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Honorable Jms D. Wrtkiar 
Scue tuy  of Energy 
U.S. Deputment of Energt 
1000 Independence Avenue. S.W. 
Wuhington. D . 1  ,,L 
Deu Adrnirrl WL k 

i 
An you rqucrted, the Advisory Committet on Nudeu Facility Sdety b u  

conducted r brief but comprehensive review of the Wute Iaolrtion Paor P l a t  
(WIPP) P r o j ~ t .  'The putpose of this report is to provide our um#men\  of tborc 
elemrntr of the project that rel& to health md sdety uid to identify potentid 
d e r y  concerns. 

The major obscrvrtionr md penpectivo dircurvd below ue derfvad tom 
m a i y a  of tdetted issues from wvcrd kay MU. The key uear included u a m  
solved technical problems. the Rod Sdety Andyois Rrrporr (FSAR), a d  WIPP 
management, orgmhation md ttrfling polieim m d  pruticsr. &.in uur w a ,  
not scleaed for review baed on the nsture of thrir repuate nrolutloo (i.e, L n d  
Withdrawal, RCRA Yo Migration Petition. rad w i f i u t i o a  o! the TRUPACT ahip 
ping contdner) or 1 4  of full propun dcvdopmcnt (i.8, Remote Hmdld TRU 
wute). 

The review involnd the full committrr Howmt, much of the detriled review 
w u  performed by the W P P  Subcommittm which w u  chaired by Paul Rice, rod 
included commirtn rnemben William Kutmberg, Jrmm Muria ,  M. J. O h r a i ~ ,  
Robert Scale and Gerald Trpe. In rdditiou, Thomu Pigford .ad Konrd Kraurkopf 
arristed us in the ruaurneni ofuoraalved technical iuua. Other expert cansu~tmt~ 
mistad in examining the adqurcy of the FSAR urd the &duct of operatiom. A 
complete liar of coorultmts md st& ic appended. The hll cammittec ridted WIPP 
in June 1989, urd reverd member: of tho subcammittm made a foUov.up viait to the 
WIPP rite in August 1989. In ddiWon, ,ubeornmittee mrmbcn visited the Smdir 

,.! ' 
National Laboruorin, the Rocky Flu, Plmt, and the Idaho Nationd Eogineeriag 
Laborrrory. 

The committa commendc the Deputment for-its support md encourye. 
meat of reviews md andysen from orpiizrtions u t u n d  b WIPP line m u u g e  
ment. Important input h u  km provided by the State of New Mexico Envimn. 
rnentrl Emluation Croup, the National A d e m y  of Sdmm. md the Deputmwt'r 
own Envitonmmtrl. H d t h  md Sdery reviewers. The m m i t t m  hu conriderd 
the inpurr and reurnmendations from thew sou-. 
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You have ertrblished requircmrnt~ for the Department's nucleu activiriu 
thrt we found Lo be particulrrly relevant to our review of WIPP. Thew u e  (1) 
the iong.term protection of publie health urd the environment and (2) r culture of 
management and opetarion that clearly demonsrratu r commirmmt to excellenu 
by kgency a d  contrbctor manqen m d  employca. Although we e x m i n d  n s ~ y  
details and could comment on numeroua apecifia (mwt of which have been identified 
in other reviewm), WQ believe ~ u r  best rervica lo you ir to provide wmmentr m d  
tecommendrliona on the more important iuusr. We haw orgmized our difiusrions 
and recommendstionr that follow into two major rctiona. First, we dircurr the 
l ~ n ~ t e r r n  environmental performance of WIPP. Stcoad, we diacus3 i s m a  which 
are more of r short-term nature and provide resommendationr orc actions nuura ry  
to assure safety in the day-to-day conduct of operations. 

Environmental  Standards - 

The major iuue far interment of TRt' w a t e r  in WIPP is whether reliable 
long-term isolation o ~ c u n .  The Department acknoviedgw thir rquiranent; how- 
ever, it  hu not yet usembled m d  published in a ruitrble form the results ef work 
it h a  done to show how WIPP is expected to perfom rgunst the Environmental 
Protection Agency (€PA) rrmduds. 

You have indicated that DOE will comply wiQ 40 CFR Put  191, Envi- 
ronmmtrl Radiation Protection Stutdrrda for Muagrmrnt wd Diapaad of Speat 
S u e l w  Fuel, High Level nnA Trrnrurrnic Wutn. Hen wc conridor only TRU 
wutr .  Subparr A rpplia spceifiully to mmapmmt rad storqe, with the intcmt 
and caplbility to readily rerrjcve ruth w u t a  for subaqucnt use, procaring or die 
posd. For the purpose of carrying out in ritu tests m d  experiments md lot gaining 
opera;ions experience, Subparr A re uirnncnts u e  iatidrrrorily ma. The ultimak 4 ._ - 
objtcriw of WlPP i s  to emonstrate an to become r 'disposal" rite, that is l o  
provide lor permanent isolation of TRU wrste from the ucasible environment with 
no intent of recovery. Subput B. Sectiolu 13 (contunmeat) rad 13 (individual pre 
tut ion)  act forth the rquirementr directly bppl iubk  to WIPP. (NN thai Subput 
B b in the process of revhion; for otfmnoc purpom, the drdt re 

The De~utment ' r  sckntiffc adviaor for WIPP. S u d i r  Nbtiond Laboratories. 
haa prepared r'ryrtems uidysir involving lonrtcrrn ;diooudide transport rod do& 
atrurment [SAND 89.04621. in which w h t i d  h d t b  d u t r  to individuals are ul- 
culatcd for k e r d  hypoth&enl rcendos  bat not s p d c d y  compued with EPA 
stmdrrdn When the EPA default prrameter m l u o  m used in the deterministic 
brarmenc. the taulrr may, in some cum, be uneccrrarily conserwtive. Newth* 
lest, except for human intrusion, all of the secpuiar l e d  to limits that could be 

. FB expected to rarirfy EPA requiremenu. To be more rpecik: 

: o If the expected w u h  af the oageiug gu pwrat ieu usanmmr rod 'reg. 
t raontrrivon propertio of wute, bukfill, m d  borehole uding cu, be con. 

firmed. then tho potformrace u m m e n t  thoutd p d e  A high Agree of 



eonfideDct that the undiaturbed performrnce of the WIPP is not c x p t d  - to r au f t  in my relwe of rrdionuciidem to the Culebtr Dolomite or LO the 
t , I; , surfacc for wdl o m  10,000 years. 

k.,2= o If the rewltr or properties u c  worse thur thorc now utumed. It should be 
pouible to ;sin the high degrea o l  coafideoce of complirncc by i ~ i t i a r i n ~  
eqinmring modifiution~ to tbe wv te  or to  the f d l i t y  (e.g., backfill). 

The ruultr pmented for the humuvinttucion scanuia us dtttrrninictlc u d  
may be phyyriuliy unrcrlirtic when tJIen u a whola "bcuute each crleulation u- 
sum- different repository m d  georphece c k u a ~ t c r i r t i u . ~  (Saodia Report SAND89- 
0462, April 1989). Therefore. the p u ~ l e t c n  lead to  projected dmsu tbat may 
e x c d  EPA stradrrds. Thir rcenario .neluda a drilling event with a probrbil- 
iry of 1.0 for penetrating through a repository p a e l  aod connuting a brine pool 
in the lower Cutille lormrtion with m upper aquifer; a Bow pattern of Cutille 
brine within r p.nJ that rilows the emergent brine to hrva a rd iou t ive  concen. 
tration bued on the solubility of the elemenrc in brine; d i o g  of tbe borehole in r 
manner t h ~  r e s u 1 ~  in porous material (a condition not consistent with predictionr 
of current WIPP seal performance); rod no crrdit giwa for pvrive rnuka aad 
records. While we undentrnd tho dui re  to satisfy EPA rcquiremeu using coaret- 
w i v e  puune+.cn, wa believe rh r r  the uaumptiona used in the intrusion tccnrrio, 
taken collcrively, may lead to m o w r d l  conditioo that is mom coarervarive t h u  
nceusrry. 

The &PA ttrndardr and implementing guide, rccogah that determining 
cxpected perfnrmrncr of sit- for long-tmn isolatioa of wutm iavolva 'reuon- 
able projcctiansn uiag mad& md p u u n r t e n  thr t  may require 'quditative judv 
mno'(rhe quoted terms are from Appendix 3 of 40 CFR 191). In this re@, ue  
believe thrt  the Department thould develop a cuefully considered intrusion r m  
nnrio thrt  would include considcrr~ionr such u expectrtions for future borehole 
sealing at leut  u food u the cuncnt state-oLthcrrt a d  the effects of Deputment 
actions LO provide puaive markers and records. Such i rceauio should taka into 
account what future humma un be expected ta do, sine* u.. mwt believe they 
will exercise ruronrble cam about their environment and be r w u e  that failure 10 

take buic p m u t i o n s  in m u  such u monitoring md bonhole teding could rd- 
venely dcet their environment. If the intruder scenario i8 considered with such 
"tcuonrble projections' u we bdieve are dowed by EPA grid-, apcciaUy in 
the area of borehole miing, we expect WIPP un k ah- to mect EPA l o n ~ t c m  
prformanca requircmntr with sn t i~f&~tory  mmugias of #&cry. 

However. if the Department prefers to r d d r a r  the intruder scenario using 
the default v d u u  in the EPA pidmce.  Qen we believe that inaufkiarr margins 
exist to demonatrate compliance md it  4 1  be neceatiry t o  soon plan for engineer- 
ing enhancements of the w u t e  md/or repository confi@nrtion. Since the insue is 
more one of which methodology should b r  used for drmonrtrating cornplirnce with 
EPA Subput B standards. not whether WIPP is indeed rde, we recornmtnd that 
the Depurment t J le  the lard to develop 'reuonrblc ptojections' of long-term per- 



krmsacc r t d  interact with EPA OII the adequacy of t h a t  imporrut pcrIonnurcc 
irretsrnent inputs. 

A "teat phue" h u  bccn propared in order to r d u m  the uncarrrinty in pa- -.. 
rameters such u brine inflow, bolubility of wure formr, gu production rat-, md 
gar/liquid 1-phru flow, md to better confirm pedormrncc y u n r t  EPA s t 0  
duds.  The Department caa use data from rhwe experiment:, to be obtuned o n r  
:he next few y u r r  while the wute  ic retrimblc, to build ddi t iood  confideocs in 
the facility. However, it appeur that these t o t r  rill not in-ad-of-themseivs p r e  
vide the type of rau l t r  that will r ip idunt ly  chute pnfennrow vra rmeo t  raults 
currently being developed md rchtduld tor isrue in Dccrmber 1989. For this u d  
orher reuon: discur:ed below, the Department nhauld not delay ita cnviroomeotd 
pedormmco userrmcnt until ruch t a t s  ue done. Instead, the Department should 
proceed to prepare an urusment  of the long-term eavironmentd perfomrnee with 
the objective of laying out r brtir for reuonable u r u r a a a  that WPP meerr the 
EPA r.nvirnnmr.nI,d ~r.hndhrAs ~ n d  h r  n h ~ i n i n g  r rnnwnsul m b n g  in\nivd phttiI3 

In our opinion. such r document is also essendd to focus the 'tnt phuc' 
cxperimenrs m d  rururc! thrt they terve to reduce unccrtrintia in the perfo. wrnmte 
Zetsmcnt  wsumptionr, to idcntify any cnlinrrring modificrtionr that may k nrc- 
w a r y  to wommodr te  pruect TRU wutrr. m d  to indicate whether justifiable 
improvements should be mule in future w u t e  f o r m  to prevent or rnitfgrte gu geu- 
eration. The proposed ttrtr could d r o  & molt uHfpl in daterminihg whether futum 
w u t e  forms e m  resconably be irnprowd (sa below), a pmgrun we encoury .  

We belicvc that, prior to your decision to  allow cmpluunent of wuto  rb ip  - 
menu underground ac WPP. i t  would be prudent for you to haw a preliminuy 
performance uwumenr  that providu you with that EPA 
Subput  8 standards cm eventually be shown to be met. Thir summary docu- 
ment ahould contain r carefully cons ided  humm4~i twioo  rcenuio md ;hould 
cleuly iaentlfy the by prrrmetrn md urumprionr in the pcrtormrnca ummcnt 
that need to be ddrcrred in the Y t ~ r  phue" to improve their certainty. When 
this !w b m r  done, we believe it would be proper to p r o d  immdiateiy to the 
proposed in ritu testing at WIPP when other ongoing p n r q u h i t e  ut ionr  ut corn. 
plrw I f  thr r r ~ i r w  nl thr prrfnrmrnrr rrsowmont by inwltwd p ~ l i r r  ptevidu r 

that EPA t r u d u b  will La ~ r c ,  u wa cuprrc,'rLtr gw 
could proceed with the operuioad performrucc yL u a 6 d u a l  c r r~ylwcnrd  
program to e n l u u e  m d  work out operational icsurr identified in vuiour reviews. 
Of course, my decision to ge to production-oriented operation will require rtrurrnce 
that EPA Subpart B rrrndud: u e  rariaiiod. 

In rummrry, there appeur to be uceptable confidence that the EPA r q u i r b  
mentr of Subpart A c m  be met to  rllow use of WIPP u a 8-t trdlity and. therefore. 
to begin the emplrcemrnt of wu te  u p u t  oLthe t a t  program, Thr major technical 
issue facing WIPP is whether Subput  B e m  bemet. From o w  review, we condude 
that with the exception of che human-intrution seenarjo, Subpart B rquiremmtr 
cur bo shown to be met using the work bein8 cornpleled by Sandir The h u m -  
intrusion rcenuio. LI developed by the DOE u n d a  icr cumnt  rpplicrtion of EPA - 



guidelines, i s  not likely to mecr che present S u b p u t  B requiremmcc. We tee r h r e  
major options 

1. Plan that thr test proqmi wil l  produce terult~ that will anahla Subput B 
to br m a  We belirve rhir ir unlikely beaure of rho relbtinly ho t (  time 
lor testin; u compared to the rime period for the koy phenomena urd the 
limited effect of tht prrarneterr tuted on the humm-intruaioa rcenuio. 

2. Abandon WIPP. Wa do nor believe thin il n w u y ,  prudent, or rmponaiblo 

5. Further ddrur the &PA Subput B human-intmrioa cccnuio rquiremata, 
m rpprorrh we rewmmmd below. We see t w  buie purr for this ~ p p r w h :  

A. Uw more rcwnable projeccionl, for exmpk,  that future borehole 
a& would meet or excad the cunrnt Smdia  tat-f-thwart form. 
DOE rhould taka the lead to discum thae  ruumptiool md rpproach 
with the EPA. 

b. Exmine what engineering moditations would be required to meat 
the Subpart B tequiremartr without ehbnging the current u a u m p  
tion]. 

The Dpurmant should promptly wembla Lbe drt.  nceumy to p* 
'vide that WIPP cm t n n t u d y  -be #&om to 
m.rt the r d w e  qumtitiu a d  uadirturbad site d o m  u muid by 
&PA Subput B rtmdrrda, indudinr a urrlully coaudared Intrurion 
sanv io  hued on 'muonrble pmj&tionr.* f&vinf rrtrblishd ibir 
confidenu, initiate TRU wure emplacemart in ruppori of the pd' 

The Department should, upoa determiartion that r ' o 
erilta thu RPA Subpui 8 r q u h m m t a  6- 

tirte the opvttioad rac phue u r padud  unplvuncnr p r o p m  
mmirtrd to deJibctarivo sup, to t r d u r u  rad work out wiour o g  
ar t iond h u m  idearified in vuiour reviews. 

Car Generation 

Evrlurtion of the bsne infbw quution identified that t t c  pernubility of 
the salt formation v u  much less than originally thought. As & ruult. gu &encrated 
by rrdiolysis of water u.d organic matter in the wute, by butcrial drampodion 
of organic matter, md by corrosion of metal in the wute and ita contunerr my. 
produce high prarure in the repaitory because its acrpe i t  slowed by the imper- 
maability of the surrounding salt. Current efforts by Smdh u e  f o c u d  on aadysir 
to show whether potentid gu buildup could ruult in r frilure mode that would 
relerrc unacccprrble mounrr of rdionuclidu to the environment ud on msrhodr 
of untliorating gu buildup, if nccsauy. Memhn w d  ~ s u i t m t r  reviewed this 
irsue. and we ue of the view that DOE'# evrlurtion prourn is prooeding properly. 
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The potentid problem of gu gcncratioa rum questions wncsrning the cur. 
rent wutr form and future DOE manasemeat of TRU vnte  that ur worthy af 
further review. Spciflcdy, r reduction in the unouat of met& .nd orgrniu or 
r chan~c in the form of orgraic materids could taduca the g u  peration. We 
do nor believe thu .n attempt to chmge the fom of existing TRU wute would 
be justified in view of the rinks md cort it would entail. Thardom, to tha ex t a t  
necusnry, eflortr to meliorate gac generation within the rrpo8irorv q p t v  to k 
tho mwt remonablr approach. For future TRU wute, hornvcr, a dierant fona 
that would reduce cipifiuntly g o  generati- should bo cenaidd. The endnr r -  
ing enhmccmcnt study underway should explore p ru t iu l  mauura for rduang the 
qurnritia, of dccompotrblc wute, of uting nonmctrllic corrtrinm, md of aabiliziag 
the wute by incinarrtion or vitrification. Such m w u r a  muld be btm6ci.l if they 
can be conducted rt rewnrble cost m d  without rpprcciable risk to the pnonnel 
involved. Such an effort would be consistent with teecntly c ~ t d  of impmved 
wute manycmcnt rhroughout the Dep-.tment. 

Recommendation: 

DOE should continue it* ctudiu of wryr of mitigating m y  undufrrble 
build-up of gu pmrure from tbr dicpacd duiru'ng TRV v u t e  ~d 
should inwtigrle jwtihble improwmmtr in tutm TRU wuto hna, 
fh wuld p U y  reduce p genurtios. 

Good rdiologicrl safety ir perhaps the single m a t  impomat =put  of day- 
to-day wIPP operations. Previous internal DOE review8 have ideatihd numeuua 
dcficicnch aad needed improvuneau whish u e  being corrcercd. Critical action 
items remaining fd into the u a u  of 'equipmatt maliflcatiw, t d i c i r n  s t a h g ,  
cornpietion of training program. and management permnod qu&ficationr and a- 
ttition. 

lo the category of rrdiologicd quipmrnr raquired for safe oporrtioo, tho 
likrly critical path for :trrt.up inwlm the Continuous Air Moniton (CAMS). Tho 
CAM8 haw r long history of probkmr rtuting with poor ddgna, slow mc@ 
tion a d  conoctiao of the buic prahlema rod qwtioa.bla munhrnu p r u t k .  
Actions u o  in proprrr to rmolvo the CAM* ;UW. Wo dw idoatillod a dri* 
deficiency in the intorlock rystem which, o curredy instdlod, would dlow the si- 
multaneous opening of airlock doom t h u  could upom tbo eavimoment to potoatirl 
or actual contaminated a n u .  Examples of other rd iobgiul  equipmmt which must 
bo completed for rdeoperation include the daoatuaination fuility axhuut wnril& 

- clon md contamination control equipmant uaociated with unlading tho TRUPACT 
w *hippng esatniner. 

;f $ t Aarh Wastinghou,e and DOE WIPP m.nytmmt hrn idantillad th.t tho 
1 , current number of tninod radioiogiul tcehnicians is not rui%ient to start up witA- 

out rignificmt augmntation by tha \Vutlnl;houte health phyrio profruiond ~ t f f  



or outa~de conttur radiologicd tcchnicirnr. Clow rnurqerncnt Wrntion wiU be 
required to complete rrchaiciro ct&ng m d  uroeirced trjning, including of?-cite 
hmdr-on trrining, in odor to inrurr A I& stubup. S e n d  actions relating to 
rrdiologiul progrurv development need to  be completed to ins- long-tarm 1r i . t ~  
rod erdibility. Thrr  ineludr r c d i t ~ i o n  of the WIPP d a i m t y  p m g m  .nd 
demonmation of tho planned crprbiliw of the istcrnd daimetrg p r o m .  

Tho a m a j r t m  obaetvbd that the WIPP Ptojat h u  demoarttrkd r a i d .  
i w t l y  impmvd t m d  in attention-tdetdl a d  fuility p ~ p u u i o n t  during the 
Arrt hdf of 1989. Tbrr impronmrntr ue  due, in p u t ,  to the ddi t loa of a m p .  
tent health phyaicc profatioorlr aod m a y o r s  to  the WIPP Project am. In thii 
regud, tha committea hu two fundmentd coneem. 

Finr, theudiffemt peepla haw held the ecuior Watinghowo h d t h  phyria 
m m y e t  position during thr p u t  yau. We bdirve thbt rtrbility in murycmmt 
s t d i n g  i~ importrat ro mrintuning the m a t  impmvaaont~ in d i o l o g i u l  p m t s  
tion and providing the vitdity necaruy for or& operrtionr. 

Second, DOE n d s  to m p h u i u  tho impottaaee lrod priority of r d i d o d *  
ed u t i v i t i r  m the tab and r u c c d u l  opwrtioa of the WIPP fdl i ty .  Although 
rrdioactivity ir the unique tutor  that differentia- WIPP opartions from other 
industrid aperation:, cumnt orgroirrtiond rcporttag relatioarhipa (both Wuthp 
house and thc DOE) would indicate t h ~  trdiuioo d e t y  ia jut wthu ut ol 
requtemenu for ruutioe operatiw (Thh i a  not p 4 I u  i a  DOE to the WIPP 
project). For uunp le ,  WIPP o t t m i W o n  chut l  md the BAR show the bar 
m r n y e r  d imt ly  tmponaibh for .I1 radiation p g r m r  ir poritianed a t  three knl, 
below the top m.nyrc  md one bvd Wow the m m y e n  of Public Atfain, Human 
Raoutcu ,  and Admininiatrrtiw Swviar. Neither the FSAR nor WIPP orgaaisdon 
c h u t r  indicate a direct ucerc line to the senior frcillty manager. 

Ddinc .a aqaniirtionrl 8tmcturm that pmvidu rroior t d i u i o a  pm 
gram m r o m t  wft& tuflciemt authority rmd wit& dimt rccst to 
d u e  W t i q h o u r r  facility nupapmmt .  

80th  Ulbtingbouae rad DOE mumgemeat rt WIPP provide clau 
fdI~1.up ad alttntion to the completion of cn'ticd b u d w u e  rction, 
rad vrlidbtion dquipmcnt  operation. 

Fir. Protrctfon 

The WIPP fuility hu a number of imprui\m lira protection farruro includ- 
ing r loop-type h n  main ryrum r b o n  ground with a d u d  w r t a  supply upability 
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/ including a d i e d  driven fire pump in w e  of loss of power. Underground a r u r  ue 
protected by a non-water fire protection system. The committee did haw concerns 
regarding specific featura in three ueu. - 
/ First, the committet questions whether adequate risk 4 y a i a  h n  been per- 
formed for the i n a e w d  impact of a !ire in the underground ataxage arur when 
a number of drums are exposed due to a lack of b.ckfill. For example, the FSAR 
Waste Acceptance Criteria preL.~de p w n  that a d d  nustain the propagation of 
fire from one drum or box to the next by limiting pymphoric lording within drum 
and overpacking combustible boxs with metallic cladding. The ~ W U  of the FSAR 
exclusion is not dw. particularly in the area of characterizing the chemiui source 
terms for combustion in old drums. hrther, the apparent assumption that the only 
credible source for initiation of firm involving w u k  underground is the spontaaeour 
combustion of waste container fdlt short in view of other wurca  ~ ~ o d a t d  with 
normal and abnormal operations. 

. Second, the committee noted the lack of a rmokt detection aystern in the 
high bay n o n d  work u e a  of the Wute Haodling Building m d  questions whether 
this daign future is actually justified by administrativa sctioor such as fire Loding 
controls or routine watchstsnder ~nspection requiremsnts. 

Third, the committee is concerned that the w . t a  firr nuppreasion ryrtem 
do- not include the loution of the Wute Handling Building a b t  hi& deieocy 
particulate air (HEPA) filkn. 

-. 

Recomrnendationr 

A risk rrrarrnent of the pmclosun operatiom of WIPP. irrduding 
a fire risk analysis addrusing lFnr undergromzd aad the d q u q  of 
fire detection and suppmion systems, rbould be u n d a t t h .  This 
.xsaunrneat should evrluate the acceptability of& riskr, should iden- 
tify dominant contributon to this risk, and should e d u a t e  and select 
among risk reduction tactics, if appropriate. 

Until A fire risk assament can be completed to eniuate tbe specifics 
rod focru on MY nccenuy -ti= actions, stringent dminktra- 
t iw antrob m y  be r c q w d  to control dl combwtibJCI aad possible 
i@'tion sourw durhg routine and non-routine 0pur~01u. 



The committee was specifically rquested to review the Find Sdety Analysis 
Rrport (FSAR) and did so through extensive and detailed examinations by mem- 
bers. staff and consultants. A h  considered were the raults of reviews by other 
organizations (EHkS. EEG, ctc.). Thae exMlinations identified a large number of 
specific concerns and werknessa in the FSAR Thae  problems included (1) miss- 
ing or incomplete commitments necatuy to envelop safety criteria, (2) inconsistent 
information between FSAR sections, (3) quationable operational safety require- 
ments, (4) lack of differentiation between descriptive matter arrd commitments, and 
(5) unacceptable application of certain quality assurance (QA) program require 
ments. These specific issuw were discussed with WIPP maagemeat personnel in 
the DOE and Westinghouse organizations. 

Subsequent reviews of actual practices being implemented showed that a 
majority of these concerns were either due to omission, or wue &torial in :ature, 
the likely ruult of lad; of understanding of the management philosophy for the 
FSAR discusaed above or inbttention to detail by i n t c d  reviewen. 

The fundamental issue with the FSAR concerns i b  baaic purpose, it8 con- 
tent and how it is handled, both in ksmr of initid .ppmnt .nd future appronl of 
changes. Applicable DOE Orden, both at  the H d q u u t t n  aad field office i m b ;  
are not precise on this matter. To addreas this issue, committee m d e n  inter- 
viewed senior DOE managen that control WIPP policy, including the Headquartera 
progrbm muragen in the Office of Deftnat Programs, onnight irumagm in the 
Office of Environment, Safety and Herlth, the manager of the Albuquerque Field 
Office, m d  the w a g e r  of the WIPP Project Office. All of t h a e  mutagen q c e d  
that the FSAR w u  intended to be the top l m i  safety document for WIPP that 
would contain all of those commitments ne&rW to envelop the safety analysis to 
insure the safe operation of WIPP throughout i b  life They further w a d  that the 
FSAR is a living document that would be approved at  a senior lercl of management 
and be maintained up-to-date, and, that future changes would be handled in the 
s m e  manner sr the original approval. The committee atrongly supports the pai- 
tion of your managers and urga prompt revision to DOE pdius to clarify FSAR 
requirements and ddine it u the top level commitments document. 

Both DOE and Watinghouse WlPP managements have not bscn w a r i v e  
enough in promptly resolving issue r a i d  in e x t a d  reviews of the FSAR (and 
other areas) such ar rhos  raised by the Oflice of Environment, Sdety and H d t h  
and the Statt of New Mexico Environmental Evaluation Group. 

The committee believes that a thomugh review and revision of the FSAR, 
based on updated DOE policiu and on the variour txternd reviews, is a kcy step to 
insure long term consistent application of commitmeotr md eliminate deficimci~ 
that could adversely affect long-term safe operation. 
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Rwim rpplicrblo DOE polieier .ad orden to drllnr c h  FSAR u tbo 
top l e d  sdety document rbar will be: 

- r compilrrion of dl commitmcotr necearuy to wun d e  
operat ioo of the f d i t y ,  

kept up-redate u a livins document with futun, chrapu 
haadled in the rune mrnnv u the ori@d appmd. 

Review and revise the WIPP FSAR b u d  on the nvLed DOE polieiu 
.ad on existins rtitiqua. Ciw priority to r d *  df oprn Lauw. 

Q u d i t y  Arwrsnee 

As r rcrult of initial teviewn of policy documents ruch u the FSAR, the 
committee h+d serious rnervarionr about the s t t u c t w  md adequacy of the qud- 
ity ururrnce program. However, subsquent nviewa of rctud p m p m  prat icu  
showed that most of the concerns were unfoundrd and had r r u l t d  from poor d+ 
seriptionr md other indtquacia in the FSAR Thr commitb r e v i d  r n u d e r  
of di!bnt uprctr of the u t u d  WIPP qurlity unurace pmvrrn bang Impb 
mented aad found it to coatun most of the l u t u w  oor would upact rt r mom - 
complex facility ruch u A testor. WIPP hu obtunod qudity u m = e c  prolerrioo. 
ds with previous experience who undentrnd both the tcchnicrl md rdminirtrrtln 
upectr of r full featured quality urururce progrun. Pnviour DOE mimr hbn 
identified a aumber of quality rurrmce program deflcieooo, moat of which haw 
bccn corrected. 

The committrr did observe revcrrl uerr which nquire further mnnyement 
attention u d  corrective urion. While some of thae  irsua do oat relate to tbe Qud* 
ity Aenrrmce Dcputmmt. they uc diicursed below within the b d r r  dcCinitioa 
of the WIPP qudity rrcwrnce projrun. 

Tho committee considen that the Generd Criteria for Qudity Awur.ncc 
defined in tb FSAR form ~ound h i s  lot both the operation of the facility 
and for ofciaockrrd crpnimentrl utivitia.  However, rhr rppliutioo of tho Gtnerd 
Criteria is inconsistent betwrn the operatiand and &mental rctivitiu md 
could degrade th8 owtdl performrnce of importmt experimentif &orfa. 

Sfmy oq.nizationl arc involved in the raolution of outrtrsdin; cdety rc 
lnted teehied rod proccdurrl problems requirito to the start-up of WIPP. The 
eotnmittc w u  aatirficd that most of these outstutding i n u r  were identified on one 
or mot. of the work oflschedulcr. Xowvu, tho comrnitta w u  cosuned  t h e  there - is no rimple mutor tracking ayrlem to inrun that nl.rivtly ctrhghtfwwud d e t y  

I # irnrat do not k o m r  *lodn or needlauly become the critic4 path. F\uthtr. l u k  



of such a rymm Jepriwg management of r twl lo  detect eu ly  sdvcrv trends and 
-, imbdanced .work loads. 

Truning propuns have ban ~nit~ated md a s i~prf iunt  MDUI of truaing 
hu bscn rccompiished. However, thecommium ir concerned that 100 much ~ p h r  
tr, h u  been piaced on 'df-studyn to tho detriment of f o r d  praentrtionr. In the 
commercld nucleu power industry, the use of i d - p l d  study is v q  iimitd a d  
is used in conjuac\ion wrh e~ lu&t lon  methob to  vsurc the i 0 t ~ t  of the w&-study 

. ' is rerlited. ALo. i t  rppeued to the commit- thrt  the trrioing deputmeat docr 
not hwe rufAcient input to senlor WIPP management to reolva training pmblmu, 
pwtlcularly u the work pace increate m d  there is l u r  time for ongoing training. 

, WlPP management should complete open quality w u r r n a  d a t e d  
corrective actions, eorrrct ineonsirtenue in the appliutiom of Qudity 
A u u r ~ c e  C u r e d  Clitcrih conmiidatc and up&& c u m 1  tr.~ri& 
syatams, md inaura that lkuning Deputmmt rnrrragrmcnt h u a e c m  
to ienior mmryetnmt. 

Organization a n d  Management 

The committee found that the DOE, Watio~houre,  a d  Srodia National 
Laboratorio have tach ertablished organizations that rhould be capable uf perform- 
ing WfPP operatiom in a safe rad coordinated maaner. Thir, of carme, wuma 
that open jstua in the u e u  of rtrffing a d  trriSng u e  properly m l v e d .  Row- 
ever, the cornmitt- hu conctrnr reguding the lack of c l u r  deilaitiorr of certain 
reporting reirtionmhipr that could result in eonfurion u to %he's io &ups. In 
puticulu,  the FSAR definer the Manqement md Oprtrtlng Contrrctor (MOC) 
md the Scientific Advisor (Surdir) rr holding q u J  lewlr of authority under the 
DOE WlPP Project Olilee Mulager (WPO). This le& to the conduaion that the 
WPO m m y e r  will pravide d a p w d r y  line direction m d  cmrdinrtios far facility 
operation. In utud prutice. mast of the haah-on rrpvimentd work in thm f d i t y  
will be urried out by m oxperimmtd divition within the MOC organization. It 
bppeUS to the wmmittcc rhrr simple but  importrot ehroge, should te made to 
the FSAR to elimimtr any confu~ion that the MOC is a i o p l u l y  taponsiblc md 
recountable to the DOE for the sate a d  proper aacrrrion of WIPP. 

Your recently announced pli y is  to a t J l i s h  a dm, straiahr Line reporting 
relationship from operuing facilities to the Herdquarterr program o6cid md then 
to you. The current rituation at  .WIPP 4 p p w  to havo two reporting ch ins  to 
Headquarrcn. One of thete runs from WIPP to  tho Operatioas OEcc to the Under 
Sctatacy while the other runs from WIPP to LL Opcrationr Office to the Assistant 

- Secretary tor Defense Programs (DP). 

During the construction ad testing p h u s  ol ;he WIPP project, m a y  OP 

ginitations have necessarily directed the development of h o u r  u p u t s  of WIPP 
programs. Typi J!y, tke weight of influence changer among the Architect Engineer, 



the Cunstr~ctor, the Laboratory md the Operating Cootractor u the projeer d, 
velcps. Howrw. ttcm cornea r time on my major projct who  t~poaribi l iy for - 
'ownenhip" must shift U ;he MOC. That time ir for LqPP. Tho cormnitt- 
found r e v a d  inrtmcu whore the MOC h u  deferred to outride d imion  involvfng 
operating practiea, without Ant determining that ruch pru t ics  did not d a p d e  
safety. 

t h e  cornmitt- i e  very encouraged by the r m t  trend of impmwneatr bt 
WIPP which ut the r e d  of potitiw action, by DOE rad Watin@ure mroagcn 
md. in puriculrr, their actionr to bring qualified semoned mmqen md rt& ante 
tha project. Howewr. char trendr nrr fragile aad could revom. The two moat 
likely cawa for a downturn would be idlure to rndntria v u y  higb rrmduds in 
replacing managen md staff who leave tkough n o m d  attrition and the deputum 
of tha b a t  pmpie for 'gtcmer puturn" unless clur,  rchjevrble g d r  are rat m d  
met for operating the WIPP f u i l i t ~  

' DOE WIPP mraqement should c l d y  indicate t k t  Watiryliouse 
h u  the ruponribit'ty to iruure ihrs dl inpuu ref* to f ' y  op 
eations ue propuly reviend for safety irnpliurian~. 

In the enn t  of rtcn'tion, higb importrocr mwt br $4 on proper 
rep&cunao~ to imum the continuation of meat implwiry tmds .  
Start-up p l m  need ro -.der the schdule elhar an motintian. 
and rhua retation, of the current DOE urd MOC trd. 

TRU Waste Certification 

The c o d t h ' t  review shews that appropriate plmr, proccdurcr, a d  work 
prrcticcr appau to be in place for the eertifiutioa of TRU w u t a  to be shipped to 
the WIPP rite from both the Rocky Flrta P b t  and the Idrho N ~ i o n d  Engineering 
Laboratory. Thc technique for de real-time x-ray radiography of d rum w e e  o b  
s e d  and rppeucd to be very rbcctiw, puticululy lot the detection of kee liquids 
that might haw unrmulrted in the drums. P m d u r a  lor the deletion of 10- 
surface contuni'aation wee sound. While the committa idenMed no d e t y  lip 
nificant concerns rehted to the wute certidutioo progr.nr. there w c m r d  a r m  
which should br strengthened to urure r high Iewl of cwtinued perfotmu.ce. 



per yur, putreuivly during {be ioiiid rtui-up phue. Tbcte ahould 
include unrnnounced rudib md incraued surveillaace. 

The WPP . WAC rhould be mvieuad in detail to inrum full coma 
plimw with ad rppliuble Deputmeat of 7lroaponrtion (DOT) re  
quirtme ts. 

-.. . 
\ -*,- ,-' 

The Department rbould review md r rududire  to the muirnum ex- 
teat p ~ i b l e  the critcrir rpplid to the numemu aepurte paerrtor 
'situ' within the overdl Rocky Fhta complex rad devefop r ~ ~ ~ t e m r  
approreh to the preprrrtioa md rhipmeot of TRU wmtr from tbr 
complex. 

Tkr vuhbilily of ruultr from TRV wute content mururing t u b  
niqusr should be iamrigatnf and re~olvcd to reduce the uacutuntiu 
that rault fmm tuch differcnee. 

Thuc rhould be ilrarrcrd comrnunic~rioa amow gmerrton, ship 
pen, md thr DOE md Wutinghourc st&, tanpeudfy on gfwsnr 
lurnrdn, conriatent rppliution of p o d  practica, m e u u m e a t  tach. 
nique; md chanp  in w u i e  fonnt 

The cammitttc's review of the WIPP project focuucd oa ihort-turn oprrr  
tiond related iuuu m d  long-term performance of the rep&bo~. The opua~ionq 
iuuer rre readily soluble md we haw providd mommmdadoar coasirtrnt with 
other comprehensive r w i m ,  to rddraa open d r t y  queatlooa. 

Our review of the long-term porformmcc irrua h u  Id re ibe primary r e  
ommendations we m making to tho Dtputmcat. The dircurrionr presented &bow 
lead to the following major reeommmdrtion,: 

1. Pedorm m mdy:is o( loaptem performance rdrtive to EPA Subput B 
rtrnduds u a buir fot initiating tho upetimtatd rut phue (bin md d- 
cow). The test phae  would be conduezed in complirnce with 40 CFR Put 
191 Subpart A rlru dl other rquired permitr/rppronla have k e n  obruaed. 

2. Emplru TRU wutr for the cxpwimentd tmt propun upon determining 
that there jr reuonrblc confidence that WlPP u n  eventually be shown to 
m e t  release qurntitia and undisturbed dce doru u required by EPA Sub. 
put B, ineluding a crrefully conridered incrurina rceauio bucd on 'rcwa- 
able pmjections'. The brrir fot t hae  projections should be explored 6 t h  
EPA u they apply to intruricn md dirrrnt time itma. 

3. Continue performmcc urearmcnt and experimental t a r  propunr, includint 
~tudy of tho gu ;enerrtion isrua. and engineerin6 enhmcclment atudicl to 
grin bigbee confidence in the expectrtion of Achieving eompliancc with Sub  
put B. 11 the Department finds it n e c u s u y  to use the EPA default vdua  
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in the pcrlormmu arrarrncnt, it will need to sonaider uaa of eaginosring 
cnhmeomenta. 

A. 

4. Upon determination that a high degmolconfideocc exirtr that EPA Subput 
B requirement: will h met. iniiiita the operational tmt  p h r v  Y a nded 
empl&emnt progam com&ttd to  delibetala rtepc tO &duata m i  work 
out operrtiood isuu identified in various reviews. 

5. Afret form4 documrntrtion of complianu with Subput B a t m d u d ~ ,  imple 
ment the full program for long-tam irolrtion of TRU wute .  

Once t h a t  rtepa are taken for the opar t ioad  rod long-turn i r ruu  ddrr~ed ,  
we beliwe the WIPP will be r ruponsible repository for the dirpord of TRU wute. 

I would be p l e u d  to dircur~ my of thue i a tua  further. 
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The Honorable James D. W a t k b  
secretary of E a q y  
US Depu lwn t  of Eocrgy 
loo0 Indcpcndena Avenue, SW. 
Wachinglon. D. 

you r c q u a t p h a t  the Committee provide for an orderly tumovcr of any kruo or 
ongoing r e w w  which a n  currently uedu mmiduPtion by tk commit- Tbc chvru 
of the Advisory Cominittce on N u d u r  Frcility Wety codr Novcmkz 12,1991. a d  this 
letter and attachments will k the Gnal rrpon a d  fo lbm the p h  Nbmitted to you by 

unfinished business that in your letter of Octoba 17, 1991 you requested k provided to 
thc Oflice of Nuclear Safety. Most of our reports to you and your predecessor have 
focused on safety concerns at a singk ~ e ~ ~ r n c n t a l  ute  or  f&ty, Or on safety ~SSUCS in a 
single aspect of DOE'S nuckar safety program. In thin rrporS however, we give you our 
perspective on the state of the Department's safety program by commentjpg on -1 
few issues that apply DOE-* Attachment 1 pr& a summary of &clusions and 
recommendation, in additioa to tbmc in cbir kt- Attachment 2 provides more dclailcd 
discussions of these recommendations and iuua in the report chapten deKkped by our 
Subcommittccrl Each chapter also contains diiussiom and nc~nmendations regarding 
additional, more speciCic ameaar We urge that appropriate pemm within tk 
Department the appliubility to their rcspstive p m p m  of the comments and 



GENERAL STATUS 

Nearly four years of involvement on (be Advisory Committee have provided ru with an 
overall perspective on safety Lsua within the DOE In many ways tbcre hrvc h 
positive changes. In othen, there has ken little ot no p- l k  DOE of November 
1991 k much improved over that of March 1988 when tbe Advkvxy Committee bcld its 
f iat  meeting. Perhaps the mast obvious improvement is a k t t e r  understanding of nuclear 
safety Lsua by DOE. by Congras. and by the public Thc DOE staff and cootrvlorr 
now show an awareness that the past M of paf- in many u+p h m h g a  
acceptable. The barrier that prevented knowledge of c o d  safety p r r t i m  &om 
enterffig the weapons production community har ban broken, and pnctico dcvJoptd 
over the last decade in commercial n u c h r  safety have begun to  be introductd into the 
weapons complex. Preceding this recognition of how to improve has been a growing 
awareness of how much improvement is necessary, and an understanding of h w  serious 
are the conditions in DOE'S nuclear facilities complnr 

As more information has become available outside the Department, the public bas kcome 
disturbed about the perceived conditions at the weapons facililies We heard this concern 
expressed often at our public meetings. The Advisory Committee held 32 meetings at 11 
DOE sites, including IS meetings in WrchiDgtoa, D.C Our @gs were open to the 

..-. public. This afforded the public the opportunity to hear the DOE staff and contractors. 
At each o l  our Committee meetings. an opportunity was provided for the public co 
comment. Some of these sessions were heavily attended and heated. All were mutually 
informalivc. We frequently haw k e n  told that our meetings provided the best 
opportunity for thc public to hear what DOE was doing. Furthermore, the public, bitter 

-& 
RM3iipy at DOE praised our willingness lo give them an opportunity to air their v i m .  
Wc encourage the Department to have public meetings in which management officials 
listen lo the public. Congress also is highly n i t i d  of the DOE'S weapm production 
facilities, although it shares responsibility with the E k u t i v e  Branch for the decades of 
neglect. 

We know that DOE'S goal is to have 8 safe. efficient DOE weapom w m p k  DOE now 
stresses that safe operations, environmental protection, and meeting production and 
research goals are simultanewrly achievable o b j s t h  You have directed that there be 
negotiations among DOE, EPA, and state governments, fhercby ending yean of agency 
reticence to work with rdgulaton. We recognize that noticeable prograr bar been ma& 
in providing access by the states to DOE plans and in discussing environmental cleanup. 
However, adequate progress in providing radioactive waste management facilities is not 



being madc. In particular. the means for dispaul of mired bw level wasta and mired 
TRU wastes is still unraolvcd. 

The Department faces many problems that have dsvtbpai over deuQ Tbe 
Department in some r apea r  is & m o d i d  .ad in u k a ~  The rapid 
proliferation of advisory and ovasight groups htr identified probkms at a p m  rate 
than available resources can k found to address and whe tbc pmbkmr A 
level of confused and unfocused t h i g  still exists, .ad the interrelation among head- 
quarters, field olfica. and the contractors conhues to k chamctcrired by change. 
overlap, and unclear guidance 

As stated above, DOE and its contractors have mde progras in rcco&hg both the 
many safety issues and the attention that must be g k a  to tb& resohtion In p a d d ~ .  
significant effort has been placed on identification of wcaknma and the actions aaeYuy 

to place safety on par with production and rscarch DOE hm addressed deficimch and 
has shut down facilities while corrective actions are taken. Modern concepts and 
technologies for improvement of safety are k ing  accepted and used. For aampk. 
probabilistic risk assessments are being used for evaluation of risk and risk management, 
and unusual occurrences are being subjected to root cauk analysis. 

The concerns lor the very high opera* pwu dcmitics. in ccrtlin of th trsi a. 
material irradiation reactors, and the related pobkm with irradiation damage to - 
pressure vessels and piping. have been addressed. ?he Category A research reacton are 
all currently authorized for operation. Signiriant improvements followed from the 
consolidation of the DOE management responsibility far Category A research reactor 
operations in the Office of Nuclear Energy. For example, the lincsnkommunication 
from DOE Headquarters through to the contractors' reaeIor operations groups now are 
clear and unambiguous. Where problems have occurred, the now of information has been 
prompt and problem sdving responses have been forthcoming. 

Specilic initiatives regarding the r e ~ a r c h  reacton include detinitior of the minimum staff- 
ing requirements for contml rooms, the scope md uses of approved p d u m  - 
program requirements and objectives, detailed miew of safety of normal operation and 

' 

accident consequences, the evaluation of plant aging affects, enhanced communication 
between the DOE reactor operating coatncton. and the preparation d b d  1 
probabilistic risk asseuments. ihe DOE contncton crtabkhed the M a t h  for h 
cdlence in Reactor Opcrationr'(AER0) to provide professional interchanp of t ~ b a i d  
and operational information bctmcn the operating stalk of the DOE Category A 
reactors, thereby correcting a significant wedmar. 

3 
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Notwithstanding t h a e  improvrsary  it must be r&ognind that most of tbe Department's , 
research reacton arc -being operatai kpad thci initial daign life* I * 

t 5 '  
maintenance costs and costs assxiated with facility safety upgrades, coupkd with reduced . a,? * performance, will make continued o p a a h  of the aged rrwtar quite uo.ttrwtivc when ,-..- , ' 
compared to the potential safety features and higb kvd ofpuformams tht cy b 
designed into a modern Mctor facility. If tbc D q w m c a t  hexes  8 bng-tam mission 
for its research and t a t  reacton, then the Dcpacmcnt should move forwad errpaditiously 
to replace the aging reactom 

As we conclude our rok as pour M~~KMY Coramince, ve must e r n p b k  W ri-t 
deliciencia remain These problems arc ddrrtsed in the fdloaring r&tiorn 

There are many possible variations in the muns used to achkve an acceplabk kvel of 
salety in W E  operations. but four ekments are common to all of them. For each, we 

will lint simply state the essentials in bare-booa form, then pmvide more detail. 
specifically noting where m klicve the cumnt  DOE safety program falk short. 

Saielv Policy 

- First. there must be a safety pdicy. This muns that thr go& of the &ty pmgram n~ust 
be set out in te rn  clear enough to  all the participants that the mum do not become a 
surrogate for the ends. The goals must be aprezrible in an objective and explicit form, SO 

thal it will be possible for different individuals to agree whether they have btcn met. It is 
desirable that they be numerical It b essential that t h y  k objectively measurable. A 
pl icy  of "continuous improvement" is no substitute for a goal 

A clear and precise safety & rcrva many purposa. I t  must relate the safety pr- 
to the Department's mkrion and its risk profile, a d  it muu nsdvc tbc conflicrt between 
safety on the one h a d  and production uhcduk and olba m k b n  o b j a t i i  on the 
other. If thai h not doac in ibe d c t y  @q, it rr9 wt be done T%c safcty poky sets 
the framework for the various elements of  tbe Department wbo arc r a p o d e  for 
drafting the many ruler, orden, guides, and manuals that t h c ~ l l ~ e h  fozm the body of a 
safety management plan It enrum cbar the structure ercatd by tbe n m y  different 
participants u internally consistent, while providing a i t a i l  through which upper 
management can judge the progrrun 

It can also further enhance public urrdmtad~~!g of the intent of tbc Department's safety 
program, which can only be beneficid in tbe political arena. In addition to  promoting - 



public undentanding of the DOE nuclur rrfctg p g n m ,  ma& a xmcmca arwld &c tbe 
Department an integrated fmmcwrk fix wbetba pow new or  M 
nucle~r safety requirements and m ncdcd, ue wasistent with existing 
requirements and criteria, and are likely to produce safety baK6ts mmmwurate Gth the 
expected casts of their implcwnt&n 

Afcaryur rago theDepar twa tb rdmre t i vc~ todnrbpamt rn iDohJ~  
poky and a set of policy goak Good p m p m  was being mde in thir effort In the 
m u n e  of various r w r ~ t i o n s  rhb wr choppeb 'Ibe Deputmcnt bm aow 
issued SEN-3591 as its safely pdicy. IIX our view, SEH-35-91 f.Ib far rbort aC being a 
meaningful safety policy in C& of be ueas ata! .bovc. Its fonrr and 03jcctiYcr ere ~ O O  

narrow, and it pntains no critcGa for detcrniniagwktbu tkc limited safety goals it doc 
define have been meL It draan.its quantitak standards h m  tbasc of the Nudes 
Regulatory Commission, which mgub ta  different ti;ldr of risk to different people, in 
reg~lated facilities. Thcre arc limited similarities ktwtn the tw crvr ihe DOE poiiq 
substitutes 'continuous improvement' for w a d k  stadads, pyr little attention to the 
largely chemical nature of the rick at some Department trcilitia, ncgkUs the major risk 
to the workem, and treats the inevitable wnnid ktwccn tbe Deputmcnt's safety .ad 
production rcsporlsibilitiesby rimply d g  that tby arc m~ptiikg That 1 
inadequate guidance for those Plho must, in the ad, make prnctical day-tday deckiim. 

Wc continue to b c l i m  that a pmgrpm for &loping 8 set ofwfety pak sbould be 
realab!ichcd, wing thc raouncs  available to the Department, and that it sbould bc 
regarded as a precursor to a safety management plan, not a consequence thereof. 

The alternative to a meaningful &ty policy is wdlrrion. public opposition. disarray in - 
the establishment of safety regulations, in-wistenq m n g  organizations, undkcipLiDcd 
regulation, and, ultimately, disaster. 

Safetv Mananement 

.~ .~ .  " " 
The Department's facilities are, .. . for'the . . -, -. . m a t  part, ~3ntraEtaroprratcd. and the front-lii  .. " i 

responsibility for the safe o p t i o n  of the plants dearly lies withthose on the scene. Ye 

5 
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they haw to function -ding to standads .od criteria atablisbcd by the Dcp.rtwnt, 
sccording to priorities which must be set at tbc highest lcvek of tbc Deputwnt .  Such - matters as the importance of the nation's need for the materials pmduced at  the facilities 
cannot be delegated to the contractors, yet tbae prioritia dclermiae rcsa~rce  allocation 
at the lowa t  levels It is not easy to p r r a i a  eff& U & S U ~  wilbout drifting inlo 
micrommagement, but that is inevitable if the m a n a p e n t  plan b not carehrlly dnkm to 
clarify the i s u e  of roles. 

Much has been said cC the new ' d k + y  cultudwitbln UK aputmeor, d there i m 
dcubt that safety considerations, b n g  acgkctcd in the past, haK been .aMded p t a  
significance in the !ast reven or eight yeas Eut 'Jlu: ic lit* hieiihood that safety will 
take a clcar and appropriate position in the valua held dl the workkg kvcl if its p d i o n  
is no! clearly understood within the Department itself. P m p k  nttd to know m t  only that 
safety is important. but why it is important, and also just how impwtant it is. To say 
"safety first' to the workers is to  m i d  the hue-they have heard that before. Safety is 
n ~ t  first; ils priority is one of many that must be set in wniext. in view of he 
Departmeni's responsibilities A safety management plan should provide the mechanism. 
while the safety policy prqvides the penpeaiw 

We have often heard repom of safety appraisals and Tiger Teams, in which the rtsult is . . characterized as some large number of dcfiaenclq often in cbt hundnQr But our - experience is that it is rare that any of them arc life-threaten& and even ku often are 
they specik to the DOE chemicaUnuclear plant. If there n any effort at all to act 
priorities. it is in very broad categories, leaving the contractor with no sense of an 
alternative to simply doing everything at ome. The failure to  set priorities results in too 
little attenlion to the most important safety issues It n the Department's responsibility to 
provide a clear mechanism through which priorities can be set, and re sou^^^ allocated 

Sz.fetv Assessment 

The Secretary has issued SEN4 6B. 6C and 6D making line managen raponsibk for 
safety and directing them to have 8df LUeSSmcnt though m atabiishcd office t o  assure 
that they act. Currently managen a& treating self-sue~ment as another identifiable and 
auditable entity to which people and raourccr can be .signed, but they need to build self 
assessmt~lt for safety into what & ~ l y  dy. TWC oliicer tend to  be more 
inspection than asscsumnt oriented ?bt sod NS in parti~uh havc 
~ndertaken to produce guider on performing d rrraswnt, but thh just p a p e h u t a  
what SEN4 set out to avoid; ic, managen cannot depend on other crtities for lrssuring 
safety. they must do it thetnselvu H w v t r ,  they d o  need to understand how DOE 



oversight will measur: whether and how they h.ve e m b r a d  safety for their opmtioas. 
Our review indicate that it will be some time M o r e  effbtivc self aparment will occur. 

Therc must be an agreed means of measuring both succev md p r o p s  that is objeaivc 
Senior management reviews, ovexsight committees, and Tiger ' k m s  are of little use if tbc 
criteria on which they h w  their judgwarr uc hkMa or unclear. Apia, cbe prh nad 
not k numerical, but the standards agaiast whicb (be partidpanh will be judged must be 
expressible in such a way at to nurumm . . - hconsiste~cy urong judga 

What h a s k e n d e s c r i i a b a u e  hcbrIyle);rtedtowbathcrlkd'~genrac~ 
objectivc' in the business world. An essential pn of th3 app .wb  a a meass of judgicg 
to what extent the objectives have bcen met, witbout which programs have a tendeacj to 
feed on themselva. long pas1 the point of diminishiag returns. Not only crganizatbm, 
but a h  individuals. bave inertia, and a safety plan nust havt some objcctivc mesnt 
through which its achievements can be measured and compared to its goak 

There ic a trend toward the increasing rrr(: of pr&YJistic risk ascsmctl at a 
me:hodology for the assessmeut af midual risk and of progress toward the reduction of 
risk, irr part because its ir;c has M to cwkkabk impcovcwnts in safety uokntandiq 
where it has been used. There are other las systzmatic d i i p l i i  in crre in industry a d  
government. It is not our purpose here :o advocate any particular approach. But we do 
believe strongly that management j u d m t  by iWC is am h d q u a t e  c o d  for the 
measurement of progress in the reduction of rkk Management, quite s i w .  is biased. 
Similarly, conformance to all 'federal, sta:e. local. a d  DOF regula~ions b no! quivaknt 
to a safety sssessmcnt, although often required for other reasoar It requires a great leap 
of faith to believe that there disparate calitiu have somehow assembled a collection of 
requirements both necessary and sufficient to guarantee that compliance b a measure of 
safety. -- 

Criteria for success should be ~ i ~ m d . d & m i i k  ?here will d m  te those who 
contend that not enough has ktn done, a tbere wil l  a-3 be thost ur& that too 
much h& been done  It is the responsibility of tte Department to state its gozb i?l 
sulliciently clear t- that tucar,& fAum ib meeting them is measurable Whik it k . . ,  
possible to deline quantitative p b  and measurer for each of the risks, and it would k of 
great benefit to do so where possible, it would be d i c u l t  to find a single numerical 
statement for the Departmmtt d e t y  go& Thae ue rlluprliva, like tbc comparkoa 
with other normally rcccptcd rkh. but, wh8tevtr.h goal& k y  UMI r tk 

Dcpartnrent's answer to tbe qutstion d % &e ir safe caouw It b na( aeccssrr). that 
the full and complex method of probabilntic risk assacment or costbenetit amlyst Se 



brought to bar here, but it b n e x s q  that popk of diKIpent v i m  k abk to hnd a 

- consltent measure and pasition on the Dqwtnmt's  whimmen& 

We recognize that it will be to M 5tmdm.b and @I suf6rkatly brod to 
encompass all the risks m have ruamcdd the DOE anmidn. the 
absence of standards and gods rlloln undiipliaed q d a t h .  Unlar tbm b a munr of 
determining the ntent  to which the stated goab have b a n  met, tbae b no bash for 
adjustment of the safety goah or 'K d e t y  mrarE+olent pmgmn. for knowhg wbctber to 
be proud or ashamed of one's IchirvtmeayorforMgwhcntostop Whikarcdo 
not recommend a sptcific measure bere, we think that it is r rub@ of equal imporcioa 
to the formulation of a coherent ~ f e t y  pow, aod that the group charged with that task 
(if our recommendation in that regad is accepted) rbould a u k  the cboii of m ~ a r ~ n  an 
integral part of the policy. 

Feedhack 

Channels must exist for :he transmission of information up the chain of command, so the 
program can strengthen itself dynuniul)y. Tbc state d the effort in each area rhould 
make its way from the ant inuow rvasaKat implied in Safety APessmeot to the 
management and resource allocation scheme required by Sllfety hfanagewnt Indeed, the 
wisdom gained in o p e ~ t k ~  Eayedyread i s ~ c i a a + t a t k ~  - expressed in the Safety Policy. It 'b easy for managen to b e k  that they h m  prcvikd 
lo; such channels, while people dowa the line perceive the situation as quite dinerait. It 
is the  latter perception that matters. 

It is possible to manage an old, static, and simple organization with only one-way 
con~munication, in which wcll-cstablished methods and ruks fire promulgated and -a. 

distributed to the lower level penonnel, who are expected simply to conform to 
time-tested procedures. In the cam el the reblivcly recent Department recogaitioa of the 
importance of safety, in a period is whicb the DOE b fnding its way to a balanced 
posture, and given the cxtraordiauy camplaty of the organization, this is dearly not 
possihle at DOE It is M o r e  impt8m to MLe cbe kt of the apuiarce giocd in 
restructuring the ~ c ~ a & n t ' s  ufw p t u r e ,  to .chKlwkdge failures when they occur. 
and to derive the benefits of the rccumulated expcriew2 of the work force. 'Ihb can only 
be done if the management n receptive to infomatioc EPm below, both pod  and bad, 
and if this receptivity is hwwn sod Wted throughout ibe compla  'Ibe pattern is set at 

I 

the highat levels. I i 
In an attempt to implement the philaophy, DOE has rushed to address v d n s  
safety k u r .  W e n  new problem arc ideatifcd, unrealistic resolution scbcdu1u arc often ! - 



announced prior to h l o p m e n t  of a clear undenwding of rbc problems, or of what is 
necessary to resolve them. Ihic imistence on rapid rapom without adequate 
unden&ding har produced p-un doe aod dakbm, with rdt.ot h p m t  
schcdule revisions, o r g m i a t h d  clunps aod vlwLv a p b h m  d (k amd yip bLI 
for the actions and deckionr Worken my k left rib m .hcmrtive but to coorider 
production in fact as the =ontinuin& dominant prhdy, 8ad s&ly as simpb r p m b g  
fancy of the a n e n t  Secretary. lbry too often wrLn my continue to perform .nd 
think m t h y  did in t h e p g w i t h  wsipZkmtimpro~ment inatbcttbeiruldyortbc 
basic d e t y  of operatioas. Furtbcr, u J mul( d UK dcMnd far progar, tbac rppun 
to be a growing reluctance within DOE and contrwtor organizations to identify probkmr 
or to admit lack of p r o p s  to higher manapom& kca- thb arould appear 
nonsupportive of management's plan. I n c u h h  of tbe'*'~crv culture' has gone ~~IwIY, 
and we have heard many accounts suggesting upper &magemcnt unarillingneu t o  rtccive 
bad news. This is ultimately bound to be self-defeating. 

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

The Department of Energy hat embarked on a massive h u p  effort to remedy dca&s 
of neglect, and this undertaking may become the m a t  costly ewirOnmenlal remediation 
effort in history. Unfortuoatciy, DOE3 &-- UdQI n 
developed and implemented. the diftcultia thrc tbe EPA hr apuitaad with tbe - 
Superfund Program will be dwarfed by those that the DOE will face. 

As the Department recognizes, not enough is undentood about all of its contaminated 
areas to allow development of effective plans for cleaning them up. TIC prows  of 
gatheringdhe needed information and developing clean up plans will take many years. 
The decision p r o w s  for ~ k c t i n g  ckanup approaches, which n bo:h technically and 
institutionally compiicated, requires substa~tirl timc hforrover, cost-effettive and 
politically permissible technologies do not yet exist for cleaning up many sit- 

?hemostcr i tblkaK~(h!Dep.rt l l lcatmthiruuhtbedtodopcrpnaiaL 
specific policy on ckanup Tbc Depllrtwnt bas set u a @ god the ckanup of 9 of 
its facilities by the year 2019. But the goal has not tea d e M  in ten= that will cnabk 
determining when the goal has been rbieved. Confusion and frustration at the local kvtl 
have resulted from the current apploilch 

The Committee recornmen& that the Department ure land use p b & l g  8s the r p p m c h  
to  a workable environmental d u n u p  p d i i  lbc purpose of i d  use p b h g  d k 
to designate which p a N  of DOE uta q be nkued for un~~trictcd % 

which parts may be released for ratricted use (eg., cornmad4 industrid, wildlife habibt, 
- 



recreational, elc.). and which prru probably win ncnr be rrlrred for any purpoc. We 
recognize that this a p p d  d uurc con- k a ~ l l ~  it wwld m a k  -licit what 

, -SX 

is widely undentood but not openly spoken: tnp.yen cannot a o r d  to m rfl of h 

-,- \ 
DOE'S contaminatcd land to priuk 4th~ 

A p o t i c y b a s t d o n t h e c o n c c p t d k a d w p ~ d l a d ~ t o c b e  
appropriate selection of new cluaup crituia bmd an UI initid -t of 
environmental risk, rather than on the .ssasment of an illdc&cd future public health 
risk with its attendant unccrtaiatk. It aha arwld lad to a ktta -of the 
need for improvement of existing, .ad the d c d c p a l t  of new. Mnobgia for &g 
or containing contaminants. A land use plannhg r p p d  would focus DOE 
Headquarten on overall guidaoce and wuld fr& the 6eld 05 to deal with the 
diversity of cleanup problems at the kxal level. 

A land use planning focus also might obviate the need for an ewironmental impact 
statement on the total cleanup program.  baa^ such a statement would be inconsistent 
with lhe localized nature of land use planning. This focus w u l d  encourage a bias for 
action". that emphasizes near-tenn actions at the most important contaminated areas as 
defined by the land-use planning procey. 

s2nmmEs - 
The attached lict of Conclusions and Recommcndaliom ideotihr the major poinu 
regarding other areas which the Committee bel ims should be stressed More complete 
descriptions of t hae  issua, as well as those prcxntcd in this letter, can be found in the 
report chapten in Attachment 2. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

Most facilities of the DOE *porn production compla uc old. The uaderlying 
problems developed over decada  in the last thrct yun. mjOP W t i e s  at Rocky Flats, 
Savannah Rivu, and iianford htve km shut down by the Department to u&rp 
changes nceded to  briag them into compliance with modem safety stmdards, proccdura 
and practices Some of lhae facilities will not be brought back on line (N-Reactor), some 
have been put in stand-by condition (Punx, PFP), and subrt.ntial u p p h  ue being 
made at Savannah Rim and Rocky Flats Evtn afta rcvaaf organincional chaaga, false 
starts in the development of aew p d u r c r  and tnining to the new procedurrr, .nd 
system and quipment upgrades of the fadt i -  the job n fiu hxn  complek Operational 
Readinas Revim are m c o v u h ~  hutha probknrr .Some probkmr cm be dvcd 
quic& Othen can be address& but their corrtdion will take inlo tbe aaa century. 



In view of the Advisory Committee's charge, we h.vo foMdCd on kard uer of-: 
the general status of wfcty bruu virhin the DOE, rhicviag w, nudeaf pow, 
nuclear safety management, d e f y  roenmcnt. and -d policr. h OW 

observations, deliberations, rrpom 4 kuar. w rubrnit bacwirir k q  adusbas d 
recommendatio~ on the RirL ha&h, Raenb Radar, 

. . 
Prottction, Rocky Flats Plant, w&6 Mtioa  m PlmS Environmcaw aaaoR .ad 
Safety Policy (Attachment 1). 

The recent announcement by W i n t  Burh. making m o c h a  m8jof in cadkg cbt 
nuclear standoff with the S w i e t  Unioa'. s+iantly tbe prrrwe oo r&hkhg 
what ltind of nuclear weapons complex b oocded During this period, emphasic on safely 
must be increased Wilh the e l i m i ~ t i w  of production prrmrrrr 8ad, m we b e  
frequently noted, employee attitude that productioo is mat important, corn- may 
become the dominant attitude, krdiog to carcksaar, ~ d ,  finally, accidents. 

The members of the Advisory Committee join me in upresing our appreciation for the' 
privilege of serving on the Committee. It bar been an interesting, cbdknging, and 
educational experience for each of u* We bopc that che comments and r c a m m c a d s ~  
the Committee has ma& in our '39 k t t en  over the 1st thrce and oae-half years bave 
been of benefit to the Department. 

We thank you for the opportunity to dviK oo matten of W@ dad hsporrrncc We 
offer the wry b u t  wishes for succar in what often must seem an uldk~~ and thankkr 
task 

Attachments 
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o Once deficicncia iden~ificd in the operational readincsr r c v ; ~  have been 
mrrcaed and a new cperarional rcadks reviewr is wducted  sUaCPfuLty, 
Building 559 could be restarted to tuppon rehabilitation of the Rocky Rats 
facilities and waste handling 

7. WASTE ISOLATION PILQT PLANT (WlPP) 

The WIPP project is very important to the continued operation of DOE'S f d t i a  
generating traaruranic waste, a d  to future radioactive waste disposal projects that will 
have to comply with EPA'r m d b c t k  and m k d  waste disposal rcquinacnu SIUXUS or 
failure with W P  will wt  p&tr fcr the wast= dbpcsal program for ycan to come 
The Advisory C~nmit tee  believes, tkzrefore, that DOE s50uld take evc;y reasonable 

uccwdc in a manner that z p p r t s  future waste 
Advisory Committee has serious concerns about 

,- < I - .  
whether DOE'S current progra~~,wiu be abk to demonstrate, in a timely manner, mmpli- 

, ance with EPA's propavd long-t+ pcrformancc and human intrusion requiremenu (40 . 
i CFR 191) for d i s p a l  of TRU andthigh-level radioactive wastes. ec7 -q- 

: - I  $ 4 )  , t r  
To increase the probability of suaessful compliance with EPA's proposed standards in a 
shorter period of time, DOE should take the following steps with regard to WIPP long- 
term performsnce: 

- o Prepare a concise report k a timely manner wmparing the expeacd performance 
of WIPP with the requiremen!s in EPA's prop& standard (40 CFR 191). This 
report should spaifica!Iy focus on those parameters that arc currently significantly 
uncertain and set forth the actions including alternatives, ncmsary to reduce the 
uncertainties to acceptable levels for demonstrating regulatory compliance. 

-A 

o 'Change currer.t project prioritis by putting more emphasis on the use of uperts. 
At this time, panels of experts will provi;le more significant input to the demon- 
stration of compliance with EPA stamlank than will the results of the Dry Bin 
Tests. The Bin T a t  Program should continue to be focused on reducing uncer- 
tainties in those paramten that are most important in determining compliance 
with EPA's proposed standards. 

o Icitially dispose only the contact hmdlcd TRU waste that will not pose a gas 
generation probkm Other TRU wasla can be safely stored above g o d  until it 
is determined whether they can be burid at WIPP in comp!iance with regulatory 
requirements or have to be treated so that disposal ct WIPP is acceptable. 



o Immediately begin development and impkmenktion of engineered akmtives,  
apaiaily for ncwIy gmented waste DOZ shnrld be a tabmbgical kdcr in 
waste management and this initiative sbould go forward ~t if it were not 
spa3kaUy required to demonstiate complirme with EPA's propared slaahrQ 

o Place additional emphasis on the importa~a of ndiatioa protectioo to tk safety 
and succacful o p t i o n  of the fdity. .ad irmxsc tbe r u m  of rditioa 
prokction managers and their accas to senior management 

o Givc more cxtemive consideration to potential in12dcatt at WIPP that, altbougb 
not a radiation risk to the general public, wuld eifkt p c  risks to t~~r f rcn  or 
create a substantial negative public reaction to continued operation of the facility. 

As the first of a kind radioactive waste disposal facility, WIPP will be very carefully 
scrutinized and arpectatioat of ptrforrmna will be high h with wckar powcr plants 
and other nuckar facilities, pcrformaw tbat only protects the pubk from receiving 
significant doscs of radiation is not good enough to maintain public support. 
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In January 1989, the Deputy Secretary of Energy rcqucsted that che Advbory Committee 
on Nuclear Facility Safety ( A M )  be briefed 00 the W& h h i m  Woc Phac (WIPP) 
and that tk ; Committa mmnwat on any safety coosidcratiom jRd. 11. Ia May 1969. 
Scmtary Walkins reaffirmed tbat rtquat aod asked for the Co-:tee's 'arsarment of 
WIPP's safety and tbe idcotitimcion of a q  potential safety ccum- ;' lad & 

The Ackkory Committee, in ~ N C  to rhir request, visited WIPP in June 1989. at which 
time a Subcommittee was formed to review safety ksua in further detail [Ref. 3J The 
Subcommittee subbcqucntly revisited WLPP aod other related facilities M a  National 
Laboratory, the D c ~ o t ' s  acicntific advisor on WPP. and the Idaho National Engi- - 
neering Laboratory and the RodrySlatr Plaot, two rourca of waste that mid k shipped 
to WIPP. Areas selected for review were unradved short-term technical and operational 
i Y u e s . i n c l u d @ t h e F d ~ A o l ) p i r R c p o r t ~ ) , W L P P ~ a n d s t a f G o g  
polkks, actual work prectim in tbc field, ad bng-Wui ewirwwntal p c r f ~ ~ m ~ ~ t .  A . 
report to the Seactary was ksucd by the Advicory Cornmitt& ai December 11. 1989 
[Ref. 41. 



h d  faciliry.' meaning that it is expected to have only minor owi te  and negligiile off- 
site impacts to people and the environment. 

The Department of Energy (DOE) is &g a phased approach, lading to a dacirion 
whetbcr to designate WlPP M operating disposal facility. 'Ik coDItnvtioe pb.ce of 
WIPP b e~urtially complete, except for the roof supports being iartalled to p ~ d d c  
failure of the ceilings in the t a t  rooms 'Ibe objectk of the Dry Bin Test Pb.re is to 
collect additional technical data to i m p m  confidence in the prediction of the long-term 
khavior of the w t e  forms Cumnt DOE pLar ull for t& facility to bc enkuted at 
the moclusion of the 5-yeu (appmximately) Tat Phare to determine wbctbcr it b 
suitable for permanent disposal of TRU wastes. If WIFP b judged to be suitabk 
including meting EPA standards and State of New Mcdu, requirements, DOE intends to 
initiate a Myear Disposal Phase. 

The Advisory Committee's review of the WIPP project war f o c d  on two major aspects 
of the program, namely, environmental performance over the long-term and operational 
k u a  principally of short-term concern 

T R U a r a r t c s m u s t b e i t o k t e d f r o P l ~ ~ c n v i r w w a t f o r ~ ~ t u r j a ,  Prrdid- 

- ing the perforsance of WIPP in mlating TRU wastes b a chfknLig tat 'Ibc Emiron- 
mental Protection Agency (EPA) is developing long-term performance standards (40 CFR 
191 - still to be formally adopted) with which DOE will have to comply- 

The ACNFS proposed a pbascd approach for the Department that would pennit the - 
Secrrlary to make an ear& determinab of compliance and proacd with disposal of CH -& 

(contact handled) TRU waste [Rct 41 Briefly this called for the Department promptly to 
=mbk the data to provide -bk confsdenq that WIPP coukl eventually be shown 
to meel the EPA -tr and, having atablbhcd this mnfidcocc, initiate TRU waste 
emplacement in support of tbe pufonnaace assessment progun Tbc second p b w  



COMPLIANCE WITH EPA STANDARDS 

'Ibe m p r  ktue for WIPP continua to k whether long-term idation can k predicted to 
occur in compliance with EPA's proposed standard. The Department unfortunately hio -. 

not yet amembled d publhbed in a suitable form the raulu of work it b.l Qac to how 

h w W I P P b c x p c d c d t o ~ r p i a r t ~ A r t d u b . Y ) ~ - 1 9 1 . S u b p u t R  
(Subpat A requiranenb, which apply to management, storage, and apbility to radily 
retrieve such was- arc d&c&x@ met.) We coatinue to kl*ve that the 
should arpect a high kvcl d coaSdemr that awpli.oce un be demonstrated k f o m  he is 
asked tr? & a &chion .bout permanent waste emplaanmlt 

The Department's scientific rdviror for WIPP, Sandia National Lsboratories, in its 
performance assessment program, has mntinued to prepuc'adyscs invoking km&term 
radionuclide transport and dost autssment for scycral scenaria, the r e n t  vedoos of 
which have included rome compukoar with EPA standards [Ref. 5). At refinements in 
methodology have been made and uncertainties in parameter mlua rrduced, the rrrulu' 
show that aU of the rctnmMo) kad to valua tbat approach or arc within the r e k  limits 
stated in EPA requirements, including a reasonable human intrusion scenario. 

Thc results ot cxpcrt pocb formed by Saodia, cg. radiinuclidc sdubility. n l u d r t b n  in 
the Culebrq future societies, have ken most useful to the wtmme and conf i ena  in 
rectntpcrformrncc- S I D d t b n p b r r r l o f a n ~ ~ ~  
paneb.c&,daignf~urerd~QlDWBiEIciootocbcplblisrodvrccLaa 
performane. Some prnck h m  been delayed becllrae of budget rrrtriclions, yet their . 

costs arc smaU Considering tbe relative value of the outputs of the cxpcrt pawls in 
demonstrating compliance with EPA standards, we k l i i  the Department should fund 
them now, even if it m e a m m e  delay in the Bin Test Program 
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GAS GENERATION 

The Advisory Committee's original report urged DOE to apcdite obtaining and using 
rcasonabk parameten to evaluate the poteatid effects of gas generation and other events 

. on tbe performance awumcot for WIPP [Ref. 41. W e  b c h d  lbca (a well u ww) 
that tbe performance lmeYwnt for meting EPA staadardr n a critical demomtracioo 
Someoftbeori~objeaivadh&tcfflhncbctadcl~forcampkM& - Tats that involve brim and moirc mkobhl paarez Thus &ti from future bin tats 

arccxpeaedto~utilLcdmo~foroiconfirmatorypurposa 



FINAL SAFEn ANALYSIS REPORT (FSAR) 



subwquent to the Committee's review, DOE was f a c d  with the quation of the long-term 

A 
stability of the test rooms (roof falls). DOE convened ~ W O  cxtemal expert paneb, one to 
addreu getechnical aspects and the other to review tbc Department's p r o w  
comaiK  actions. Tbc k i g n  that h a  been dopted and h being impkmentd h 
d c s c r i i  in the FSAR Addendum - Dry Bin Scak T a t  approved by Mr. DufQ on August 
30, 1991 [Rct 13). 

.'. 

RADIOLOGICAL SAFETY 

Good radiological safety will be the single most important asptct of day-today WIPP 
operations alter diporal beg& Several review, including oun, have emphasized ways to 
improve tadiological safety, and prog~us has heen made. Lo response to the Abhry 
Committee mmmendatiom, DOE made a slight revision to the organizational structure. 
and hired a capable Radiation Safety Propam Manager for DOEWIPP, whik Westing- 
house punued equipment modifications, k w s a l  the number of tahnicians, and 
improved training programs (Refs. 9 and 10). Obtaining and mtaining a senior bealth 
physicist for the Westinghow Radiation Safety Program continues to present ditlicultia. 

W E  needs to place additional emphasis on the importance and priority of ndiilopiul 
activities to the safety and succcsz;irl operation of tbc WIPP facility. Although radioactivi- 
ty is the unique factor that diITercatirra WIPP opartiom from o h  W opera- - tiom. cumat  organizational rrpwting relatiomhip (both Westinghouse .ad the DOE) 
would indicate that radiation safety is just another stt of requirements for routioe 
operations. mi is m t  peculiar to the WIPP project within DOE, unfortunat*.) For 
example, WIPP organization charts and the FSAR rbow the senior manager dimly 
responribk for all radiation programs still positioned at well b e l a r t k t o p  muuger and 
below the managen of Public Main .  Human R a o u d a n d  Administrative sew kc^ 
(Refs. 9 and 10). Although the FSAR and WIPP organization charts indicate a direct 
accas line to the senior facility manager, it n r dotkd oac tbat must bypass o(ha line 
manager kvek Whik thir may r u m  for indents 'and him important evcn& it 
&privaihemrnrfadtbtd.y-wparpectivathrtmurtarkttojcrlwi&thirwat 
imp~~lnt~pccidaaopart#arl frc iSty .  W e b d k c D O E m d W a t i n ~ r b o d d  
d c f i a k t t e x ~ c i o a r l s t r u c t ~ ~ ~ t h a t p o v i d a r c l l i o c n d i r l i w p ~ ~ -  
w n t  witb s u R k h t  *u(bority and witb dirul- to renior f d t y  murrplCOL 



low. Rirb associated with injury to thc worfen and stoppage of wsstc handling opera- 
tions arve ILo wnrided, but the maluationr wocatmted on the ~~ risk to the 
public 

TRU WASLE CERlFICATION 

suitably &rased by tbc DOE (Rcb 9 .ad 10). 





htc r  fmm J. F. Wgdo to John F. Ahcame, Januay 19. 1989. 

kaa from J. D. Wac to John F. Abcarnc, May 8,1989. 

. . %&mumy Compuisoo with 40 CFR Pat  191, Sub* B for the Was& Isolation 
Pibt Plant, Datmkr 1%' SAN'DW-2347. 

Lnta fmm L P. D d y  lo J. F. Ahurae. June l2.199Q 

kaa from J- E Lylk to J. F. Ahurae. August 19, 1991. -& 


