self
assessment program. The LLNL directorates and facilities are responsible for the details
of the program-the scope, objectives, criteria, types ofassessments, frequency, and
corrective actions. However, the directorate plans are too general to provide adequate
structure for the directorate and facility programs.

• The protocols offormal and informal self-assessments and the method ofdQcumenting the
results are PQQrly defined-Assessments are generally categorized as formal and infQrmai.
LLNL line management views self-assessments as cQnsisting of the review QfprQcedures,
such as operations safety prQcedures; the conduct QfwQrk planning; and the perfQrmance
Qfwalk-throughs. SQme functiQnal area subject matter experts, e.g., radiatiQn protection
and industrial hygiene, have assessment criteria and checklists, and understand assessment
frequencies and priQrities. However, there is no documentatiQn (or unified perceptiQn)
that defines just what constitutes a formal or infQrmal self-assessment and hQW the results
shQuld be captured.

• Deficiencies Qbserved during assessments are captured and tracked incQnsistently-There
are no criteria or priorities fQr capturing observed deficiencies. Many captured
deficiencies are nQt tracked and clQsed.

DOE Appraisal. The DOE/OAK appraisal had several weaknesses with respect tQ the
interviewers and the interview prQcess. The interviewers were sQmetimes unprepared and
infQrmai. They asked questions for which the answers were readily available in provided
dQcuments, or were nQt clearly relevant. SQme interviewers appeared to be tOQ familiar with the
interviewees because Qf close persQnal and professional relatiQnships. In SQme cases, the LLNL

2



assurance manager and functional area managers (interviewees) controlled the interview. At
times the interviewer was too passive and did not ask probing questions.

The DOE/OAK appraisal managers appeared to understand the weaknesses in the LLNL
ES&H self-assessment program and in the DOE/OAK appraisal methodology and team.

5. Future Staff Actions

The Board staffwill review the final report ofthe DOE/OAK appraisal ofLLNL ES&H
activities upon its completion. The staffwill also perform follow-up reviews to monitor effective
implementation of the self-assessment program. The staffwill incorporate the findings ofthese
reviews into an overall assessment ofthe integrated oversight and self-assessment programs ofthe
DOE/weapons laboratories. This assessment, currently under way, is being conducted within the
context ofthe Board Recommendation 95-2 core safety management function "Provide Feedback
and Continuous Improvement."
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