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I. INTRODUCTION 

A. OVERVIEW OF BOARD FUNCTIONS 

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

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

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

The Board may conduct investigations, hold public hearings, gather information, 
conduct studies, establish reporting requirements for DOE, and take other actions in 
furtherance of its review of health and safety issues at defense nuclear facilities. These 
ancillary functions of the Board and its staff all relate to the accomplishment of the 
Board's primary function, which is to assist DOE in identifying and correcting health and 
safety problems at defense nuclear facilities. The Secretary of Energy and contractors 
at defense nuclear facilities are required to cooperate fully with the Board. 
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B. 	 ANNUAL REPORTING REQUIREMENTS UNDER 42 U.S.C. 
SECTION 2286e 

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

II. 	 REPORT TO CONGRESS REGARDING SAFETY AND HEALTH AT DEFENSE 
NUCLEAR FACILITIES 

A. 	 BOARD ACTIVITIES DURING 1992 

1. 	 Recommendations Issued in 1992 

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

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

On March 11, 1992, the Board's staff conducted a review of selected health and 
safety issues at DOE's Savannah River Site (SRS). A site worker interviewed on that 
date discussed potential problems with leak test data for heat exchangers at the K~ 
Reactor, as well as other safety concerns. He informed the Board>s staff of the name 
of a worker at the site who believed that there were potentially serious problems with 
the Westinghouse Savannah River Company (WSRC) and DOE Operational Readiness 
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Reviews (ORRs) performed at the HB-Line in 1991. The HB-Line is used in the 
processing of Pu-238. 

The Board's General Counsel was directed by the Chairman of the Board to 
conduct an inquiry and followup on the allegations. Staff periodically briefed the Board 
on the progress of the informal inquiry from March 16 through March 27. WSRC 
persmmel involved in the HB-Line readiness reviews raised questions regarding the 
adequacy of the readiness reviews prepared by WSRC and DOE, as well as persistent 
health and safety issues at the HB-Line. During the week of March 22, 1992, the Board, 
based on those briefings, determined that an investigation should be made into the 
conduct of the HE-Line readiness reviews and associated safety issues. The Chairman 
of the Board directed the General Counsel to establish an investigative team of legal and 
technical staff. The investigation was conducted pursuant to 42 U.S.C.A. § 2286a(2), 
which states that the Board "shall investigate any event or practice at a Department of 
Energy defense nuclear facility which the Board determines has adversely affected, or 
may adversely affect, public health and safety," and 42 U.S.C.A. § 2286b(b). The Board 
scheduled a closed Board meeting for April 3, 1992, to review preliminary information 
on the investigations. 

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

To obtain an independent view of the status of DOE's and WSRC's efforts to 
correct and close safety issues at the RB-Line, the team also conducted an on-site visit 
and technical review of selected safety issues from May 5 to May 8, 1992. On May 21, 
1992, after a briefing by the investigative team, the Board unanimously voted, by use of 
notational voting, to issue Recommendation 92-1 to the Secretary of Energy. 92-1 
recommended that DOE defer resumption of processing at the HB-Line, pending 
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issuance of the report of the Board's investigation, resolution of the safety issues, and 
possible further Board action. The full text of Board Recommendation 92-1 is contained 
in Appendix A. Further action was taken on May 29, 1992, when the Board unanimously 
voted, by use of notational voting, to issue Reconunendation 92-3 to the Secretary of 
Energy. Recommendation 92-3 recommended that, prior to resuming operations at the 
HE-Line, DOE direct WSRC to reopen its ORR, and that WSRC and DOE conduct 
adequate ORRs in accordance with previous Board recommendations and DOE 
implementation plans. Recommendation 92-3 also presented seven other elements that 
the Board believed should be incorporated into the recommended ORR process to 
ensure that it was adequate. The full text of Board Recommendation 92-3 is contained 
in Appendix A. 

On July 14, 1992, the Secretary responded formally to Recommendation 92-1, 
requesting an extension of time for the Department to respond. The Secretary believed 
that the Department needed to review ttthe draft investigative report" which was 
scheduled to be issued on July 17, 1992, 11 to ensure we provide an adequate response" 
to the reconunendations. The Board granted a 45~day extension on July 17, 1992, and 
transmitted the investigative team's Preliminary Report to the Secretary of Energy for 
his review and for classification clearance. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

As conceptual design of the MWIF project neared completion, the Board 
believed that it was appropriate to assure that the designs of the MWTF and other new 
defense nuclear facilities incorporate engineering principles and approaches, detailed 
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engineering criteria, and practices that are essential to ensure adequate protection of 
public health and safety. These include: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The Secretary accepted the Board's recommendation on August 28, 1992, and 
included the Department's comments on the recommendation. Pursuant to the Board's 
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approval of DOE's request for an extension of time, the Implementation Plan was due 
on February 5, 1993.1 

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

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

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

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

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

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

1DOE submitted its Implementation Plan for 92-4 on February 5, 1993. 

- 7 ­



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

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

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

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

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

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

f. Recommendation 92-7, Training and Qualification 

Since its inception, the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board has emphasized 
that a well-constructed and documented program for training and qualifying personnel 
and supervisors for operations, maintenance, and technical support is an essential 

2DOE's Implementation Plan was received on January 19, 1993. 
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foundation of operations and maintenance and, hence, the safety and health of the 
public, including the facility workers. A substantial portion of the Board's efforts has 
been devoted to on-site observation and review of personnel and supervisor selection, 
training, qualification, certification and facility operation. 

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

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

On the basis of assessments conducted by the Board's staff at the Hanford Site, 
the Pantex Plant, the Savannah River Site non-reactor facilities, the Oak Ridge Y-12 
Plant, and the Rocky Flats Plant, and, to a lesser extent, reviews conducted elsewhere 
in the defense nuclear facilities complex, the Board believes DOE needs to take action 
to further strengthen training of technical personnel at defense nuclear facilities. 
Therefore, in keeping with the Board's statutory requirements and recognizing the 
priority DOE has placed on the facilities listed above, the Board, on September 22, 1992, 
recommended that several strong actions be taken to improve qualification and training 
at these specific sites. The full text of Board Recommendation 92-7 is contained in 
Appendix A On November 19, 1992, the Secretary requested a 45-day extension to 
respond to the recommendation. The Board granted the extension, making the 
Secretary's response due on January 21, 1993.3 

31be Secretary responded and accepted the Recommendation on January 21, 1993. 
The Implementation Plan is due by April 28, 1993. 
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2. 	 DOE Efforts to Implement Board Recommendations Issued in 1991 and 
Follow-up Board Action 

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

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

TI1e Department's Implementation Plan for Recommendation 91-1, which was 
received by the Board on August 16, 1991, provided for preparation of an Action Plan 
based on an internal DOE study of the standards program scheduled for completion in 
1992. DOE briefed the Board and its staff on progress and initial conclusions during 
March and June 1992. 

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

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

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

The Board's Recommendation 91-2, entitled 11Closure of Safety Issues Prior to 
Restart of K-Reactor at the Savannah River Site," was reproduced verbatim in the Board 
second Annual Report to Congress. DOE's actions during 1991 to implement the 
recommendation are summarized in the Board's second Annual Report to Congress at 
pages 4 and 5. 
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At its public meeting of December 21, 1991, the Board concluded that the 
Department's actions in resolving issues identified in the Reactor Operations 
Management Plan (ROMP) issued by the Savannah River Site operator were completed 
satisfactorily, and that no further Board actions were required at that time. Except for 
continued monitoring of DOE and contractor actions as restart proceeded, the Board 
considered Recommendation 91-2 as completed. Accordingly, the Board formally closed 
91-2 in its letter to the Secretary of Energy dated October 27, 1992. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

On December 19, 1991~ the Board issued Recommendation 91-6 calling for a 
major reexamination of DOE's radiation protection program. The Board's 
Recommendation 91-6, entit1ed "Radiation Protection for Workers and the General 
Public at DOE Defense Nuclear Facilities," was reproduced verbatim in the Board's 
second Annual Report to Congress. The Secretary of Energy accepted the 
recommendation on January 31, 1992. On June 17, 1992, DOE submitted its 
Implementation Plan for Recommendation 91-6 to the Board. The Board, citing 
deficiencies in the Implementation Plan, returned it to DOE for major revisions on 
August 5, 1992. As of the end of 1992, an acceptable Implementation Plan had not been 
submitted to the Board. 
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3. DOE Actions to Implement Board Recommendations Issued in 1990 and 
Follow-up Board Action 

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

The Board's Recommendation 90..1, entitled 110perator Training at Savannah 
River Site Prior to Restart of ~ L, and P Reactors," was reproduced verbatim in the 
Board's first Annual Report to Congress. DOE's actions during 1990 and 1991 to 
implement the recommendation are summarized in the Board's second Annual Report 
to Congress at page 16. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The Board formally closed Recommendation 90-3 in its letter to the Secretary 
dated May 1, 1992, recognizing that Recommendation 90-7 had superseded the previous 
Reconunendation and Implementation Plan. The Board remains concerned by the slow 



pace of progress in implementing 90-7, and has scheduled a public hearing near the 
Hanford Site for early 1993.4 

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

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

In June, 1990, the Secretary accepted this recommendation. The Board reviewed 
a draft Implementation Plan and provided conunents for the Plan's improvement prior 
to DOE's issuance of the final plan on November 30, 1990. Initial DOE ORR activities 
for Building 559 were conducted in mid-1991. In September, 1991, the Board issued 
Reconunendations 91-4 related to the ORR for that building. See Section Il.A2.d. 
above. 

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

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

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

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

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

4That public hearing was held on February 11, 1993. 
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criteria were developed for evaluating structures, systems, and components. DOE 
concentrated its efforts on supporting the evaluations for Buildings 559 and 707, the two 
buildings to be used for plutonium operations to support the cleanup. Topic evaluation 
was initiated for Building 559, including the identification of "as built" information, such 
as drawings, design calculations, applicable specifications and performance ofwalkdowns 
of certain structures, systems, and components. DOE has initiated similar activities for 
Building 707. 

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

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

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

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

In June, 1990, the Board issued Recommendation 90-6, which proposed that DOE 
establish a program to address the accumulation of fissile and other materials in 
ventilation ducts and related systems prior to the resumption of plutonium operations 
at Rocky Flats. The short-term objectives of the recommendation were to ensure the 
prevention of criticality accidents and to make an initial reduction in the amount of 
fissile material in the ducts in the interest of protecting public health and safety. TI1e 
long-term objectives of the recommendation were to reduce substantially the remaining 
fissile material in the ducts and to prevent significant additional accumulation of fissile 
material upon resumption of plutonium operations. DOE accepted Reconunendation 
90-6 on July 26, 1990, and submitted an Implementation Plan on November 30, 1990. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

B. SAFETY AND HEALTH STATUS OF DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES 

1. Board Perspective on Outstanding Issues of Health and Safety 

a. Overview 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The subject of the Department's training and qualification program received close 
attention from the outgoing Secretary, who noted in a January 19, 1993 letter to the 
Board that u[l]ike many of our new policies, training and qualification programs are not 
yet implemented to the degree we expect, and these programs require high-level 
attention. We must seek continuous improvements in these efforts for our training and 
qualification programs at the defense nuclear facilities . . . It is unacceptable for us to 
allow a return to those days when there existed as described by NAS [National Academy 
of Sciences), 'a marked imbalance in technical capabilities and experience between the 
contractors and the DOE staff. 111 

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

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

Amendments to the Board's enabling legislation were enacted on December 5, 
1991, as part of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993. 
One major change expanded the statutory definition of a "DOE defense nuclear facility" 
to include facilities and activities involved with the assembly, disassembly, and testing of 
nuclear weapons. As a consequence, additional technical activities were conducted at 
the following plants, sites and laboratories: 
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• Pantex Plant 
• Oak Ridge Y-12 Plant 
• Los Alamos National Laboratory 
• Tritium Facilities at the Savannah River Site 

Building 991 at Rocky Flats 
• Nevada Test Site 
• Sandia National Laboratories (Albuquerque and Livermore) 
• Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory 
• Pinellas Plant 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Systems Engineering 
Engineering, including civil and structural design, configuration 
management, and systematic evaluation programs 

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

Environmental Management 
Safety aspects of waste minimization and environmental restoration 

• Management and Organization Pertaining to Safety 

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

Previous Board actions to effect a change in the safety culture at other facilities 
(e.g., SRS K-Reactor and RFP Building 559) are beginning to have an effect on 
operations at these weapons sites. For example, standards and DOE Order compliance 
programs have recently been initiated at the facilities listed above. Most sites have 
strengthened existing training programs or established new training programs in 
accordance with recently revised DOE Orders and industry standards used for operating 
nuclear power plru1ts, including INPO Guidelines and NRC regulations and standards. 
However, important areas will receive further evaluations by the Board and its staff, and 
a sustained effort will be made to ensure that the "lessons learned" at SRS K-Reactor 
and RFP Building 559, and DOE's upgrading of operations in response, are transferred 
to the weapons facilities. 
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Most of the weapons assembly facilities were designed and constructed in the 
period between the late 1940's and early 1960's. DOE is taking several actions to 
address issues associated with these aging facilities. Various actions are also being 
planned as a function of expected future use of the facilities. Some actions include 
refurbishing facilities intended for continued use (e.g., installing new electrical 
distribution systems), changing the functions of some facilities (e.g., conversion of a 
manufacturing facility to a storage facility) and placing some facilities in standby. The 
Board intends to evaluate DOE's facility modernization plans, related system test 
requirements, and facility configuration documentation, and will evaluate how existing 
plant systems are placed in a safe and stable condition prior to transition to standby. 

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

d. Importance of Qualified DOE Technical Staff 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

- 24 ­



e. Importance of DOE Facility Representatives 

As a means for achieving closer DOE technical scrutiny of contractor operations 
of major DOE facilities, DOE instituted a program for detailing DOE personnel as 
Facility Representatives to specific facilities for direct oversight duties. As discussed 
previously, DOE needs to upgrade its Facility Representatives program across the DOE 
defense nuclear complex. Moreover, because many personnel are involved, the Board 
expects that intensive effort will be needed to ensure that initial DOE efforts are focused 
on the fundamental problems, to develop a single, formal DOE Facility Representative 
program. See discussion of Recommendation 92-2 in section II.A.1.b. 

f. Development and Implementation of Safety Standards 

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

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

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

Otheri more valid and critical, explanations for not including safety standards in 
the design, construction, operation, and decommissioning of these facilities include: lack 
of understanding among DOE managers of the importance of standards to safety; 
resistance by contractors and national laboratories to the use of standards; and the past 
lack of exercise of authority over DOE field offices by appropriate DOE officials in 



Headquarters. For reasons such as these, a set of coherent nuclear safety standards is 
neither well-developed nor in systematic use at DOE defense nuclear facilities. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

g. Systems Enginee1ing and Systems Approach 

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

The most complex system being contemplated by the DOE at this time is the 
Tank Waste Remediation System (TWRS) at the Hanford Site. The Board believes that 
the systems approach and systems engineering in the TWRS project could be 
considerably strengthened. Therefore, in Recommendation 92-4, the Board 
recommended to the Secretary that actions be taken on the Multi-Function Waste Tank 
Facility (MW1F) project at Hanford to incorporate principles of systems engineering 
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into the project. The MWTF project is a component of the overall TWRS system and 
appears to be scheduled for completion prior to other parts of the system. 

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

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

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

The Board believes that its activities have made significant contributions to 
improving the level of DOB and contractor performance at defense nuclear facilities. 
In the following sections, improvements are listed in which Board recommendations, 
actions, and activities played substantial parts. As stated in last year's Annual Report 
to Congress, it is seldom possible to define which organization made the primary and 
which the subsidiary contributions to initiating improvements. TI1e process that was 
defined in the enabling legislation empowers the Board to recommend, while the 
decisions and the actions to implement belong to DOE. Some improvements are the 
results of parallel initiatives in DOE and the Board. DOE must file its own separate 
report to Congress that details the Department's views regarding safety improvements 
within the complex. 

3. Board Activities and Improvements at More Than One Facility 

a. Operator Training 

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

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

b. Operational Readiness Reviews 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

While certain improvements were made by DOE and its contractors in the use 
of ORRs during 1992, the inconsistencies in the conduct of ORRs at defense nuclear 
facilities led the Board to issue Recommendation 92-6, which is presented in Appendix 
A ru1d discussed in Section ILA. Le. This recommendation urges DOE to develop 
effective standards for the conduct of ORRs. Consistent with the Board's enabling Act~ 



DOE agreed to inform the Board in the future whenever an ORR is anticipated for a 
defense nuclear facility. The Board will continue to evaluate the DOE personnel 
selected to participate in ORRs, review the standards used to conduct the ORR, and 
assess the adequacy of ORR performance. 

c. 	 Standards, Including DOE Order Compliance 

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

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

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

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

Three new DOE Orders on important safety subjects have been issued, and 
several existing Orders have been revised m1d updated; 

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

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

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

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

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

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

e. Conduct of Engineering and Construction 

As required by its enabling legislation, the Board conducts reviews and 
evaluations of the design of new DOE defense nuclear facilities before and during their 
construction. Ai; just stated, the Board performed reviews of the Multi-Functional Waste 
Tank Facility (MWfF) project to be located at the Hanford Site in the State of 
Washington. A detailed discussion of the Board's review of the MWTF, and Board 
Recommendation 92-4 which resulted from that review, is presented in Section II.A1.c. 

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

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

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

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

As reported previously in Section 11.A.3.d., the Board's Recommendations 
regarding ORRs at Rocky Flats led to improvements in the ORR process for Building 
559, which ultimately allowed resumption of operation in that Building. ORR activities 
during 1992 focused on Building 707. 

In February 1992, the Secretary of Energy announced that in light of international 
developments, plutonium production operations at RFP would not be resumed. 
Accordingly, DOE planned to confine future activities at RFP to cleaning out and 
stabilizing process systems; decontaminating certain facilities; processing plutonium 
residues; possibly transferring non~plutonium manufacturing to other locations; 
maintaining a production contingency status in Building 707 pending completion of the 
reconfiguration Programmatic Envirorunental Impact Statement (PEIS); and providing 
technical assistance in developing the design of a replacement facility to be evaluated 
in the PEIS. The Board followed DOE's activities in these areas, including development 
of the RFP Mission Transition Program Management Plan, submitted to Congress in 
July 1992. 

- 33 ­



With a new mission, and the contingency of possible future production needs, 
Building 707 is the next building at RFP in which DOE has indicated its intent to 
resume certain plutonium operations. The Board, its staff, and outside technical experts 
followed DOE's preparations for and conduct of an ORR for this building. The 
readiness review was limited to the operations planned for thermal stabilization of 
plutonium residues to achieve a safer fonn for storage. The Board's staff provided 
continuous coverage of the ORR through its completion in November 1992. The 
Board's staff is scheduled for on-site presence up to and during startup operations. 

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

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

In December, 1992, the ORR team issued its report and briefed the Board on the 
findings and observations from the review. At the end of 1992, DOE notified the Board 
that it was close to concluding the corrective actions necessary for resumption as a result 
of the ORR. The Board scheduled a public meeting and hearing to be held in Boulder, 
Colorado in early 1993 to review final ORR results for Building 707.5 

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

5Subsequent to the close of calendar year 1992~ DOE completed its ORRs, the Board 
conducted public hearings on Building 707, and the Board determined that corrective 
actions taken by DOE and the contractor were adequate responses to the Board's 
recommendations. 
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to address the accumulation of fissile and other materials in ventilation ducts and related 
systems. This was intended to reduce the potential for a criticality accident; to reduce 
the amount of fissile material in order to improve radiation protection, and to remove 
or substantially reduce the amount of fissile material that might be accidentally released 
from the ducts. The subject of safety standards was addressed in Recommendations 90-2 
and 91-1. These recommendations were borne in mind during the Board's review of 
standards used in buildings at the RFP in which plutonium operations were proposed for 
resumption and other buildings there that DOE slated for transition. 

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

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

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

Training and qualification of plant operators; 

Fire protection program; 

Radioactive waste stabilization; 

• System start-up test programs; 

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

RFP safety analysis reports (SARs); and 

• Criticality safety. 

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

Transition of facilities from an operational to a decommissioned status; 

• Size reduction and storage of radioactive and mixed waste; 

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

• 	 Facility decontamination and site remediation. 

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

Reduction of plutonium concentration in ventilation ducting; 

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

• 	 Improved storage of pits and other plutonium components; 

• 	 Assurance that operations in Building 559 will be useful in future cleanup; 

• 	 Improved safety analysis; and 

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

5. 	 Board Activities and Improvements at the Savannah River Site 

This and previous Annual Reports detailed some of the improvements which were 
made at the Savannah River Site as a result of DOE's having implemented Board 
recommendations. See sections 11.A.3.a; ll.A3.b; 11.A.3.e; II.AZ.a; and II.A2.b. In 
addition to the actions and follow-up activities associated with Recommendations 90-1, 
90-2, 90-4, 90-5, 91-1, and 91-2, as they affect the SRS in whole or in part, the Board and 
its staff continued to perform reviews of numerous major technical issues that can have 
a direct impact on public health and safety and that may affect operation of the SRS 
facilities. DOE made improvements in a number of technical areas, but the degree of 
improvement varies from facility to facility in the following areas: 

• 	 Operational Readiness Reviews; 

• 	 Seismic Design Basis and Adequacy; 

• 	 System Definition and Design Basis; 


Effectiveness of Radiological Protection; 


Basis and Adequacy of Fire Protection; 
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Effectiveness of Configuration Management and Quality Assurance; and 

• 	 Conduct and Discipline of Operations. 

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

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

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

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

Material Storage Facilities; and 

Weapons Component Storage Facilities. 

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

The Board noted that the 11lessons learned" during the Board's reviews of the SRS 
reactors have not been used effectively at other SRS facilities. Because of the above 
concerns, the Board intends to monitor a number of other SRS facilities that DOE plans 
to start up and operate during 1993 and 1994. These include the following: 
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H-Canyon; 

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

F-Canyon and FB-Line; 

• 	 In-Tank Precipitation (non-radioactive chemical testing at the outset); 

• 	 Replacement Tritium Facility; and 

• 	 In-Tank Precipitation (radioactive operations) . 

125M 

• 	 New-Waste Transfer Facility; 

• F-Area Analytical Lab; 


.. Plutonium Storage; 


• 	 RB-Line Phase II; 

• 	 Uranium Solidification Facility; 

• 	 Defense Waste Processing Facility (radioactive operations); and 

• 	 Consolidated Incineration Facility . 

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

The Board's activities were significant contributions to the following achievements 
at K-Reactor (in many cases, they were the initiating and/or the determining factor): 
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• 	 A safe upper limit to K-Reactor power, and assurance that operation will 
not exceed such power; 

Safety rods that will not melt in a conceivable accident; 

Development and institution of consistent and acceptable operating 
procedures, including emergency procedures. The Board followed training 
in the procedures and ensured their use; 

Improved seismic resistance: 

Air filters 

Sub-surface grouting 

Piping analysis 

Equipment qualification 

Stack 

Structure reinforcing 


• 	 Systematic improvement of heat exchangers; 

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

• 	 Assurance that K-Reactor now meets commercial reactor site criteria; 

• 	 Assurance that the core adequately meets specifications; and 

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

6. 	 Board Activities and Improvements at the Hanford Site 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

• 	 Sixty-seven of the 149 single-shell tanks are suspected of leaking liquids to 
the soil (On October 4, 1992, Tank 101-T was declared to be "an assumed 
leaker1

'). 

TI1e Board encouraged DOE to proceed expeditiously in obtaining the 
information needed for the resolution of these issues. The Board intends to continue 
to evaluate the possibility of safety hazards from the high-level waste storage tanks as 
more information becomes available. In addition, the Board intends to ensure that the 



standards applicable to these facilities (Recommendation 90-2) are identified and will 
monitor DOE's progress in accordance with DOE's 90-2 Implementation Plan. 

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

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

TI1e Hanford Site contains other major defense nuclear facilities, such as the 
PUREX Plant, the Plutonium Finishing Plant (PFP), and the N-Reactor. These facilities 
can be classified in three groups: 

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

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

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

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

Several other facilities are also scheduled to be returned to operation for limited 
use in 1993, such as the Uranium Oxide Facility, the 242-A Evaporator, and the K-Ea5t 
Basin (Fuel Encapsulation). There is a particular need to operate the latter facility due 
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to the continued deterioration of irradiated fuel elements. The Board will continue to 
evaluate activities at these facilities for potential impact on public health and safety. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

• 	 Introduction of on-line recording of temperatrnes in watch list tanks. 

7. 	 Board Activities and Improvements at WIPP 

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

In 1991, DOE prepared a database describing the standards applied during design 
and construction of WIPP in partial response to Recommendation 90-2 
(safety standards). A report to the Board was issued in 1992. Subsequently, DOE 
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prepared an overall Recommendation 90-2 Implementation Plan and schedule for all 
facilities under the Assistant Secretary for Environmental Restoration and Waste 
Management, including WIPP. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

10. Board. Activities and Improvements at Oak Ridge Y-U Plant 

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

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

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

C. ADMINISTRATIVE AND MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

1. Litigation 

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

The Board did not await an order from the district court on remand, but 
immediately began developing Sunshine Act rules. In accordance with the Circuit Court 
of Appeals' ruling and mandate of December 14, 1990, the Board promptly published 



proposed rules implementing the Sunshine Act. After receipt of a single set of public 
comments from the same Petitioners, the Board amended certain aspects of its rules, 
published its response to the comments, and promulgated its final Sunshine Act rules. 
Petitioners then filed a Petition for Review with the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals 
challenging a single provision of the Board's rule which allows closure of Board meetings 
involving formal recommendations to the Secretary of Energy or the President. Both 
sides briefed the issues and oral argument was conducted by the Court on November 14, 
1991. 

On July 24, 1992, the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals decided that the Defense 
Nuclear Facilities Safety Board's enabling statute permitted closed Board meetings on 
recommendations for the President or the Secretary of Energy regarding health and 
safety issues at DOE defense nuclear facilities. NRDC/ERF v. Defense Nuclear Facilities 
Safety Board, No. 91-1199 (D.C. Cir., July 24, 1992). The Board's enabling statute 
provides for public availability of Board recommendations 11after receipt by the Secretary 
of Energy'' or the President in appropriate cases. 42 U.S.C. §2286d(a); g(3). Therefore, 
the court concluded that Board discussions on such recommendations could be held in 
closed meetings under the Government in the Sunshine Act, 5 U.S.C. §552b (1988). 

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

2. Investigations 

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

The identification and hiring of professional perso1U1el with outstanding 
qualifications is critical to the successful accomplishment of the Board's mission. 

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

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

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

4. Technical Intern Program 

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

5. 	 Regulatory Agenda 

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

Ill. 	 LEGISLATIVE CHANGES AFFECTING BOARD PLANNING FOR 1993 AND 
BEYOND 

A. 	 INCLUSION OF PANTEX PLANT AND NEVADA TEST SITE WITIIIN 
BOARD• S JURISDICTION 

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

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

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

• 	 Improved conduct of operations in disassembly of nuclear weapons; 

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

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

B. 	 OTHER CONGRESSIONAL MEASURES CONCERNING BOARD 
ACTMTIES 

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

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

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

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

2. 	 Nuclear Waste Storage and Environmental Remediation 

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

IRecommendatloo 92-1) 

OpernUonal Readiness of the HB-Une 
at the Savannah River Site 

· AGENCY: Defense Nuclear Facilities 
Safety Bonrd. 
A CTION: Notice: recommendation. 

SUMMARY: The Defense Nuclear 
Facilities Safety Boa'rd has made a 
recommendation to.the Secrets!'}· of 
Energy pursuant t<> 42 U.S.C. 228811 
concerning operational readiness of the 
HB-Line at the Savannah River Site. The 
Board requests public comments on this 
recommeoda lion. 
DATES: Comments, data. views, or 
arguments concemlng thls 
recommendation are due on or before 
June 29. l992. 
ADDRESSES: Send comments, data, 
views. or arguments concerning this 
recommendation.to: Defense Nuclear 
Facilities Safety Board, 625 lndiana 
Avenue, NW., suite 700. Washington, 
DC200Q1. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Kenneth M. J>usate.ri or Carole J. 
Council. at the address above or 
telephone (202) ~-

Dated: May 22. 199Z. 

John T. Conway. 
Chairman. 

Dated; May 21, 199Z. 

The Board is presently completing an 
investigation of the readiness of 
resumption of operations at the HB-Llne 
at the Savannah River Site. Thia 
investigation raises a number of 
significant safety issues that the Board 
believes must be discussed and resolved 
b.efore the resumption shoi.t.ld occur. 

Therefore. the Board recommends 
lhat: 

• DOE defer resumption of processing 
o l the HB-[..ine for the present, pending 
issuance of the report of the Board's 
investigation, resolution of the issues. 
and possible forther Board action. 

ln order that this melter can be dealt 
with expeditiously, we are giving high 
priority to completing the report 
embodying the results of the 
investigation. 
Jobn T. Cooway, 

Choirm""· 

Appeoclix-T,oaoero!ttal Lollnr lo I.be 
s~taryof~ 

Defense Nuclear F.Olitin Safety Board 

Moy 21. 1992. 

Ths HMor-ob/q fames D. Wot.kins. 
Secretary of Energy. Wuhlngton. PC 20S&S. 

Dear Mr. Secretary: On May 21. 1092. the 
Dofonsu Nuclear Fac:illtlee Safety Doord. In 
RCCOTd3nce with 42 u.s.c. 22a8a(S). 
unonlmously approved Recommendation 9:.!-l 
which is enclosed for your coneiderotlon. 
Recommendation 9Z-l deols with operationnl 
reediness of the HS-Line al the Savonnah 
River Site. 

42 U.S.C. 2286d(a) require• the Doilrd. ofter 
receipt by you. to promptly mol<e thJe 
recommendation ovaii'able lo the public in 
the Department of Energy's regional public 
reading roome. The Board beli.eve& the · 
recommendation containe no information 
which Is cla$&ilied or olhcrwl9e restricted. To 
the extent thie recomme11d3tion does not 
ioclude infonnation restric1ed by DOE under 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, 4Z U.S.C. 
2161-U. ea omended. please errange to have 
this recommendation promptly placed on file 
in your reg.Iona! public reading rooms. 

TI1c Board will publlob thle 
recommendation In the Federal Register. 

Sincerely. 
John T. Conway. 
ChoirmOft. 
.Enclosure. 

lfR Doc.. 92-12514 Filed S-28-92: 8:45 om) 
BIUJHO C00E &820-Kl>-W 
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DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES 
SAFETY BOARD 

[Recommendation 92-2] 

OOE's Facility Representative Program 
at Defense .Nuclear Facllltles 

AGENCY: Defense Nucle<1r Facilities 
Safety Board. 
ACTION: Notice; recommendation. 

SUMMARY: The Defense Nuclear 
Fac:iUtles Safety Board has made a 
recommendation to the Se~laty of 
Energy pursuant to 42 U.S.C. Z286a 
concerning DOE's .facility representative 
program at defense nuclear facilities. 
The Board requests public comments on 
this ~ommendation. 
DA~ Comroent:I, data, views. or 
arguments concerning this · 
recommendation are due on or before 
July 6, 1992. 
ADDRESSES: Send comments. data, 
views. or arguments concerning this 
recommenda!ion to: Defense Nuclear 
Fadlities Safety Board, 625 Indiana 
Avenue NW .. suite 700, Washington, DC 
20004. 

FOR FUR'TllEA INFORMATION CONTAC'r. 

Kenneth M. Pusateri or Carole J. Council, 
at the address above or telephone (202) 
208--0400. 

Oated: May 29. 1992.. 
)oho T. Conway, 
Chcirtnon. 

DOE's Facility Representative Program 
at Defense Nuclear Focillties 

D<itcd: Muy 26. 1!)92.. 

Department or Energy (00£) Orcfor 
5000.3A. Occurrence Reporting·ond 
Processing of /nformolion, estoblishl?s 11 

policy "to a.ssure that both DOE and 
DOE contractor line monagement. 
including the Offic~ of the Secretory. 
]be) kept fully ond currently informed of 
all events which could affect the heallh 
and .safety of the public." As a cer.tral 
feature of the measures used to 
implement this poli.cy. the order defines 
the position "DOE Facility 
Representative" as follows: 

.. DOE Facility Represenl.btive. For eech 
lll3jOt £acility OT group Of lesser facilitics, un 
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individual • • ·as.signed responsibility by vigilance necessary to assure the eofe 
the J lead or the Field Org:iniuillon for operation of the departmenfa defense 
monitoring the perlormence of the focili1y nuclear facilities .. The Board believes 
11nd its operotlona. Thia lndMduDI $h&ll be 
the primory point of co~toct~with the that the perfonnence of the·!nteJTCloted 
coptractor on<f will be rcspoNible to the safety, technical. and management 
epproprlete Program Secretarial Officer functions by DOE Facility 
(PSO) and Head of Field Organiution · • Representatives would be enhanced If a 
femphasi9 added) fonnal qualification program for these 

Jn addition. DOE Order 5460.lS, positions. commensurate with their 
Conduct of Operations ReqUiremonls for · .importance. was. prom.ulgated at the 
.DOE Fac11ities •. direcls tl1at "operations deJlartment levd and implemented_ . . 
at DOE focilities be • • • conducted in throughout the defense nuclear fac1ht1es 
a manner to assure an acceptable level complex.. 
of safety.'' and :specifies that DOE Therefore. the Bo•rd _r~~mmends that 
Facility Representatives be "ass igned for defense nuclear f~ctht1n; 
responsibility fto) oversee the day-to· l. The Secr~t~ry of the Deportment of 
day conduct of operations • • • in Energy exped1hously c.arry out a . . 
accordance with • • • direction comprehensive onalys1s of the ex1stmg 
received from the Program Manager." OOE Facility Representa tive programs. 
Secretary of Energy Notice SEN--OE-92.. a. The an?lys1_s should be. conducted 
Departmental Organi:i:ation and under the di.rechon of~ senior 
Management Arrangements. extends indivl.dual "'.'ho bas demonst~ted high 
this chain of responsibility. holdin8 technical and managerial ability and has 
Program Managers accountable lo demons~~ed an underst~nding of the 
Program Secretarial Officers (PSOs). use of faQ!tty re_presentattvcs. . 
who in tum are "accountable to !the . b. ~e a~alysu should emphasize the 
Secretary) for their respective programs. id~nt.'ficahon.of those a~pects or the 
indudlng safety of the workers and the existing programs that either support or 
public· • '.'.' im~ed~ the achievement of DOE . 

Recogniz.ln1$ the importance of thes:e ob1e~hves for assuring the pro~echo~ t0f 
posit ions w_ith regard to assuring pubhc heel'? and safety. ~ons1derat.ion 
adequate protection of the public health should be given to evaluatmg; 
and sofety at DOE defense nuclear (1) Qualification requirements and 
facilities. the Board reviewed· exist ins recruitment practices employed in 
department-wide.guidance on tlie selecting prospective DOE Facility 
selection, training and responsibilities or Represenlativea; 
DOE Fncility ·Representatives. DOE (2) General and facility-specific 
Order 5000..3A end DOE Order ·s4aO.t9 training and examination requiremcnls 
(both cited above). provide only limited and practice$ necessary_ to prepare 
details concerning DOE Facilities prospective DOE'F'acility . 
Representative duties and Representatives for field assignments. 
respons!l;)!lities: moreover. there 4 re :no sod to maintain, their proficiency: 
orders that prescribe 'any guidance for (3) DOE F.acility Representative duties. 
selection and training of DOE Facility and responsibilities: 
RepresentaHves. Mr any effective {4) Existing supervision and 
guidance for establishing the duties and management of the Facility 
responsibilities associated with these Representative position. now provided 
positions. (See Appendix A) by several individuals irt some facilities. 

Having made numero.us reviews especially inquhing whether there arc 
throughout the DOE defense nuclear clear lines of responsibilities with both 
facilities complex. the Ooard notes that the contractor and DOE line 
.the DOE managers for several facililics man"gemenl; 
in the defense nuclear complex hove {5) Criteria and practices for nssi8ning 
begun to establish formal Facility DOE Facili ty Representotives lo e<1ch 
Representative programs. However. defense nuclear facility; and 
these programs are opcra1ing withoul (6) OOE personnel praclices and 
centralized direction. Generally. lhis is procedures that provide incentives and 
resulting in wi<lely differing impediments to making the position of 
qualifications. duties. end DOE Facility Representative a l\ractive 
responsibilities for DOE Facility and career-enhancing. At a minimum. 
Rcprnsen111tives from focili1y to facility. restruints Imposed by the practice of 
even e t the some site. for example. DOE measuring responsibility predominnn:tly 
Facili ty Representatives encountered by in tenns of numbers of individuals 
the Board have ro'nged from personnel supervised' shott1ld be addressed. 
holding doctoral degrees lo summer c. The analyeis should identify 
interns {college students). practices employed In ouccessfol 

This situation could teeult in failure Facility Representative programs 
by DOE to achieve the level of technical outside of the defense nuclear facilities 

complex that are appropriate for the 
DOE Facility Representative Program. 

<l. At the conclusion of the analysis. 
an estimale should be prepai:ed of the 
pe~ormel ond-m~nagcmerit reso\lrces 
that would be required to establish a nd 
maintain an effective DOE Facility 
Representative Program. and which 
reflects the results or the analysis. 

2. Utilizing the results of the 
comprehensive ~nalysis •. the Secretary 
of the Department or Energy establish a 
forma l program to select. train. and 
auign·DOE Facilily Representatives for 
the defense nuclear facilities. 

a. In establishing thi~ program. DOE. 
should be prepared to modify personnel 
practices and programs as necessary t-0 
establish.a beneficial and effective DOE 
facility1Representetive Program. 

b. TI1is program should give 
consideration to: 

(t) Delineating DOE Facility 
Representative selection requirements. 
including speclfi~d standards of 
educational achievement. professional 

. experience. technical apti tude. and 
forcefulness: 

(2) Establishing DOE facility 
Representative training requirements. 
including a fonnal centralized core 
training prog~am. a formal site- and 
fac!li ty(s)·epecific training program. and 
a continuing education and 
lmproveme~t program. eachincludii1g 
periodic objective examinations; 

(3) Defining DOE Facility 
Representatives duties and 
responsibilities. !10th generically and 
with regard to each facility in every 
mode of operation Including transition 
s1a.tes such as· between PSO's; and 

(4) Establishing formal requirements 
to specify thos·e activities or facilities 

' requiring the assignment of DOE Facility. 
Representatives. 

John T. Conw~y. 
Chnirmo11. 

Appen<lix A-Review of DOE facility/ 
Site Reprei;cntalive Po5ition 
Descriptions 

The ONFSD stitfl h1u reviewed so:vcrill 
current or pr<.>posed posi1ion oe~criplion,, 
delining 1he dutic3 and responsibililir.s ol 
OOF. Fucility/Shc Rcpresentativu at 
Sa,·Mn11h River. Rlchlond, ldoho N11tion;JI 
En11lncering Labor~tory (!NEL). Rocky Fl&h. 
11nd the Waste Isolation Pilot Plan! (WIPP). 
Du~d on these poslllon dcscripllons. there 
oppeo,., lo ~ a wide disparity ln the du1ie:> 
und qualificallon3 for DOE l-'ocili1y/Sile 
Repruentallve; lrom lacilily to focilily. The 
lock o! any efTcctlve guid11ncc In establishing 
!he duties and res:pon9ibilities &uociu tcd 
with lheee po$lllO:l'I$ ia supported by the 
following ob&crvo lions. 
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The posllion description tor the Facility 
Repre11enlotlve. WIPP Project Oflice. 
(General Engineer GM-oot-13) most closely 
track& the 'defln lllon of a .. DOE Fadllly 
Representative~ Cl& defined In DOE Order 
S000.3A. The poaltion description properly 
aummor1ua the·mojor dutie11 or the facility 
rtpresentslive es follows: 

"Conducts daily on-site evuluation.or 
conlroctor operation11 with emph3sls on 
pel'3onnel heohh and safely. nuclcor ea!eiy, . 
environmental protection. foci.Illy 
modiflealiOI\$ o'nd molnlcnancc. and 
fonna llty of operations. Assures sofe 
operations ot the facility at all times. This Is 
accomplished by frequent walk-through 
lnspectiOM Of oil facility spaces. observotion 
of facility activities. end contlnuoua Interface 
with contractor personnel 91 all levels. 
Deficiencies or concerns are !'llsolved directly 
with the contractor Facility Manoger (with 
limely appropria te notification to DOE 
management of the DCtlons l3ken) or. as 
neC4ssary. are elevated through DOE line 
menogemenl up to the ~rations Office 
Manager ond the Headquartel'3 Program 
Manager. 
"Serv~ as the primarj conduit of 

information concemlng facility operatioM for 
DOE management. Malntoins awareness of 
all aetivltltt. Of180ing and planned. at the 
facility through discussions 'with personnel ot 
all levels. ihrough par1icipations In meetings 
on daily opar&tlons and problem nlsoklllon •. 
a s well a s ehort Dnd·long nmge planning. ond 
through problem Identification a nd resolution 
resulting from inierfoclng with personnel ot 
ell levels on walk-through Inspections and 
obse.rvotlon of opera'tions.. Is responsible for 
assuring !Mt ln3pections, observation, , and 
discussions ore oufficiently' frequent ond 
timely to ensure current knowledge or 
operations at oll times. . 

- ., nonnally the first point of conla~t for 
DOE in.all evant notlflcatlona and ia 
available to _resp<>nd to the facili ty aroun<l-
1he--clO<:k. Serves as the prlmory !;)OE expert 
regarding ope.riltional activities and problem 
Identification and re:solutioll'.-

ln contr~t.' the position description for the 
Site Rcpresenfa tive. Chemical Processing 
Plant Branch. INEL.. inclu<tes the following 
definition of dutie8! 

"Performs surveillance of the focillties to 
assure that work Is being done in accordance 
with' applicable 'sfety standords and 
specilicotioos. and approved oper:iting end 
work conlrol ptOCedures. Facility shutdown 
authority re$IS with the Assi3t:lnt M:magcr 
for Nuclear Programs. The Site . 
Representotlvc moy exercise this authority. 
ofter contacting the AM/NP. when in hi9 
opinion. operotions may result in unJue rial< 
to health. safoty. or the environment. If time 
permils.. auch oclion will be coor<llneted with 
the MPO Director. AM/ES&H. und ID 
manager. In cos~ 'other than imminent 
danger. the Site Representative wtll fll'$t 
bring the mettct to the attention of focility 
mon.ogcment. lf resolution is no t rcoched. the 
Site Rep~sentotlvc wlll 'go through normal 
OOE-10 line management for dl~tin~ any 
chonge in operations.':' 

The level or knowl~e required of 
lndividuale a"igned 10 these p<>$itions voriee 
wiilely among the position de"crlptione 

1eviewed. All or the PO$ition deecriptions 
suffer from o !&ck of epeclflcJty u to how an 
applican t or on incumbent.in these positions 
will be required to demonstrate his or her 
prollclcncy In meeting any or the -Knowledge 
Requirements- etated in the pooitlon 
description. In feel. no level or educational 
achievement is cited In ony of lbe position 
<lescriptio~. The Foclli ty Representative 
position deSGriptlon for the WI.PP Project 
OfOce doea cite o ,Professional ~neer 
licen~ a• being highly desirable. bul not 
required. Thie position description a lso 
esiablishes &everal perfonnance criteria. 
including: 

·'The obility to complete training on Hfety 
on<l cnvlronmentol fe8ulotory i'sues. and to 
apply general.and slte-spe<:ific \raining 
toward the demo(lstration of delailed 
knowledge of $3fety-reJ3ted syslemo.design 
basis, functloM, ond operatioMI 
characteristics.-

The po3illon descriptioM reviewed are not 
conslstenl In the ass.ignment 'of · 
rcspcnelbililiea and compensatioJl ~ntlves. 
II is not readily dlscemablc 83 to how ccrtoln 
DOE Facility/Site Re'prcsentative:s are given 
General Schedule classifications (e.g. CS-J3) 
whereas selected DOE Faet1ily/Sitc 
Representa!h•es are included ln the DOE 
Perfonnance Management Rcco8nition 
Sy$tem. 'Jbis latter system, ba&ed on the 
concept of pay. for ptrfonnonoe. io u.sed for 
Individuals a"igned to &upervisory or policy 
influencing positions. A convi,ncing argument 
ca:i be made that o DOE racility/Sile 
Representative lnfluence-!l the operational 
policies ond procedures for assigned focill tes 
and. therefore. should be ae3lgned to this pay 
for performance incentive system. 

Appendix g..:._ Tranernlttal Letter lo the 
Secretary of Ene~ 
DEFENSE NUa..EAA 'f AOUTIEs SAFETY 
130ARO 

625 Jndiano Avenue. NW. Suite 700. 
Wosh;'nston, D.C. 2CI004. {2a2) 21)8..M()(} A FTS 
268-6400 

John T. Conway: Chairmai:- A.J. Eggenberger. 
Vice Cholrm:in. Joh~ W. Crowford. Jr~ 
Merbert John Cecil Kouts 

May 28. 1992. 
The Honorable James 0. Watkins.. 
Secreiary of Enet;Jy. 
Washington. DC .20585 

Oear Mr. Secretory: On May 28.. 1992. the 
Oefense Nuclenr Facilities Safety Boord. In 
11ccord:incc with 42 U.S.C. ~(S). 
unonirnously approved Rccommendotion 92-2 
which is enclosed for your consideralion. 
Rccornmendotion 92-2 deals with DOE"s 
Jocility represen tative program a t defense 
nuclear facilities. 

42 U.S.C. ZU&l(3) requires the Boord. ofter 
receipt by you. lo promptly make this 
recommendation available to the public In· 
the Deportment of Energy'• rcglon&I public 
rco<.ling roo~. The Ooor<.l believes the 
re<:ommendation contolne no infom\8tion 
which ia clalJ.31fieO oT otherwise ~tricled. To 
the extent this r-e.commend:ltion don not 
inc lude Information restricted by.DOE unde r 
lhe Atomic Energy Act of 1954. n U.S.C. 
2161~'°' omentled. please al"l'Bnge to ~ve 
this reco~menda.tion promptly pleocd on file 
lo your ~I public r-eodlng room~ 

The ll-Oord will publish !his 
recommendation In the Fcdor31 Register. 

Sincerely. 
John R. Conway. 
Choirn1011. 

EnclosurP. 

(FR Doc. 02- 1299a Filed !hl-92.: 8:45 <im) 

01Ll1NO COOE e&:IO-KO-lol 
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lnecommendatlon 92-3) 

OperatJonal Readiness Reviews for the 
HB-Une at the Savannah River Site, 
Alleen, SC 

AGENCY: Defense Nuclear Facilities 
Safety Board. 
ACTION: Notice recommendation. 

SUMMARY: Th~ Defense Nuclear 
Facilities Safety Board has made a 
recommendation to the Secretary of 
Energy pursuant lo 42 U.$.C. 2286a 
concerning operational readiness 
reviews for the HB-Llne at the Savannah 
River Site, Aiken. South Carolina. The 
Board reques ts public comments on this 
recommendation. 
DATES: Comments, data. views, or 
arguments concerning this 
recommendation are due on or before 
July 6. 1992. 
ADDRESSES: Send· comments. data, 
views. or arguments concerning this 
recommendation to: Defense Nudear 
Facilities Safety Board. 625 Indiana 
Avenue NW., suite 700. Washington, DC 
20004. 
FOR FURTliEn INFORMATION CONTACT; 
Kenneth M. Pusateri or Carole J. 
Council, at the address above or 
telephone (202) ~00. 

Dated June 1. l 992. 
Joh.a T. Coriwoy. 

Choirmon. 

IRecornmendation 92-31 

Operational Roaqiness Reviows for tbe 
HD-Line at the Savar:mab River Sile, 
Aiken. South Caroli.na 

Oo:cu: M.iy 20. 19!1~. 

As in<lic&leo in our recent 
Recommendation 92-1. the Boord is 
continuing ii~ oversignl ond 
investigation of heolth and sofoly issues 
related to the proposed resumption of 
plutonium processing in 1he HB-l.ine ot 
the Savannah River Site. South <Alrolino. 
Our review of Deparlinent of Energy 
(00£) &nd controctor documents, os 
wcU as other information obtained 
during the investigation to date. leuds 
the Board to conclude thot the 
Operotional Reodinese Review (ORR) of 
the HB-Llne conducted by Westinghouse 
Sav<mnah River Company (WSRC) 
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<luring the summer of 1991, ond OOE's 
subsequent review called on "ORE'', 
were premolure. limiled in scope. and 
inadequa1e. Moreover. some o f the 
conclusions reached seem suspect The 
Board was particularly concerned tha t 
some safety Issues requiring resolution 
prior to resumption oi operations 
(Category 1) were reclassifiec <1s post­
resumption issues (Category 2). without 
the concurrence of certain DOE team 
members. raising a question regarding 
the supportability of the findings. The 
ORRs did not ensure adequate 
resolution and closure of safely and 
health issues associated with 1he HB· 
Line, which had not been opcrateJ since 
1987. When attempts were made to 
resume operations in the HS.Linc during 
the summer of 1991, following the ORRs. 
a series of radiological exposures to 
workers and other safety incidenrs 
occul'T'ed, causing operations to be 
suspended. In October of 1m. the HB· 
Line resumed operations until March of 
1992. when operations were again 
suspended due to an unre\·iewed safety 
question. The Office of Nuclear Safety's 
review, as well as other assessments of 
HS.Line: identified safely issues which 
stifl have not been resolved. 

The Department has placed a priority 
upon safety resuming HB-Llne 
operations to meet commitments made 
to NASA. While recognizing that the 
HB-Linc may not pose an undue risk 10 

the off-aile public. the Board remains 
concerned with protection of on-silP. 
personncL since an adequate 
assessment of operational readiness h:1s 
not been conducted. nor hns an 
adequate assessment of on ecddenlal 
ground level release been performed. 

The Board has determined that the 
conduct of ttdeqvale and thorovgh 
ORRS by W$RC and DOE are essentiul 
for identifying and resolving remaining 
health and safety issues·af!ecting 
workers. and ol the same time promptly 
achieving readiness for .reslar1. 

Therefore, the Doard rccornmcn<ls 
that. prior to resurning operation~ in lht~ 
H!3·Line: 

l. DOE direct WSRC to rcopc11 i1s 
ORR. and tha t WSRC and OOE comlucl 
udequale ORRs in occordancc with 
previou5 Board rccommcndulions nn<J 
DOE implementation plans for ORRs : ~ t 

olher focilities. 
2. Comprehen~ive criterin documcrlls 

be established for judging and 
meas11ring readiness to rcslar t. The 
criteriu documents should include the 
bases for judging which safety issues 
must be resolved prior to resumption. 
and which issues may be deferr!~d for 

· resolution subsequent to reslnrt. 

3. WSRC Issue a Readiness lo Proceed 
Memorandum requesting DOE approval 
for resum1)tion of opertiti~ns after 
WSRC has completed its ORR and has 
determined that safety issues 
appropriate for closure prior to 
resumption have been adequately 
resolved. 

4. DOE provide whatever as~istance It 
deems appropriate to WSRC during the 
contractor's conduct of its ORR. 
recognizing that such assis tance is 
separate and distinct from DOE's 
subsequent and independent execullon 
o_f ils own ORR 

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

6. The DOE ORR team consist of 
experienced individuals whose 
backgrounds collectively include all 
important facets of the operations 
involved; that the majority of the team 
members be independent of HB-Llne 
direct line management responsibili.ties 
10 ensure an independent and unbiased 
11ssessment. 

7. In preparing· for the Operational 
Readiness Review for the HS.Line. DOE 
ond WSRC should reexamine the HB­
Line Safety Analysis Report (SAR) to 
ensure that: (a) The accident analyses 
adequately consider all credible 
scenarios: (b) all appropriote engineered 
safely systems which a.re necessary to 
prevent accidents or mitigate the on-sire 
and off-site consequences of those 
:1ccidents are identified: and (c} the 
information obtained from the updalcd 
Fire Hazards Analysis is consislenl with 
1h1; accidenl analyses. 

6. WSRC and OOE should complele 
th~ir assessmenl of compliance with 
DOI-: s:ifcry orders n: HO-tine. ond 
finish their review. approval. aml 
implc1nenfa1ion or any compensarory 
measures that are necessary and 
appropriale to achieve lhe objcc1ives of 
orc.Ji:r compliance ond safe rcsumplion 
or operations at HS-Line. 

John T. C<inw&y. 
(;hnirnwn. 

Appcndix-TransmittOI Letter to tho 
Secretory of F..nergy 

0£FENSF. NUCLEAR fACIUTIES SAFETY 
DOARD 

025 lndiono Avenue. NW. Suite 7()(), 
Woshin&ton. O.C. 2000./. (202) 7.0lJ..-6.100 
• FTS 268-6400 
John 1·. Conwoy. Chairman. A.J. Eggeobefller, 

Vice Chairman. John W. Crawfor<!. Jr~ 
1-lerhert John Cecil Koul3 

Moy 29.1W2 

The Honoroble jumes D. Watkin&. 
Secretory df £nersy. Woshington. DC 2CSIJS 

Oear Mr. Secretary: In accordance with 41 
U.S.C. 2286:112) the Board ha~ con<lucled an 
lnvestlgallon of DOE.end contractor 
activities 011he HS.Line at the Savannah 
River Site. Pursuant 10 1ha1 hwestigatlon 
which. ia drawing to a clo9e. lhe Board ecol lo 
you Re.commendation 92·1 by lener d11led 
Moy Zl. 1992. 

Jn furthcronce of tha1 recommendation. th1t 
Defense Nuclear Foclli1ics Safety Boerd, in 
eccordance with 42 U.S.C. 22863(5), 
unanimouely opproved Recommendation 92-3 
which is enclosed for your consideration. 
Recommcndalion 92-3 deals with openition11l 
readiness reviews for lhc HB-Une at the 
S.ivannoh river Sile. Aiken. Soulh Carol!.na. 

q2 U.S.C. 2286dlal requires the Boord, ofier 
receipt by you. to promptly make this 
recommend<>lion eveilable to the public in 
the Deparlment of Energy's regional public 
reading rooms. The Board believes the 
recommendation conliiins no informotlon 
which Is clas8ified or otherwise restricted. To 
the exten11h!s recommendalion does not 
include Information ~tricled by 00£ under 
the Atomic Energy Acl of 195-9. 42 U.S.C. 
2161~. u amended, please ary-:inge lo have 
this recommendation promptly placed on file 
In your regional public reeding r<X>ms. · 

The Doard will publish this 
recommend:ltlon in the federal R~stcr. 

Sincerely. 

John T. Conway. 
Chnirmon. 

F:nclosurc 
IFR Doc. 92- 13061 Piled &-3-92: 8:4S amj 
BIL.LINC COO{ f>S:!0-"-0-M 



 

Federal Regi1>ter / Vol. 5~. No. 135 I Tuesday. July H. 1992 I Notices 3ll77 

DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACtU TIES 
. SAFETY BOARD 

I Recomrnen<intton 92-4} 

Multl·Functlon Wa,si, Tank Faclltty at 
the Hanford Site 

AGENCY: Defense Nuclear Pat.;l!ties 
Safety Board. 
ACTl<>H: Notice: recommendation. 

SUMMARY: The Defense Nuclear 
Facilities Safety Boord {Board} has 
made' a recommendation.to the 
SecretQr.y of Energy pursuant to .42 
U.S.C. 2286a concemjng the Multi: 
Function Waste Tank Facility at the 
Hanford Site. The &ard requests public 
comments on this recommendation. 
DATI:S: Comments. data. views. or 
arguments concemin.g thls 
recQmrnendation ftre due ou or before 
August 13, 1992. 

A~ Send commenh. data. 
views or arguments concerning this 
recommendation to: Defense Nuclear 
Facilities Safety Boar~ 625 Indiana 
Avenue. NW:. suite 700. Waahir.,gton. 
DC 2000(.. 

FOR RmTHEA INFORMA~ COHTA~ 
Kenneth M. Pusateri or Car:ole J. 
Council, at the address above or 
telephone {202) ~ 

Deted: )u1y a. 1992.. 

Joh!> T. Conway, 
Chairman. 

MuJti.functioo Waeto Tonk Facility al 
tho Hanford Site. 

Dated; July 6, 1992. 

As required by the Atomic Rnerg)' 
l\ct. t:he Defense Nuclear Facilities 
Snfety Board (DNFSB). conducts 
reviews and evaluations of the design of 
new Deparbnent of Energy defonse 
nuclear Isci!itie~ before ~nd dwing tlieir 
consttuction. Under thh ntJltute. lhe 
DNFSB is also required lo recommend lo 
t.he Secretary or Energy. within a . 
reosonablc time. such modifications of 
the dcsisJl as the 01\71-~'B considers 
necessary to ensure adequate protection 
of public health and 9afety. 

The Board ha11 perf<>nned reviews of 
the Mulli-Function Wa-ote Tank Fecility 
(MWffj project to be lOcated at the 
Hanford Site in the State of Waohinston. 
The MWTF b an eleaient of the Honford 
Tani< Weste Remedial Sy&tem {TWRS) 

Program which eventually will provide 
for the ultimote treatment and disposal 
of the Hanford Site tank waste. We have 
reviewed information received in the 
form of briefing$ and presentations by 
DOE Headquarters penonn'et DOE 
Richland personnel. Westinghouse 
Hanford Cornpany personnel. 9nd 
Kaiser Engineers Hanford personnel as 
well os analysis or relevant docwnents . 
The Do9rd"s revjews to dale have been 
concerned with such matters as the 
application of standards. including DOE 
orders and directives. and comrnerdal 
nuclear industry practices os well as 
other ospects of the project which relate 
to ensuring odequate protection of the 
health;and safety of the public.. 

The cdpceptual design of the MWTF 
project i.s now nearing completiOn.. The. 
Board believen that i i ia appropriate at 
this time to assure that.the design of the 
MWIT and other new defense nuclear 
facilities incorporates engineering 
principles and approa~. detailed 
engineering criteria. and practices that 
are ess.ential to ensure adequa le 
protection of public heolth and safety. 
These include: 

• Tue deaign need& to be 
appropriateiy conservati~e with respect 
to safe'ty. 

• The design bases (criteria) need to 
be' cleatly· defined. coherent. .f!nd 
compatible with the faciUtiea" perceived 
lifetime functions {i.e~ Functional Design 
Criteria) and documented. 
· • The design bas~ the resultins 
facility design need to reflect and 
incorporate the requirements of 
appropriate swndards aa that term is. 
used in the Board's enabling·statute and 
thus including DOE orders and 
directives and commercial ~uclear 
practices. as well as.any other fac.tors 
that may be required for the safe and 
reliable operotion of the facility 
throu~out its entire life. 

• The design. CQnStruction. and &,larl­
l!P activities need to be performed by 
thot<t: wbo will ensure ihe complete<! 
projec~ i1; of the quality necc.ssary to 
provide edequete protection o( public 
heell.h and IJ.llfety. 

• The de6ign effort needs to be 
organi:ud such thet there is continu.it)' 
through all phases (ooncepttJal desieJl. 
preliininnry design. rmal desi8JL 
construction. testing) so that oU o~t~ 

of the process thet affect safety are 
clearly delineated end that line 
responsibility is clear. 

• The OOE orgonizalion responsible 
for the project.needs to have teclmicslly 
qualified penonnel in numbel"lJ . 
suffide-nt to pl"!)vide dire<:tion and 
guidonce to controctors petfonnin.g nll 
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phaoes of the effort and to aose&s the 
effectiveness of contractor efforts. · 

• The project organization and 
operation& need to reflect a clear and 
effective chain of command with 
responeib!lity. authority. and 
accountability clearly defined and 
Msigned to individuals within the 
respective project organizations. 

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

The Board's view of the Hanford 
MWTFs conceptual design performed to 
date is that the design does· not clearly 
present and.delineate those aspects that 
ensw-e tha t the public health a.nd safety 
can adequately be protected. ·lri 
particular, the MWTF appeal"S' to be a 
project (l) without a well-defined 
mission or functional requirements (e.g .. 
waste treatment or sto"rage), (2) 
·predetermined to consist of fou.r one­
million-gnllon tanks regardless of their 
intended uses. end (3) managed without 
sufficient regard for technical Issues and 
engineering involvement. The continuing 
phases of the design and construction 
are about to. begin and the Board seeks 
to be assured that the design of th.e 
tanks as they.are built incorporates the 
appropriate levels ·or nuclear.safety. 
Further. the Board recognizes that many 
of the nuclear safety concepts and 
nssuranceS would normally be provided 
in the series of·facility Safety Analysis 
Reports arid would include design bases. 
safety sysle.m analyses. analysis 
methods and accident analyses, 
Ho~ever, to en.sure that appropriate 
nuclear safety characteristic.e are 
11"\duded in the design efforts. the Board 
recommends the following to the 
Sec:re tary of Energy: 

l. Establish ·a pliln and ll}ethodology 
that resµlts In a project management 
organization for the MWTF project team 
that assures that both DOE and the 
contractor organization have personnel 
of the technical and managerial 
competence lo ensure ~Hective project 
execution. This should emphasii:e 
management aspe~ts of che project 
necessary to ensure adequate procection 
of public health and safety and should 
include the integration of professional 
engineering and quality assurance as 
necessary into the project. the 
application of appropriate scani:l;u'(b 
and approved Department of Energy 
requirements. ond the establishment of 
clear lines of responsibility and 
accountability. 

z.. fdentify the design bases and 
engineering principles end approaches 
for the MWTF project that provide the 
data and ratio:Oale to show that the 

design for the MWTF conservatively 
meets.the quantitative safety goals 
described in the Departroenls' Nuclear 
Safety.'Policy (SEN-35-9i). The Board 
believes thot would include items 
related to standards. identification of 
safety related items. detailed design 
bases. functional design criteria. and 
safety analyses. 

John T. Conway. 
Choinnon. 

Appoodix-TraNmittel Lotter to the 
Seem~ or EnM"gy 
July 6. 1992. 

The Hononible Jame& H. Wat!Ons. 
Secretory of Energy. Wo:shin9ton. OC 2~ 

Oear Mr. Seael,ary. On July 1, 1992. the 
Defense Nucle'ar Facilities Safety Board, in 
accordance with 42 U.S.C. 2200a(S}. 
unanimously app,roved R~IJ\Jllendation 92-4 
which is encloeed for your eonelderation. 
Recommendation 92-4 deela with the Multi­
function Waste Tank Facility at the Hanford 
Site. 

· 42 U.S.C. 2288d(a) reiJ..uire:S the Board. after 
receipt by you. to promptly make this 
recommendation ovailable to the public in 
th'e Department ofEDergy'a regional p'ublic 
reeding rooms. The Board believes the 
recommendation contains no Information 
which is classified or otherwise restricted. To 
the extent th.is recommendation dOell not 
include information restricted by DO!i: under 
the Atomic Energy Act of 19S4. 42 U.S.C. 
2161-68. as amended, pleaae arrange to have 
thie recommeDdat.lon promptly placed on file 
in 'your re'.gioriafpubll!= reeding roOl'D8.. 

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

Sinc:eTdy. 
John T. Conway. 
Ch oilman. 
(FR Doc. 92-16465 F'i.lw 7-13-92: 8:45 am) 
OtLLINO CODE $$20--flD-fll 
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DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES 
SAFETY BOARD 

tRecom:nend.3tlon 92- 5) 

Discipline of Operation In a Changing 
Defense Nocle<1r Facllltles Compte:ii: 

AGENCY: Defense Nuclear Facilities 
S~fety Board. 
ACTION: Notice; recommendation. 

SUMMARY: The Defense Nuclear 
Facilities Safety Board {Board) hos 
ma.de a recommendation to the 
Secretary of Energy pursuant to 42 · 
U.S.C. 2.2.8Sa concerning the Discipline of 
Operation in a Changing Defense 
Nuclear Facilities Complex. TI1e Board 
requests public comments on this 
recommendation. 
DATES: Comments. data. view&. or 
argum~ts concerning this 

recommendation are due on or before 
September 28. 1997-
AOORESSES: Send comments. dal(J, 

views or arguments conceming this 
recommendation to: Defense Nuclear 
Facilities Safety Board. 625 Indiana 
Avenue. NW .. Suite 700. Washington. 
DC 20004. 
FOR FURTHER INFOl;lr.=ATION CONTACT: 

Kenneth M. Pusateri or Carole). 
CoWlcil. at the address above or 
telephone {202) 20a-o400. 

Dated: Augusl 24. 1992. 
Job.a 'r. Conw<>y. 
Choinnat>. 

Discipline of Operation iu n Ch~mging 
Dcfo~ Nuc,\fir FiJcilitics Complex 

I Recommenda1ion 92-5) 

Dated: August 17. 1992. 
The changes In defense-related plans in the 

Department of Energy are beginning to ha\'c a 
profound effeci on the acti;,ities directed to 
systematic upgrading of the conduct of 
oper.itlons at defense n ucleadacilities. plans 
that haV1! often b!!en discussed between the 
Board and its &taff. on lhe one hand. and 
merr.bers of your stnff on the other. 

The' Roclcy Flats Plant presents en 
excellent example of the major changes being 
made by 00£ while reconfiguring the r.uclear 
weapons complex. It .had been planned that 
as the Rocky Flats Plant moved toward 
resumption of production cf plutonlu_(I). 
components of nuclear wenpohs, a 
succession of facilities would be re<idied for 
renewed operation. beginning with Buildlng 
559 (the. nnalytlcal chemii;try laboratory). and 
followed by Building 707 and then others . . 
This process was to lnch1de systematic 
upgrading of.the, qualily of operations In each 
Cllse. including Operational Read iness 
Review& by the contractor and by DOE lo 
verify thnl the desired improvements had 
been accomplished by line management. 
Reswnption of opcrntlons is now proc;eeding 
in Building 559, In accorilance with this 

.process and following lhe po.th proposed in 
your lmplementaiion Pion for the Board's 
Rec::ommendations 90-4 and 91-4. 

You h:n·e announ~d. however. th;; t in lii;ht 
or inlemationel developments. plutoniut:l 
production operations will not lie resumed ol 
the Rocky Ffols Plant. and future ac t! vitics 
there will be confined to cleanup ond 
dec9ntominat ion of the site. decommi~sion inz 
of some facilities and ports of others. nncl 
placing of aomc focili1ies ond parts of others 
in a stoic of readiness for resumpiiun of 
operations.in the future In ihe event such 8 

step should be nccdctl. Thus for IYIO&t 

facililiC3 ot Rocky Flotll lhcrc is now o majt>t 
change from the mission oncl octivi llcs 
previously planned and for which the Bonrd's 
Reoommetidationa and your lmplcmen.totion 
plane specific lo lhE:'Rocky Flot& Plcint \Vere 
to be applied. for those recommcndoli'>"' 
were predicated UP<?n reeumptlon of 
plutonfom production . . 

Alo null'lber of other defense n1.1clcor 
focllille.s. ahnilar chimgu ore toking effect. 
Many facilities tire now .llcheduled for 
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cleaoouL shutdown. and deoomml.seloning. 
Some ere to be devoted to upecb ol clea.nup 
end decommissioning of slles ond of facilities 
located within eiles. Some are elated to be 
pJaced in e .standby mode. avallob}e for 
restart al a later date if ~ed. Some are to 
be continued in operation 'either In reduction 
of \he stockpile of nuclear weapons or in the 
maintenorice of a reduced .stockpile on 
improvement of ita safety. 

·Some of tJi~e facilit.i~ have been lnoctivc 
for long periods of time. Some ere to be<»me 
Involved In operations tbat differ from J>"&I 
usage. Experience shows that when 
oper3tlons are :resumed al a facility I.hot ha& 
been idle for 1tn extended period. ore facility 
is operated in a new mode. there l.s in an 
above-aver11ge poo.sibll!ty of mistakes. 
equipment failuN:s. and v!olatiot1s of safe1y 
N!quirement3. that could C<luse ocddcn"ts. We 
believe that .special attel'ltlon i~ needed at 

'.such times.1be 11pproprlate m~sure3 to be 
followed depend on specific features or the 
facility. the nature of the planned compalgn 
of use, and the long~term plan for the facility. 
For example. one needs to kilow If further 
compaign.s are Ukely. of the s~me ot different 
kinds: if the focillty ir. to be decor:n.miMloned 
after the planned use; or if It b to be ;>laced 
in a st11ndby mode. 

The Bourd bas found, thi'ough experien~ :it 
the Savannah River Sites and the Rocky Fie ts 
Plant and other deCense nuclear Caciliities. 
that an extended period of time ha9 bl!(!n 
requ\J'ed af ma:jor facihties to dwelop an 
oceeptable style and level of conduct of 
operations. Accomplishing !he cultur.al 
chonges you have reqoired lUld meeting 
safety standards comparable to tho~ 
i:e.ci!llred or the: civilian nuclear in<histry 

·~in.. an ongo~ challenge. Major 
improvemenl:I have been necessary inc!udlng 
development of coniigumtion control, 'revised 
and acceptable safety analysi3. revh~ed 
Urolung C.ondHiona of.Opmition derivative 
from the safety onolysis. operating 
procedures consistent with the configuration 
end the Sl!fety anol}>3is. and training and 
qualif\calion of operators for the new mode 
of operation. Continu~ imp~ment h~5 
been $Ought by the Boord. · 

The Doord hao ~n inforn1~ that OOE 
does not intend to devote.equh•al~nt time and 
resources to Improving the quality of 
operation at a facility being ~tarted only for 
a short campaign or intended for 1Jse: only in 
a short campa lsn In a diflcrent mo<.le. but 
would on a CO$t·OOncfit·basie u,e o g roc.led 
a:>pr<>nch. atwoys being sun, howev-e~. to 
1:1 ke whatever compensatory 'and otller 
meas1Jrn are. m:eded to en3ure the 
acceptable level of safety. 

The .definition and expoeition or a sraded 
upproach as ir is roeant lo be ~ed in ordering 
the conduct of operation' h.:ive not b~n 
provided. In discharging its ~eponeibilitieo in 

·the context of the.new defensiMelottXI plans 
of the Oeportroent of Energy. r.he 6oord 
Intends to carefully review £utW'e operatlono 
ot defe~ nuclear £acilllictl on a case-by­
caso buis. ot~l1in3 in escb in&to.nce from the 
best lnfonnation ao \o the IDl~d ful\lre uoe 
of the ·racility .. Any pro~ala lo·uae :speclol 
measure$ or conJrols to coro~ate for 
devietic,ne from I hose orain.urily. O&ed to 
achieve high quollty'conduct of operotioM 
will be closely ~Unlzo:d. .. 

Therefoni. It i:> rcque!lted that es yw 
decide the futurf> statue of indhnJu3I defeme 
nuclear fac:llllle:. you !nfonn the Soard. 
de~ignoting which ones are to c:onW\Ull in 
operation ond their mission. which are to be 
shut down for decommissioning within 3 
short lime period. which are lo be used for on 
extended rime period end then abut down for 
c.lecommis:i:ionlng. ond which are 10 be moved 
to a standby mo<!c (olong with the S<:hedule 
for thi~). 

Regard le: es of the category. the 0oiird 
believes that operation ond mainlenonce of 
defense nuclear fllcililie& In all modee 3hovld 
·be In accordance with !be Nuclear Safety 
Po!.lcy statement that you ls.suoo on 
September O. 1991 es SEN-35-91. and the 
~afety goo ls &toted therein. 

The Dosrd also believes that. to the extent 
practicable. facilities that are to be shut 
down end <iecotnmissioned .,bould be · 
cleaned upi. ond hauro' &om rac:liolotlcul 
exposures 8ufficiently reduced t.hal occ~ 
can be made freely without need for 
preceu!ion.s 11goinst 1"Bdioactivity.11nd 
facilities meant for !ltandby statu.s should be 
placed in such e condition that sudden need 
to ~activate them would not subject a he1v 
opera ling group to unacceptable radiation 
haz;irds. 

Jn furtherance of this view it is. 
recommended thar: 

1. For defense nuclear facilllies scheduled 
for long.term continued progiainmatic 
defense Op<'lrations.' or for other long tenn 
uses such ::ts in cleanup o! radioll!ctive 
contamination or in storage of nuclear waste 
or other nucle:ir materiel 'from programmatic 
defense open1tioru. the Department of Energy 
should institute a 11tyle and level of conduct 
of operations compa.rable·to that toward 
which DO£ has been working at ·Building 5S9 
et the Rocky Flats Plant end the K-Rea·ctor at 
the Savannah River Site. ond wblch i.s at 
least comparable to lh8t required for 
commerc!2I nuclear facilities. add.re3sing at a 
minimulll lhe areas nferred to above in 
connection with style of conduct of 
operations. 

2. Where a facility. after a long period or 
Idleness for whatever reaiion. i3 being 
readied for new use or reuse. 'pecial care 
should be t3ken to ensure th!Jt the line 
orgonizatioo. both DOE and contractor, has 
the technical and rr.onogeriol capability 
needed to Cllrry oul Its responsibilities. 
/\ pproprin te .i 11() cffe<:tive Open1 ticna I 
neadincss Revit~ws should be conduc\l)d l>y 
the contractor am! by DOE l>cfore restart of 
the facility. to csrablish confldencc that line 
menll!t4lment ho3 provided 'ot.isf:action of 
safety reqllircmenls. Whe1e national security 
requirements lead lo urgent need to re.start 
such facilities before nece$~ry vpgr<>tl.,.. can 
be fully compleh:d. compensatory meosures 
$hOuld be instil\lred and their ed~uacy In . 
ensuring the de11if'e<I fevsl of safety 3hool<l lx: 
confirmed throu8h oppropnote. imdependcnt 
review. 

3. For fa cilitlcs·designete1.I for the various 
other.fufuJre modu of use (auch es st~ndby}. 

1 Thia tr.nm ls meant to tr>OC)(npa..., ~o.rch. 
developmtnl, &nd pryducli911 f<>r Otf~ ~ 
end operoliono ~lett'd to. t~o.ting, aue1nbly. 
di•o•nmbl)'. end 11~ of nuclear .-.opono aod 
n~~er w~epon& CQl'DpooeAto. · · · · 

00£ s>.ould undei:take to develop &pedfic 
criteria an!i requirements the t ensl1re meeting 
the safety Soals en1Jncinted in your Nucle8r 
Policy S1atement lS~ ). 
Accom1p!ishment of.these criteria and 
requlrenien\o by line management ehould be 
confirm.:d hy appropriote independent 
review. 
John T. Conwoy, 
Chairman.. 

Appeocllic- Tn>nomittal Letrer to \be 
Seaetary of Energy 

Dcfeos.e Nuclear f';icilitiea s.-.rety Boartl 

l\ugusl 17. 1992. 

The Honorable James 0. Watkins.. 
Secretory. of energy. Woshington. DC 2f)S8S. 

Oe8r i-tr. sf?~tary: On Augu•I 17. 1992, the 
Defense Nuclear Facilities S<ifety Board. hl 
accord anre with ·42 U.S.C. 2286a{S}. 
unanimously approved Recommendation 92.-5 
which le enclosed for your consideration. 
Reeommendation ~2-'5 deo!s with 01.sclpllne 
of Operntion in a Changing Defense Nuclea~ 
focllities Complex. 
~2 U.S.C. 2286d[<>) r4!'qulrc3. th~ Bouni, efti:r 

receipt by you. to prom:illy make this 
'recommendotion avoilablc to the public in 
lha De:parlmenl of Energy·, regional publSc 
reading rooms. The Boas-d bE:tieve:i the 
recommendation contains no information 
which i.s cla$Siflcd er otherwi:ie restricted. TcJ 
the extent this recommendati9;:i ~ oot 
include information restricted by DOE un<l~r 
the Atomic Energy Act of l95-J. 42 U.S.C. 
2l61~. as amended. please arrange10 hav~ 
this recommendation promptly placed on file 
in yoUT regional public reading rooms. 

The Boord wUl publish thi:1 
recommendation in the Fl!'Cleral Reg)lller. 

$in~rely. 

John T. Conway. 

Chairman. 
IFR Doc. 92-20500 Filed 8-27-92.: 8:·1S 1tml 

6lW!iG COOE &820-Ko-.M 
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DEFENSE.NUCLEAR FACILITIES 
SAFETY BOARD 

(l=lecommendation 9.2-61 

.Oper·ational Aeadlnes$ Reviews 

AGENCY: Defense Nuclear Facilities 
Safety Board. · 

ACTION: Notice: recommeoclarion. 

S\JMMAAV: The Defense Nuclear 
facilities Safety Board (Bo'ord) hns 
m;ide a recommendation to the 
Secretary of Energy pursuant lo 42 
U.S.C. 2266a concerning Operational 
Readiness Reviews. The Doard request; 
public comments on th is 
recommcndatlon, 

OATES: Comments. d~ta. views. or 
arguments conccming chis 
recommendation are due on or before 
October 2. 1992.. 

ADDRESSES: Send comme!lls. data. 
views or arguments concerning this 
recommendotion to: Defense Nuclear 
Facilities Safety Board. 6.25.lndiana 
Averiue. NW., sulle.700. Washington. 
DC.~~·. · . . . 

FOR ·FUATh~ tNFORMATION CONTACT: 

Kenneth M. Pusateri or Carole J. 
Council. et.the· oddress·above or' 
telephone {202) 208-6400: 

Oated: August 27, 1992. 

Jobn T. Conway. 
Chairmen. 

Operational Reodine:ss Reviews 
Oatcd: August 2t\ •. l99i. 

Several of the Soard' a Recommendations ro 
you have-referred to Operationsl·Rcadiness 
Review5. and some have been speclfically 
directed co.such actti•·itie~.111 chis way. the 
l3oanl has shown that it holds .lliese review$. 
whether by the con1tractor or by DOE.. in. high 
resard as important measures in vcrlfyln:; 
ret1d;nc$$ of new activities to be stilrted 
s:ife!y or of pre1·io\lsly conducted acth·ities 10 
be sllfely resumed ~f:er an a;:ipredable 
hiatus. 

The Board recogCJi.:es that the ~clu'11 
operation of defense nuclear focilities is 
occom~lished 1!lro1.1gh ccfcnsc contractotS. 
While first line responsibility for sefe 
operation is in el'fcct delegated through 
<:ontr3ct provisions. such delegation does .no1 
relieve OOE management of ils responsibility 
for cnsurio$ that the oper3Clo::i will be 
protccth·e of publ ic he111lh ond S<lh:ty. ll is 
the 6oard's firm conviction that adeqvotc 
·protection Of the public heellh and SGfely 
ffi\t~\ be a.chieved tlh.rough eustefned exercise 
of vlglla11ce by line management or DOE onc.l 
the contl':lclor. · 

The Operallonel Readiness Reviews is e 
proceso undertaken after the intermcdiote 
levef of line management h3& cnived at its 
cQncluoion ,that 4 51alc of readiness hos been 

11chieved for safe star1up of lhe activity. II is 
a means whereby lop manage'ment1n the 
contractor a nd/pr OOE.~n then.;irri..ve at the 
indep.cndc~cJy determined conclusion that 
this readiness exists. If the line organ)za tions 
rhei heve.been·delegated responsibility for 
preporioi a facility for op~rat.lon have 
perfonned effect!velx. findings of any . 
shortfalls are expecte<l to be few: and of s1.1ch 
a character that they can be rem~died in 
short order and on a sche.d1.1led basis prior to. 
startup. 

In lliis vein: the Soar'd has recognized the 
laudal;le :.dvance tow&rd definition of ORR 
req uirements made.in SEN-16~91. 
"Approval for Restart or Facilities Shut Down 
for $:.fo1y R<:asons and for Startup of Major 
:>:cw ri:ci>ities ... dated Novemher 12. 1991. 
ar.<J :he n11:1chcd "Process for SecrelHry 
Ap;:iro1·r.I Qf Nocl;;;o; Ftci:lty Rc:start o; 
Siartup ... Mc.wev<:!, we believe thn1 gu:diince 
could !:it im~ro,,c:<l hy spcd£~·ini: the required 
fca1circs of o satisf:.ctory ORR. a;id by Slating 
$pcc;fically on what occasio11$ er. ORR will 
l>e recivir-:J . 

5'1me of lhc Doards Rccon,mend3tions 
h;ive olso ren~ctcd recognition the\ 
conducting on OperaHonal r-cadincss Rc.,,.icw 
prtmitturel~·. bdor<? line m:inagemenl 
rc$ponsible for prcp:uing fl facility for 
opcrAtion h;:is concluded on a sound bnsis 
thal readiness has been achieved. hos 
3cJve1"Se effects on t:ifety. Amons these are: 

(al It masks pOS$ible lack of competence 
and other dcfoct.s in controctor :.md/or oor::· 
line menngement. . . 

(bl lt becomes o monogcment tool for 
ochieving readine3' lo proceed safely rather 
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1h;.1n verifying II. In lhi' w:ay ii becomes :a 
crulcli for l.ine management 

{c) It postpones discovery of s:;,fety 
deficiencies which llf'fectlve line maMgemcnt 
would have Identified earlier. 

{ti) It encouruges resort to actions which 
compensate for s3fe1y deficiencies. instcod of 
correcting them. 

(e) ll viti.ates the value of 1he Opcrationol 
Rtodiness Review as o means of independent 
confinnation of readlnes,, · 

The boa~d belitves that among the features 
or An occept<1ble ORR are the following: 

(a) The r·eview team should not Include, as 
Genior members. individuals who are 
responsible for accomplishing the work being 
reviewed. 

(b) When lhe contractor performs an ORR, 
h o.nd lhe JDOE's ORR should be carried out 
in serial fashion. and lhll !:alter should not 
begin until the contractor has inforn,ed DOE 
in writing that the facility is ready to 
commence operation. 

(c) The criteria governing the review should 
include the scope of tbe review and the 
factol'3 to be used by individual technical 
experts In i11~gjng satisfactory perfonn:ance. 

(d) The OOE review should include 
a33essment of the t<lchnic:al and managerial 
qualific:ntiorui of those in the DOE field 
organiuitlon who have been assigned 
respon~ibilities for direction :ind guidance to 
the contractor. including the Facility . 
Repreaentatlve. A similar review should be 
made o{ the quelifications o( COl'\tr.lClOr 
personnel responsible for facility operations. 

(e) The review team should be required to 
reach a conclu.sion as to whether the fac!llty 
will be operated In confonn:ance with 
applicable DOE orders. directive$, ond 
Secretary -0£ Energy Notices; and ulat any 
nonconformaDCes or Coo1pllance Schedule 
Approvals have belen justified in writing. 
h;ive been forroo.Uy approved. and in the 
Opinion of the review team do llOl unduly 
diminis h protection o{ the public hco.hb and 
safety. iocludl~ worker safety. · 

The above being recognfacd. the Doard 
recommends that'. 

(1) DOE expeditious ly develop en effective 
set of rules. pl'OCeduN!s. orders. direct>ves. 
end other requirements to govern safety 
aspects of the Operational Readiness Re,·iew 
process. subject to the principle thot the 
purpose o1£ such :a Review is conlinno:ion of 
on eccept::>blc 'late of readincs::i. 

{2) OOE: dc"elop specific critcri11 for when 
O(>er:itional Re11<lines' Review' ~re required 
:rn<l when they are not. 

(3) The plon for eoch ORR incorporate the 
fc.'.llurcs discu33e<l above :os <le:sir<sble, as 
wdl a' 1hosc thal were rccommcnd~d in the 
Ooonfe Rccommeccfotion 90-4. 

John T. Conway. 
Choimio.-,. 

Appendlx-1'ran$mittal J..ctter to the 
Si!cret:ory of Energy 

August 26. 1992. 

The Honorable Jamu 0. Wotkins. · 
Secretory of l;nergy. Woshin9tcn. DC 2lJS85. 

Deor M:r. Secretory: On Aug11St 26. 1992.. the 
Defenac Nuclear Facililies Safety Board. In 
eccordonee with 42 U.S.C 2286.a(S). 
uoanimou,ly approved Rccom.11u:ndation 92.--0 

which is e11closed for your consi(.lerntion. 
RecommencJation 9~ des ls with 
Oper::itional Readiness Re'(iews. 

42 U.S.C. 2Z88d(a) requires the Ooord. (lfler 
receipt by you. to promptly make this 
recommendation 011eilable to the public in 
the Department of Energy's regional public 
reading rooms. The Doard believes the 
recommendation contains no infonnation 
which ls classified or otherwise restricted. To 
the extent this recommendation does not 
Include infonnation restricted by 00£ under 
the Atomic Energy Acl of )9$4, 42 U.$.C. 
2.161-68. a a amended. please orrange to have 
thl:> recommendation promptly placed on file 
In your regional public; readfn6 rooms. 

The Do:ard will publisl:I this 
rccommendalion in ihe Fe<lcr(ll Register. 

Sincerely, · 
John T. Conway. 
Chairman. 

jFR Doc. 9Z-2105l filed 9-1-92; IM5 am] 
61WNG, COOE UliH<o-M 
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DEFENSE NUCLEAR F~(ilUTIES 
SAFETY BOARD 

l Ae<;ommendation 9Z-7 j 

Training and Qualification 

AGENCY: Ocfcnse Nucle a r Facilities 
S<1fety Doard. 

.ACTION: Notice; rccommcnd11tion. 

SUMM ARY: The Defense Nuclear 
Facilities Safety Board (Bo<trd) has 
made a recommendation to the 
Secretary of Energy pur~(lnt to 42 
U.S.C. 2.28Ga conccrning·Training and 
Qi,zalification. The Board requests public 
comments on this recommendation. 
DATES: Cornmcnts. d<:ita. views. or 
arguments.concerning this 
recommendation are due on or before 
October 28, 1992. 

ADDRESSES: Send comments. dahl. 
views or arguments concerning this 
recommendation to: Defense Nuclear 
Facilities Safety Board. 625 Indiana 
Avenue. NW., suite 700. Washington. 
DC 2004. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONT.ACT: 

Kenneth M. Pusateri or Carole J. 
Council. at the·address above or 
telephone (Z02) 208--6400 . . 

Dared: September 23, 1gg2. 

)oho T. Cooway. 
Choinnon. 

!Recommendation 9Z-7l 

Training a.nd Qualification 

Da~ed: September Z2. 1992. 

Since iu inception. the Defense Nuclear 
Facilities Safety Boa~d has ea:iphas!:zed th.al a 
well .~onstro~\e'.d ·and.docuroente.d "prosra·m 
for tr.aining'an'o 'qu~ lify~ns· oi)'efations: " . 
maintenance. and technical' ~'Upport 
personnel and $uper'viSors at defense Mclear 
faciliti~ is an essential foundation of. 
operations and m11intenani;e and. hence, die 
safety and health of the public. in~l.uding:the· 

facility workers. A substanti;,il p_or.tion of the 
Doard"a efforts has been devoted to on-site 
observation and re'vie':" ·of p~sonnel and 
supervisor scleclion. training. qualification. 
ccrlification'and fadlity open:ition. 

Th,e Ooard recognizes and commends 
oo~·s ef!orts to <late to upgrade training 
programs at ilS defense facilities. While the 
noard applauds the effort expended in 
developing 00£ Oiden $180.18A, 
Accreditation of Perfarmance-Do$ed Troining 
for Category A ReactaT"$ and Nuclear 
Focili11e$ ond 5480.20. Pe¥'$onnel Selection. 
Qvolifir.ation. Training and Sta/fins 
Requirements ot DOE Recctor and Non· 
neoctor Nticleor Facilities. implementation of 
these Orders lo date has been slow and the 
Uo:ird continues to find common defic.ienclc' 
el most facilities it visits. DOE nucle:ir 
faci!iiy Molntenence 1md Operati'ons (M$0) 
Conlr<1ctot9 were required by OOE Order 
$460.ZO to submit implementaho,\ plans 
coiled Tr$ining lmvlement:iiion Motriccs 
(Tl Mis} for each·n11cleor. facility· by November 

8. 1991. The.Order does not contain a time 
rcquiremeni·f.or 09£ to approve the Tl Ms 
11nd. for the facilities reviewed by the Coard 
tind its staff. DOE has not ()pproved the pl11ns 
they have received to date. 

Until th'e TIMs are approvcc.l training at 
defense nuclc()r facilities is i;ovemed by more 
general requirements cont;iinc<l in DOE 
Orders on safety lD0£ Order 5460.5 Safely of 
Nuclear Focilili<:s and DOE Order S~OO.O 

Safety of DOE-Owned neoctors) that lil(lve 
been in effect sint:e September 2.3. 1960. 
Oespltc the long standins requirements or 
these Orders. the contr:>ctors at the many 
different facilities evaluated by the 'Ooord 
have not yet. in o~Jt view. provided 
management attention and resources for 
training and qualification commensurate with 
the health an~ s;ifety Implications or their 
defense nuclear programs. Indications at 
<:a Ch of thc'se ~ites demonstrnte weakncs~e~ 
in contractor trai1iing programs that have 
potential negative safety consequences. For 
example: 
-A prima:-y mes~ure of an effective 1rainini: 

program b t.he.Jev~I of knowl_edge .of t_he 
personnel .and supervisors. At almost all . 
defense nucleu sites. there are nl.lrri:erous 
tcchnkal perso'rnne! and supervisors dr · 
defense nuclear activit ies who do not · 
.ad.eque.t~ly. underst.and.many·baslc, . 
fundamentals or engineering. chemistry, 
nucl~ar physics. and radiation protection to 
the extent rcqu5red tQ ensure safe 
operation or maintenance of·the facility to 
which they are assigned'. 

-Written examinations at many sites often 
consist of unchallenging multiple cl\Oice 
and short 11nswer questions which d.o not 
3dequately 3sse:is opel"l'tor knowledge. 
Additionally: writlen operator qualification 
exams do not e-ffectively .correlate 
fundam~otal engineering principles .wi~h 
job specific knowledge requirement~. ~s e 
resulL management may not have sufficient 
infonnation to detennine if technical ,, 
personnel· in- a defense n.uclear facility have 
echieved.a.level of expertise ~quirt!:d to .. 
safely'C~n.qu!=t:their activities. 
As stated in DOE Order S480.20:Progr3m 

Senior Officials-arc responsible for assuming. 
"line maryagement responsibility.and . 
accountabili ly for reactor and non·reac.t~r 

nuclear facility personnel qualification 
progroms." The oontracton' lack of c'ffective 
implementation of 00£ Orders concerning 
training is indica1ive of the ntcd for more 
cmph:isis. direction and guidan(;(? on traini~ 
by line manogem~nt at 00£ Headqu{Orters 
;ind f ield Office,.. For example. the 
DepartMent has been slow to extend 1hc 
underlying principle' of Soard 
Recommcndatioo 00--1 lo other defense 
nuclear facilities. Recommendation 90-1 
called for the dc ... elopment of an effective 
lt{Oining program ot Sa111rnn3h River S ite K­
rcactor. h ;, cspeciolly disturbing thal despite 
the sucCA?s, ful application of 
Recommendation 9o-t to J<-reactor opd the 
Rcph1cement Tritium facility. 00£ has not 
improved tr;1ining or corresponding toc:hnl~I 
personnel ol aome other Sev:innah River Site 
defense nuclear·f.acilitics. 

Pi-imarily, as a result o! e uessments 
conducted.by the Soo;d's staff at th~ MMior<l 
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Site, !he Pon1ex Plant, the Sovonnoh River 
Sile non·reoctor facilities. the Oak Ridge Y-
12 Plant. ond the Rcx:ky Flota Plant. but olso 
~euae of reviewo conducted cl5cwhcre In 
the defense nuclea r [acilitiea complex, the 
Board believe& there i' a need for DOE to 
take action to further etrengthen training of 
technical personnel ot defense nuclear 
facililies. While the benefiu of troining ore 
felt In many weys, ~he recommendations 
below ere to be seen for their positive effects 
on assuring public health and safety. 
Therefore. in kc~plng with the Board's 
statutory rcquiremcnis and recognizing tl1c 
priority DO£ has pl~<;c\I on the leci!ities 
llsted above. the Ooard recommends !or these 
8ites that: 

1. The Department toke timely action to 
expand senior manogcmcnfs involvement in 
Implementing training programs et defen3e 
nuclear fecilitiM ood to enhance genior 
management's communlcotion of the 
importance· of effective training and 
.qualific::itlon programg lo all levels within 
relevant DOE and contractor defense nuclear 
facilitie~ organii3tions. parliculorly within 
line organizations. With regard to operations. 
maintenance. and technical support 
personnel, the Ol;!partment should determine 
what personnel. funding. organizational. or 
managerial strengthening actions are needed 
to (a) ~lev6te the priority and importance or 
!raining and qualification program' to assure 
public health and safety: (b) communicate the 
Importance of training and quallficstion from 
the highest level of management to oil 
appropljate Department' personnel: (c) 
expand personnel and supervisor training 
and qualification 8'Jidance and increase 
program resources to facilitate the rapid 
review. approval. and implementation of 
training and qualification programs: ond {d) 
make other change·s as are warra'nted. 

2. Where It ls found to be nece3sary. the 
Department sming~hen organizational units 
respons i'l:ile for training and Qualification el 
the DOE Pield Offic~s. DOE Arco Officr.s. 
and contractor Of$311itatioris responsible for 
defense nuclear facilities a 1 these sites. 
especially to include th~ appropriate 
technical qualific::irtions of the personnel 
assigned to defense nuclear activities. The 
Infrastructure. responsibilities. and resources 
of the training and quelifico1ion programs of 
those organl:t/Jtions need 10 be s1rengthcncd 
to expcdik lmplcmentotion o r existing ond 
additional tr1Jining· ontl quallfic:ition 
requirements issued b» OOE. 

3. The Departme·nl 3ccclern1c c£ror1s 
intemal lo DOt 10 impro,·c·training ond 
qualification programs of opcrn1ions. 
maintena nce. and lechnic;:il s"pport 
personnel ot dcfcnge nuclcor focilitics. /\n 
Integral part of this effort should be on 
assessmenl of 1hc rolc3 nnc.l cfleclivcness of 
technical over~ight groups to ensure thlll 
these gro11ps· revil'!ws. 01 nil oq;nnizntions 
and levels within th~ defense nucle;:ir 
facilities complex. oppropriutely rccogni2.C 
the importance of 1ruining und quolification 
to public health and sofely. 'T'hc Deportment's 
program ehould also consider res tructuring 
on-site technical oversight g(Oups to ensure 
that training and quulil'ication ~re afforded 
adequate oUention l!nd team mcmbel'3 
poness th<.> technicol expertise necessary 10 

effectively evaluate tro.lnlng and quol!Oc.otlon 
programs or operallone. molnlenence. _ond 
technical support pe~onnel. . 

4. The Department and Its con\J'actorg 
es tabUsh ond implement meosures lo 
improve lr8ining en<I quollfication programs 
o[ operations. maintenance. end teclinicsl 
support personnel Oil defen6e nuclear 
facilities that embody the principles opplied 
o t.the SovoMah River Site 1<.reector in 
response to Board Recommendotlon 90-1. 
These measures. adjusted commensurate 
wi lh the riek associ.ated ,with operating each 
specific facility. should include considcretion 
o! elements such os: 

a. Incorporation of epproprio le o.pplicable 
guidance on training ond qualification 
comparable with trade. professional. and 
industry standards for reactor and non­
reactor nuclear facl.lities. While the Board 
does not necessarily endorse all guidance 
contained In these s tandards. It believes they 
are importent sources of Information which 
can be productively used by DOE in 
identifying improveMctlts for 00£'s 
programs. 

b. ldentlDc::itlon of differences between 
current re<julrenienls and applicable trade. 
professional, arid industry standards and 
implementotion of supplemental measures 
necessary to compensat~ for the differences 
identified until training and qualification 
programs at defense nuclear facilities achieve 
a level at least equal to trade. professional 
and industry st;mdl)rds. 

c. £xtensl.on of the performance-based 
training principles de,cribed in DOE Order 
5480.lOA to all defense nuclear facilities. 
Pi.irtlcularly the requirements to: (1) 
Determine the c111Tent level of kJlowledge of 
appropriate personnel. supervisors. and 
managers of teclUll<:al aclivities by means or 
written. oral, and practical examinations 
covering job specific process knowledge 
requirements es well as fw1damentah 
concepis required to perfonn a job in n 
manner that p'rotects the safely of the worker 
end the public; (2) delineate the training 
necessary to en.sure that these personnel 
ochleve and maintain the qualifications or 
their respective poGltlons: and (3) evaluate 
individuals' knowledge level and tra ining 
curriculum to ensure that the training 
progr:im effectively prepares lhe$e personn<:I 
to safely operate, maintain. or suppOrt the 
fo<:ilily to which they are assigned. 

d. Extension of\current contin\ling training. 
rc1en1ion testing. and periodic requalllic>1tion 
programs to require these per:1onnel to 
demonstrate continued improvement w_ith 
increasing experience. 

e. Mainlenonce of reodlly accessible. 
oudituble fCC<>rtls to identify required tr~ir1inc 
und objectively verify train ing received by 
these pereonncl ond.supervisors inclutling inc 
degree of success achieved. 

We believe it i5 e~sentiol that the 
Oepartment and its controctor3 occomplish 
the above ror each DOE defense nuclc;:1r 
focility. The facilities specific.oily idcnti!ied In 
this Recommendation are those which the 
l)Qord undersla!'ds to be emong those which 

have hlgh' priorltY within _the Department· ond 
on which the Doord he:1 !o<:uacd Its attentiori. 

Joh.o T. Coowoy, 
Chairman. 

Appendi;x-Trsosmittol Letter to lho 
Secretary of Energy 

Defense Nuclear Facllltles Safety Boord 

6ZS lndia110 Avenue Nw, Suite 700. 
Wa$hington. OC 20004. (ZOZ) ~ 
September 22.. 1992. 

The Honorable Jamee D. Watkins. 
Secretary of Energy. Washington, DC ZO~ 

Doar Mr. Secretary: On September zz. 1992.. 
the Defense Nuclear Fecililies ~fety Boord. 
in accordonce with 42 U.S.C . .22868(5). 
unani~ously approved Recornmet1dotlon 92-7 
which.is enclosed for your considera tion. 
Recommendation 92·- 7 de;:ls wit.h Training 
and Qualification. ' 

42 U.S.C. 2286d(a} requires the Board. afte.r 
receipt by you. to promptly make this 
recommend3tion available to the public in 
the Dep11rtmen1 of tnergy's l'!lgional public 
reading room3. The IBoerd beUevel! the 
recommendation contain.s no information 
which Is classified or otherwise restricted. To 
the extent this recommendation does not 
Include information restricted by DOE under 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, 42 U.S.C. 
2161~ es amended. please arrange to have 
this recommendation prompily placed on file 
in your rcgionel public reading rooms. 

The Soard will publish this 
recommenda tion in the Federal Register. 

Sincerely. 
john T. Cooway, 
Chairmen. 

l~nclosure 

IFR Doc. 92-23468 Filed 9-25-92; 0:45 amj 
etUJNG coo~ 682'0-KD-M 
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