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December 19, 1991

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

Dear Mr. Secretary:

On December 19, 1991, the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, in accordance with
42 U.S.C. § 2286a(5), approved Recommendation 91-6 which is enclosetl for your
consideration. The Board is aware that the Department has just proposed rules in the
Federal Register concerning Radiation Protection for Occupational Workers. 56 Fed. Reg.
64334 (Dec. 9, 1991). Recommendation 91-6 deals with radiation protection issues
throughout the DOE defense nuclear facilities complex.

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

The Board intends to publish this recommendation in the Federal Regjster.

Sincerely,

Enclosure



RECOMMENDATION TO THE SECRETARY OF ENERGY
pursuant to 42 U.S.c. § 2286a(5)

Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended.

Dated: December 19, 1991

The Board and its staff have conducted extensive review~ of radiation protection programs
at Department of Energy (DOE) Headquarters and several DOE sites in the defense
nuclear facilities complex. In particular, the Savannah River Site (SRS) health and
radiologiC<11 protection programs have been reviewed on several occasions.

Nter an inquiry into worker exposures to tritiated water from a moderator water spill at the
site, the Board transmitted a report to the Secretary of Energy on May 31, 1991, which
reviewed the management and radiation protection issues, as well as other factors that DOE
and its contractor identified as root causes of the spiU. Before completion of that report,
the Board had directed its staff to continue review of technical radiation protection issues
that had been surfaced during the inquiry. In October, 1990, the Board's staff reviewed the
SRS radiation protection program, which is included by SRS within what are commonly
referred to as Health Protection (HP) program and Health Physics program. Board staff
conqucted follow-up reviews in February and April, 1991. Staff reports based on the
October, 1990, and February, 1991, trips were provided to DOE's Defense Programs
personnel in letters from the Board dated November 1, 1990, and June 10, 1991,
respectively. In its transmittal letter of June 10, 1991, the Board indicated it was giving
consideration to the possibility of developing recommendations to the Secretary of Energy
in the radiation protection area after further Board review.

On June 20, 1991, representatives from DOE's Defense Programs, the DOE Savannah River
Site Special Projects Office, and the operating contractor at SRS briefed the Board and its
staff on radiation protection program issues. As a follow-up to that briefing, the Board
conducted a site visit at SRS in July, 1991. During that visit, Board Members interviewed
SRS HP personnel and supervisors.

The most recent Board staff assessment of DOE's radiation protection program and the
operating contractor's HP program at SRS occurred during the period September 27 through
October 10, 1991. The Board's staff reviewed relevant documents, attended brie6ngs and
discLissions with DOE and operating contractor personnel at DOE Headquarters and at SRS,
and observed selected evolutions at reactor and non-reactor facilities.

Other independent organizations and committees have documented required improvements
in DOE's radiation proteclion program, including the Institute for Nuclear Power Operations
(INPO) in December 1990, the Advisory Committee on Nuclear Facility Safety in section
5 of its Gnat report dated November 13, 1991, and the final DOE Operational Readincss
Review (ORR.) team in its report for Savannah River's K-reactor dated November, J991.



Primarily as a result of these assessments at Savannah River, but also because of other
reviev.:s at Rocky Flats Plant and elsewhere in the defense nuclear facilities complex, the
Board h(}$ found a need for increased DOE attention in five major areas: (1) DOE
management anJ leadership in radiation protection programs; (2) rodiation .protecLIon
~t<lndards and practices at defense nuclcllr facilities; (3) training and comretence of Health
Physics technicians <lnd supervisors; (4) an<tlysis of Reponed Occurrences and correction of
radiation protection program deficiencies; and (5) understanding and attention to radiation
protection issues by individuals in DOE and its contractor organizatiqns.

Tberefore, the Board recommends that:

1. The Secretary of the Department of Energy expeditiously issue (l formal statement
of the Department's radiological health and safety pOlicy. Among the subjects that
should be considered for inclusion are:

a. The goals of the Department's radiation protection program.

b. Potential sources of guidance and bases for the radiological pr(l~c~di(ln

standard$ adopted by, or to be adopted by, DOE.

c. A reaffirmation, by tlle Secretary of Energy, of DOE's full commitment '-0 the
"As Low k Reasonably Achievable" (ALARA) principle for l\Cltll
occupationally exposed personnel and the general public, which cn)pll~i:;i"" :.
the various commitments to radiological protection contained elsewhere in
DOE rules, orders, and other requirements.

2. DOE review existing radiation protection training progr<'lffiS, and develop and
implemen l a plan for an expa nded tra ining program that ineludes considercHion of
the following elements:

3. Comparison with guidance on training contained in "Guide to Good Pc~\(,;tl(;C

in Radiation Protection Training," Training Resources and Data Exchange"­
(TRADE) Oak Ridge Associated Universities (ORAU) 88/4-99 and
"Guidelines for Training and Qualification of Radiologia)1 Protection
Technicians," Institute of Nuclear Power Orerations (INPO), INPO 87-088.
While the Board docs not necessarily endorse all of the guidance contained
in these documents, it believes they arc important sources of professional Rnd
commerclal information on tmining which can be productively used by DOE
in identifying improvements for DOE's programs.

b. Delineation of the level of knowlcdge l skills, abilities, <'lnd other qualificaLions
necessary for each generic radiatIon protection rcrsoflnel position within the
DOE complex, b~lsed on profc!\sional (Ind industry stanu(lrds ~nd guidance.
Th is s hould incl Lldc t1ssoci(i t ion anu/u r in [eractio[\ wit 11 profC$~iOnClI he(ll t II
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physics organizations such as the Health Physics Society and American BO<lrd
of Health Physics certification for appropriate professionals.

c. Determination of the current level of knowledge of radiation protection
managers, professionals, supervisors, and technicians, by means of written,
oral, and practical examinations.

d. Delineation of the existing and supplemental training necessary to ensure that
radiation protection personnel meet the qualifications of their respective
positions.

e. Evaluation of individuals after supplemental training to ensure that they meet
the qualifications for their positions.

f. Continuing radiation protection training requirements and retention testing.

g. Delineation of existing and supplemental training for workers, contractors, and
subcontractors, other than radiation protection personnel, necessary to ensure
adequate radiation protection for those workers.

3. Tbe Department critically examine its existing infrastructure for radiation protection
program development and implementation at DOE Headquarters to determine if
resource, organizational, or managerial changes are needed to (a) emphasize the
priority and importance of the radiation protection program to assuring public health
and safety; (b) communicate the imp0l1ance of the radiation protection program
from the highest level of management to all appropriate Department personnel; (c)
expand the radiation protection program and increase program resources to facilitate
the rapid development and implementation of radiological protection standards
throughout the defense nuclear facility complex; and (d) make other changes as arc
warranted.

4. The D~partmentexamine the corresponding radiation protection organizational units
at DOE's principal Operations and Field Offices and DOE contractor organizations
to determine if those organizations' radiation protection programs' infrastructure,
responsibilities, and resources can be strengthened to expedite implementation of
radiological protection standards. A critical aspect of DOE's review should be an
assessment of management's involvement and effectiveness in implementing radiation
protection programs and management's ability to communicate the steps to be t<'ken
to implement an effective radiation protection program to all levels within relevant
DOE Clnd conLractor units, particularly within line organizations.

S. DOE focus its clTons relating to reporting or occurrences to enhance the use[ulness
of the Occurrence Reporting (OR) system as a tool for enhancing radiological health
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and safety at DOE facilities, by emphasizing determination of root causes and
management follow-up of lessons learned..

6. DOE compare (a) it" operating contractor practices and procedures, and (b) DOE
radiological protection standards with the guidance tlsed by other government,
commercial, and professional organization~. The documents which DOE ~hould use
for this study and comparison include, at a minimum, those listed in the attnchment
to this recommendation. While the Board does not necessarily endorse any of the
listed documents in their entirety, it believes they are important sources of
government, commercial, and professional opinion on radiologiC<l1 protection
standards, procedures, and practices. AI, such, they serve as valuable tools for
identifying improvements needed in DOE's programs.

7. Aiter completion of the study recommended in item 6, DOE identify <lny
supplemental measures that are necessary or appropriate to compensate for the
differences identified between practices which confonn to the guidance enumerated
above and actual operating contractor practices; and between standards and
procedures listed and DOE standards and procedures for radiatioll protection at
defense nuclear facilities.

4



ATTACHMENT

1. 29 eFR 1910 "Occupational Safety and Health Standards"

2. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Regulatory Guides Division 8 Series "Occupational
Health"

3. NUREG-0041 "Manual of Respiratory Protection Against Airborne Radioactive
Materials"

4. American National Standards Institute (ANSI) Standard Z8K2 of 1980 "Practices for
Respiratory Protection"

5. "Guidelines for Radiological Protection at Nuclear Power Stations" Institute of
Nuclear Power Operations (INFO), INPO 88~010.

6. International Commission on Radiological Protection (ICRP) Publication 60 "1990
Recommendations of the International Commission on Radiological Protection," 21
Annals of the ICRP No. 1-3, 1991 Pergamon Press.

7. NRC, Draft Regulatory Guide 8.N.l, "Radiation Protection Programs for Nuclear
Power Plants" (Implements revised 10 CFR Part 20) (Draft RG no. DG-8004 was
noticed for public comment in 56 Fed. Reg. 56671, 11/6/91).

8. NCRP Report No. 91 "Recommendations on Limits for Exposure to Ionizing
Radiation," National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements 1987.

9. Other relevant commercial or private standards and practices, including NCRP
publications.

5
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SUMMARY: Tho Oefense Nuclear
Facilities Safety Boord haa made a
recommendation to the Secretary of
Energy pursuant. to 42 U.S.c. 2200a
concerning radiation protection fo~

workerll and the general pubHc III DOE
defGnse nuclear facillUeB.. The Board
requests public <Xlrnmenl:l on this
recommendation.

OATES; Comments. dala. vlews. or
al'gumenl~ <Xlncemill8 this
recomme.ndatJon are due on or b~fore
January 2.7.1992.
ADDAESSES: Send comments, d~la.
views. or argument9 concerning thl~

reC<Jm.mcndalion to: Oefense Nuc:ear
FJcHilics Safely Board. 62.5 Indiana
Avenue. NW. suite 700. v..'ashil1gto!1, DC:
20004.
FOI't P'URWCi:R CNFORMATIO,. COr-/'f'ACr:

Kenll~th M. Pusateri or C<.lrolc J.
Council. at the ij,JdrCGs auove or
lelephone (2l.1Z] zoo.....tl400.

D:llcd: lJeccmucr 'liJ. lS'JL
fohn T. umwlly..

Ch":·.~:Oll.

Rad~ii1tion Protection for \\'orkcrs <lnd
lh~ Ccnel'al ['ublic al DOE Oer~nse

NUI';I(;Hr f:3c;ilili<l:l

LJ~I,,<l. Ih~ccrnlJ..,r 19, 109l.

IRccummc{l(J,,:ion ~-<;I

Till: Ho~rd "Ind il(; ~lUff h~v(:

cClnc!'J!;lI:d exlcnsivc re\'i(:",'~ 0'
r;:di;dion I'rtjleC1i,)n prop-rill:):: ,n

{Recommendation IU~I

Radlllltion Protection for Wor1c.er'S 800
lhe Genera! PubUc at DOE Defense
Nuclear FacUlties

AGENCV; Oefen~ Nuclear .Facilllicil
Sarety Board.

ACTION: Notice; ~m.mendation.

DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACIU11ES
SAFEn' BOARD

Army S en~e Boaedj Open M

In JC ordance wilh scction 10 Q){2] of
IIH~ Fe f<?l A.d\"i~ory CO!1lrr.itlec c(
(l\lb. . 92-4(3). (llln'ounccm~nt i m30c
or III 'allowing (;ommit\cc Mce:i

e vf the CO}JI.?,i::i;!~':J\CHlY Sci~n c
OO() (/'.$H].

[J e of Mr::ct,J"j;: !3 f;lI)'Jo.ry tOO2.
T liP.: l3DO-,70Cl I,ours.
J O(;{',' P~I)I~oOI), \,\rJlHh\lT~ll)'l, UC

gal8ction against any finn which he
Bntlfaclured or Imported bicycles

( 'Iing to comply willllhe feQulreme
o he bicyde safety regulations.

'tiona I Delails AOOUl the Reque
pprollal of Q CoUection of
uation

1\ eud:J

(;nlbct·~ of the C31. I"sun Group of
cArmY Scir!n<;ro UO.lrd will mcCI (11 1 '
e~l!ilgt)l-l 10 !l1?HI'1 \\,or). <)(1 a rl(JW ~\\ld

1----...-- '--

r 6usmcntation of tbe Council's FYO
dgct was eAlabllshed by lhe NIlHon
rine fisheries service.
embers of the public wishing to

pil iclpale in this conference or de'i
fur er informlltion ghould con lact
Ln ence O. Six. EX~CUliYC Oireclo
Pad 'c fishery MRnngcmcnt COVll

2000 W. first Avenue. room 410,
Porll ld., Orcgon.97Z01; tclephon
32 • 2.

Dece her 20. HJlJt,
DAvid 5. I"e"lll..'l..,
DoputJ' "cc(or, Of(iCI.! ofF;'s/tori,!.
Conservo ·or. c:,d ,\fon,~gumm"I..!II1 i'}/I(d
Marine FI relies S<;rvice.

IFR Ooc.lJ
BlUJt(G

AGENCY: Consu "er Pro
C<lmmisscon.
AcnON: Notice.

SIJMM~RV:In ace ce "'lln
PNJv!siOr4'l of Ihe rwork RcdLlction
Act (~ U.S.C. cha r 35). the Conswner
Product SJlfely Con nission has
submitled to the 0 ce of Management
and Budgetll requ 8 for appro\';,\l
through Septemb 3 1992.. of 6

colledion of Info al n in th(! form of II

8urvey of l1nns ich anuf&cture or
import uicycles. e pI 090 cf this
6urvcy is [0 ass S5 the ~'er"fllllllVclof
compljanc~wi I regula fl9 which
establish safe require nls for
bicyclcs (16 R lSOO.Hl )(uland parl
1~J2]. These ~ulotions re issued
under provl ons of the Fe eral
Hazardou8 ubsltlnces Ac 15 U.S.c,
1Z61, 1Z61] ellmina le or r uce
l:1lroasona c risks of dp.a:h r serious
pcrsollol i jury associated h bicycles.
The rcgul [iOll~ arc applicabl to
bicydl!S JlfOchll:r.d into inlet' ate
commer " "fler M<;lV 1.1. Hl7a, d
cslab\is safety re'l'uirem/l:nIS r Ihe
fmn~<" heels, fronl fork. urakc
reflecl s, (lnd olher componenl of a
biq/cl . Thc sUC"Icy of the bicyd
inc.lU!i y i.q part of a comprchensi ~ plnll
10 as'Ss r.omlJ1iallce by regulate
ind:.t :-ies wilh 70 rule~ (~Ilrllrced b
(on lission, The Commission will
llw Ifonllulioll oUllllncd from [hr;

'lur ey of the: bicycle induslry II)

~9 .;blish prlorili\;s (or ~~nforccmcnl \)
n: Old.llory sl~nd;\r(Js and r~~U~;'llions

~ l!c:h till! COl'llnl\%ioo (ld"llni~(nrs.

ronnOlion ou!uinl'd (r(J1ll lhi~ Sl.l~·VCV

iii ,lI"u he U;,(!Q 10 ~\lpr<lr( 'I PI)l'oP;'j;)(
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Depl,lr!mont 01 Energy (DOE)
HefldQuaclcr!l nod aeveral DOE sitos in
the cle£co:le nuclear facilities C<lmplex.
(n p1ll1icular. Ihe Savannah River Site
(SRS) health and radiological prQtcclion
progrllms have been reviewed on
severolo<:casions.

After on inQuiry i nlo worker
exposures to trilla led waler from a
modcrator water spill at tnc sile, the
lkJaro transmitted fi report to thc
Secretary or Energy on May 31, 199L
which reviewed lhe management and
rodiotion protection issues. u well as
other (actor3 Ihat DOE and lis
oonlractor identified as root causes of
the 8pill. Defore completion of that
report.. the l300rd had directed ils slnrr to
eX))1tinue review of technical radiation
protection ~IlUe9 !.hal had been nurfaccd
ouring the InQuiry. In October. 1990. the
Board's shiff reviewed the SRS radiation
protection program. which is included
by SRS wllhin what are commonly
referred lo fiB Heallh Protection (HP)
program and HeaHh Physics program.
8oll~ alaff conducled follow-up reviews
in february Gnd April. 1.991. Staff
~port9 based on the October. 1m, and
february. 1991. trips were provided to
DOE's Defense Programs pelDonnel in
1~llets from the Board dated Novemuer
1,1990. and Junc 10. 1991. resp«:lively.
In ils tr.l1l8miltallelter of June ]0. 1991.
th~ Board indica led it was giving
(:onsidoralion 10 lhe possibility of
developing recommendations to the
Secretary of Enet'gy ill Ihe radlalion
proteclion aTila after furlher Board
review.

On June 20. llX11. rcpresen~atives from
OOE's Defense Programs, the DOE
$«vIHHHlh River Sile St>eci.:tl Projects
Office. and the operating contractor at
SRS brIefed lhe Board and its staff Oil

radiation protection program issues. As
" followup 10 Ihat briefing. the Board
conducled a site ~'isil at SRS in July,
1991. During that "islt. Donrd Members
interviewed SRS liP personnel and
~llrcrvisors.

The rn03l r~cenl Board slaff
<J~~cssmenl of DOE's l':ldilltion
prolCCrlon program and the opcr<lting
Uln{ractor·s HI> program al SRS
oc:currec:l during the pcriov Scpt(;m!>er 'L7
through October )0,1991. The BO<'lrd'z
st;,rf reviewed relevant dQr.um(:fll~.

ilttended briefillgs lind discussions wilh
OOE and opcratinl' contrRclor p~rsonnt:l

ilt DOE ileadqu<'lrlerS anlJ al SRS. and
ob~C'rvcd selected cvoll,ltiQn5 ill reaclOr
;,nd n,)nrellclor facilities.

Other indepcllltcn1 organizll!ion~ (ind
cLllOlnillees hilve documenled rcquired
;,"pro\'Cmenls in 1)01::·5 rad,,,1ion
fll'(llCi':tiotl program. indudillf, 1h(~

111~\i t ute for Nuclear' P()wer Op"r" I iOlls
j!"'~I()\ ia Uc(;cmuc;' tWO. Ihe: I\,-h;i~;"r.\'

Committee on Nuclear I'oclli!y Safely in
Section:> of its final reporl dated
November 13. 1991. and lhe final DOF.
Operntional Rcodine6s Review (ORR)
le~m in il3 report {or Savannah River's
K-rcaclor dated November, 1991.

Primarily as a result of these
~8S(la9mentgat Sa.vannah River. llUl also
becnuse of othar review~ al Rocky Flats
PI~llt and elsewhere in the defense
l1uc!cllr facllitles complex. the floard has
found 8 need for increased DOE
~lttenlion in l1"e major areas: (1) DOE
llIanagement and leadership in radiation
prolection programs; (2) radiallon
protcc1ion standards a.nd pfacli~s 81

defent;e nuclear facilities; (3) training
nnd compofence of Health Physic8
technicionslind supervisors; (4) analysis
of Reportcd·Occl1Il'0Jlces Dnd correction
()f redilltion prolection program
deficiencIes; aDd (5) understanding llnd
.etlcnlion to radiallon protr:cllon issueo
by individuals in DOE and itu contractor
organizaHons.

Therefore. the Board recommen.ds
Ihal:

1. The Secretary of the Department of
Energy expedHiously Issue a formnl
statem.ent or the Depwtrnent'll
.-adiologlcal health and 6afely policy.
Among the subjects !.hat should be
considered for inclusion are:

8, The goals of Ihe Deparlmenfs
radiaHon protctlion program.

b. POlentlal sources of guidance and
bases faT lhe radIological protection
standards a.dopled by. or \0 be adopled
by. DOE.

c. A roaffirm<lllon. by the Secretary of
Energy, of DO£'8 full commitmenl to the
"As Low As Rcoson.ably Achlevablc"
(ALJ\RAl princi.ple for bOlh
or,.cupa lionally exposed personnel and
lhe general public. which emphasil':cs
the various commitmenls to r~diological

prol~\ion contained el~ewhere in I)OE:
rules, ordeM. and other requirements.

2, DOE l:1:)view existing rAdialion
proteclion training programs. tlnd
develop (Iud implement 9 plan for an
expand.:d training progr<:lm thaI incluues
(:on~lder<ltionof the followins elcmr.nl~:

11. Comparison with ellidance on
training conlClined in "Cuide 10 Good
Practice in Radi<llion Prot~cl inn
'rraillinp,:' Trilinins R~SOIJN;e9 and Dala
Exchange (TRI\D£) Oul< J:{id81!
Assucktted Unive;rsities (ORf\U) [JU!4­
9r. i-lnd ··GlIidc]ine::s for Training ilnd
Qunhfic!llion of Radiologir;al Pl'Olccrion
Techniciilns," Institute of Nuclear Power
OpCfi.llionf; (INf'O), INPO lr/--Oflfl. While
the UmHd does not lIeccs~orily endor~c

.dlor lhe guivaflCl' conll:l\ned ill lhese
dt)<;'II\l'~IlIS. i\ b~lit:.ve5 lhey are
impol'tiJ fl1 sOlln:!.'s of pro[c~Si()n31 <Jud
COlllmcrciol il,form3tiOIl On Ifoininr:
.."I.ic:h C;'!llJ.~ produ<:ti\'c1y used Ly [JOE

in idcnlifyin~ improvements for OOE's
pr(]grllm~.

lJ. Delioc/llion of the level of
knowlectge. skills. Hbilitics. and other
qualificalions n£!ccssary for each generic
rA<!iolion protectIon personnel position
within lhe OOE complex. based on
profc&sionalllnd industry slandards and
guidllnce. This should include
11660ci6tlon and/or Interaction with
profes:lional health physics
organizations 8uch as the Heallh Physics
Society lind Amcri(jJIn Board of Health
Physics certification fOJ" appropriate
personnel and managers.

c. Oclenninalion of the curren. level
of knowledge of radiation proteclion
man&gers. professionals, llupervisof9.
8nutechnicians. by means of written.
oral. snd practical examinations.

d. Delincotion of the cxlsling and
supplementaltr~iningneocllsary to
ensure that radIation protection
personnel meet the qualifications of
their respective positions.

e. Evalo(ltlon of indIviduals afler
supplementlll training to ensure that
they meet fhe qualifications for their
posltions, .

f. Continuing radialion protection
training requjrement~and relention
lesting.

g. Oelineation of existing and
supplementallralnlng for workers.
contractors. and subcontractors. other
than radialion protccllon personnel.
necessary 10 ensute adcQuat~ radiation
protection for lhO$e workers.

J. The Department critically examIne
its eXlstlng in.frilstl"1,JC1ure for radiation
protection program developmenlllnd
implementation at DOE Headqutlrters to
determine if resource. organizational. or
m~n3serii11changeR are needed 10 (il)
efllph<lsi7,e the priority nnd imporlance
of the radiation protection program to
assuring public health and safely; (bl
communicate the importAnce of tbe
rad ia lion protection program frolll lbe
highest level of management to all
f1 ppropdate Departmenl personnel: (el
CXpGr1fllhc rodiallon protection flrog~.1!Tl

onel inCreJse program rcsour(;eS to
b6lil<l1e rr,!: rapi0 development 1Jlld
implementation or radiological
protection sl~ nda rds throughout (he
defense nude~ r fo cilily cornplex: iHld (d)
mukc Ollll;;r <.;hanges AS lire wilrr<lnt(~d.

4. The Departmenl examine the
corresponding rddiation protection
Of1~<lni:£!lliunalllnjlsutl10E's principill
Operations and FIeld Offices and DOE
COOlr:4t;tor org;)ni'.i:Hions III d~lermine ir
thos~ orl1an'z~lions· rodii1lion prolcclinn
prop,r3ms' ill[rilslruClurl!,
rnspoosihililies. [\1\<1 res(}....~<.'s (.;;lU he
strcoglhened 10 .;xpedll,:
inl!,lcmCnlal;llll or r;"I,olCll;ical
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Dated: Docomber

IReoonuoendarion -S

The Defense N I af Facilities Safety
Board (Ihe Board) . s been oonductlog
an ongoin.g review ! the bases and
criteria for the op tionaJ pIaDS for the
K-reactor al !he nnah River Site.
The$e plans . tJ. include limitation
of the power of e clor to 30 percent
of the historical ."j1 p wer, or to
approximately me walls (MW).
The infonnatio rovie d bU9 been
provided 10 tit Uoar-d
briefings and OCWllcn
Savannah RI er K P:todu
Safely Anal Is Report {
100(3).

The noa
thIs inforn
reaGlOr a\
30 percc
mexim
undue ri
assumil th;Jt all other impro
mea Sur .8 e,ls!)lish!:(1 as neces
st;'\rlu hlllle ueen compleled 8

eff()cl' ely implemented. In this
l:onn tion. the BQsrd has bee;'!
slali itlg members or its slaff l:l

or il ol,;lsidc experts al the Save
I{iv Sile during lhe p~riod of rcs rt tn
mo i~or lh~ ~(;ti \lilies during rcsl::lt i)nd
ini ~l pOwer ~sce"sion of 1he K·rc lor
w· 1 Ihe initial reactor conf'igure1io;

nrormalion in 1h~ K-I4-1 Core
( cr:ll;on~ nt~por[ (Sep1ember. 1~11.

nd S()l~e of the Reactor Oper<t'iO:I~

1"Jl:<r,<,rn~J)( 01<.111 (J~OMPJ Clll~O:'(:

UMMARY; The Defenae Nuclear
ciJities Safety Board has mllde Q

mmendation to the Secretsry of
rgy pursuant to 42 U.s.C. Z2S0a
ceming power limils for K-React
rlliion. at the Savannah River Sit

ollrd requests public comment
commendation.

: Camment$, data. v[e\\"s. or
aC'gu ents cooceming this
recon endation are due on or bore
Janua 27, 199<'_

£s; Send C(lmmenls, da a,
al'1!\Ullenls roncemi Is
dation to: Defen&e N clear
afely Board. 625 In lana

Avenue, W.. suite 700. Was IOn.
DC 20004.

Instltule of Nudesr Pawer Operations
(lNPO). INPO~O.

6. International Commlsllion on
Radiological Prot~ction(ICRP)
Publication 60 "1990 RecxmunendaUorts
of the International Commission on
Radiological Protection," 21 Annalll of
the ICRP No. 1--3, 1m Pergamon PreslI.

7. NRC, Draft Regulatory Culde 6.1'1.1,
"RadIaUon Protection Progoams for
Nuclear Power Planls" (Implements
revised 10 eFR parl 2.0) (Draft RC no.
D('~ wall lloticed for public
commenls In 56 Fed. Reg. s007t, 11/6/
91}.

8. NCRP Report No. 91
"Reoommcndatlonll on Llmils for
Exposure to Ion!z1ng RadIation,"
National Council on Radlalion
Protection and Measurements 1987.

9. Other relevant commercial or
private standards and practicea,
including NCRP publications.

AppcDdIx-Tra.tUImlltal Letter to the
SecreLary of Enexgy

Deoem1:ler 19. 199J.

The Honol1lbJe James D. Wa!ktn.ll,
SacroClJry ofEnergy. W04hingl<J!l. IX; M51J5.

Dear Mr. Secretllry; On December 19. 1m,
the Defcnst) Nudoor f'oc1l1tl!llI Safety Board.
In a~rdDIl~ with 4.Z U.S.c. 2.28&(5),
approved ReconunendoUoo 91~ which l~

endosCd for your consideration. The Board is
6.WIH'e thot tho Department hu luel proposed
rule8 lnlhe Federal Regiater oonoem.1Ilg
RadJulloc. Protection for Occup.ationlll
Worl<ers.!i6 FR 0034 (Dec. a 1991'.
RC<Xltnmcndalion 1tI~ deat. wilh TO-clonon
prolIXtioo lslUe!! throughoul the DOE deIelUlc
nuclenr facilities com.plex.

42 U.S.C. 2.286d.(B) requ~ th~ Board, after
recti pI by you. to PT'OlIIplly make lhls
~wmmcDdal.ioD available 1o the public in
the OcpliI1.me.!lt of Energy's regional publJc
reeding l'OOtlIJI. The BOllrd believes the
rccommendatioll DOntalns no Infontlollon
whkh 16 classifiP.d or orherwlse restricted. To
tho extOnt this recommend3t1on doe~ nol
includll WormatlQD re61r1cted by DOE under
Ihe Atomic £ners'Y Act of 195-1, 42 U.s.c.
2101-M, 89 emended. please 3fT8nge to have
thill recommen:Jation promptly placed on fite
in yoor reglollal public reedin8 room3.

The 130(1..0 Inlends to publish thls
r~commendo11 011 10 the fc<iorul RO!i"ter.

Sincerely.
fohn T. Conway.
Chairman.
Ifll Uo('_ 91-3081l6 F!~cu l2.--26-91; 8:45 aOlI
rn.uHQ COOE: ~~~

protection standards. A crilicul aspect
of DOE's review should be an
assessment of management's
involvement and effectiveness In
implementing radialion protection
prograJlUl and management's ability to
communicate the steps to be taken to
implement an effective radiation
protection prograOl to all levels within
relevant DOE and contractor unite,
particularly within lUll! organtUltlone.

5. ODE focus itll effortJl relating to
reportlng of occulTCnces 10 enhance the
usefulness of the Occurrence Reponing
(OR) syslem a8 Q tool for enhancing
rndlologlcal health and IIllfoty Ilt DOE
facllities, by emphasi:cing delerminalion
of root causes and m~IllQgement follow­
up of lesson a learned.

6. DOE CQmpare (3) ita operating
contraclor practiceo and procedures,
Rnd (b} DOE. radiological protection
standards with the guidance used by
other government, commercial, and
professionll1 organizations. The
documents which DOE shouJd use for'
this study and comparison Include. at B

minimum. this Hated In the attaclunont
to those recommendation. Whilc lhe
Board does not necessarily endorse Ilny
of the listed documents in their entirety,
Jt believes they llye lmportLlnt sources of
government, coounercla~end
professional opinion on radiologicnl
protocUon ~tandards.proccdu!"Cs, 80d
Pl1lctices. AA auch. [hey selVe as
valuable tools for Ideolifying
improvements needed in DOE's
progJ;ams.

7. ASter c;:ompletion of the study
recommended in Hem 6, DOE Id~ntiry

any supplemcotallIleasW'es \hat are
necessary or appropriate to compensate
for thc"differences identified between
practices which conform to the guidance
enumerated above and actual operating
contractor practices: and botw~en

standards and Pro~durC8 IIsled and
DOE standards and procedures for
fad!(jtion protecUon l:Il defense nuclellr
facilities.
John T. Conway.
Chairman.

A Hllclul'lp'nt

1.2.9 crn part 1i]10 "Occupa!juoal
Sarety and He;'\lth StanJards"'.

2. NucJear Rcgulatory Commission
Rcguli'llory Guides Dillision 8 Series
"Occupational Health".

3. NURE("..-oo-a "Manulll or
RcspirafQry Protection Against I\irbome
RadiO,H:tille Materials".

4. American N<llion;J1 Standi1rlls
Institute tANSl) Stand;lrd W8.2 of 19~
"Pr<Jcl i(;~s rur Respir~lory l'ruleclioll",

5. "Guidelines fl,Jr Ra.diological
~'roICr.llon i;ll Nuclcor Power ~\iltioI13"




