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June 6, 1996

The Honorable Thomas P. Grumbly
Under Secretary of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20585-1000

Dear Mr. Grurnl#y:

Since the inception of the Department of Energy’s (DOE) initiative to revise DOE safely orders and
issue new rules, both the Defense Nuclear Facilities ‘,tiety Board (Board) and DOE have recognized
that it is neeessary for DOE to prepare crosswalks which trace the fate of nuclear safety requirements
from the original 51 nuclear safety orders of interest to the Board to their ultimate destination, The
Board, DOE, DOE contractors, and the public need to know which requirements, if any, have been
eliminated intentionally or otherwise, and which have been augmente~ diminished, or left
unchanged and relocated in revised DOE orders, manuals, rules, directives, standards, or guidance.

During the joint public meeting of the Department of Energy and the Board on September 20,1995,
Mr. Robert Nordhaus, DOE’s General Counsel, stated that DOE needed a “crosswalk. . . that will
permit any user to go from any requirement in the old orders to the comparable requirement in the
new orders, or, in cases where we have dropped the requirement, to know that the requirement has
been dropped.” He noted that DOE had committed to have the crosswalk out and available before
“actually switching over any of the existing contracts from old orders to new orders . . . .“ In his
letter of December 4, 1995, Mr. Charles B. Curtis, then Under Secretary of DOE, stated that “the
Department has determined that contract modifications related to environmen~ safety and health
requirements would not be made prior to the completion of crosswalks, nor would contracts be
modified with respect to nuclear safety requirements in advance of an integrated safety review.”
Mr. Curtis attached to his letter an Acquisition Letter, which was circulated to DOE field elements
on November 13, 1995. That document reiterated DOE’S position on the crosswalks and mdined
the procedures for managing the transition from old orders to revised orders and rules through the
use of crosswalks “ad integrated satiety reviews.

The Board’s SWIMS analyzed the current status of DOE’s crosswalk or “fhte map” of requirements
and guidance in the original51 (4 digit) nuclear safety orders of interest to the Board to new (3 digit)
orders and proposed rules. As understood from the beginning, an acceptable DOE crosswalk needs
to show the final disposition of each of the requirements of an original order to new orders, manuals,
rules, notices, policy statements, or other directives, not just list the transferred requirements.

The enclosed summary provides the highlights of the staff analysis of the crosswalk effort to date.
Results are briefly described below:
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1. For 32 of the 51 nuclear safety orders of interest to the Board (highlighted as Category A),
no fi,u-theraction by DOE is considered necessary because either the original order is still in
effect and no crosswalk is needed yet, or an acceptable crosswalk has been provided by
DOE, and the Board finds that all issues involving the disposition of original order
requirements have been resolved.

2. For 9 of the 51 nuclear safety orders of interest to the Board (highlighted as Category B),
DOE has not provided an acceptable crosswalk. However, based upon detailed reviews by
the Board’s staff of the original and new directives, and after extensive discussions with
DOE’s staff, the Board’s stihas constructed fate maps for the Board’s safety evaluations.
For these orders, the Board’s staff find that all issues involving the disposition of original
order requirements have been resolved. While there is sufficient information for the Board
to make a safety evaluation, DOE may still have difficulty describing the final disposition
of requirement” for their own purposes. Such crosswalks, for example, s’,ould facilitate
determinations by DOE field offices and contractors of the contractual and technical
management implications of changes. The Board notes that portions of several of these
orders transition to new orders and other portions of the same orders transition to proposed
rules.

3. For 5 of the 51 nuclear safety orders of interest to the Board (highlighted as Category C),
DOE has not provided an acceptable crosswalk and/or the Board’s staff has fhrther
unresolved issues involving the new orders.

4. Several of the 51 nuclear safety orders of interest to the Board are being converted directly
into 8 nuclear safety rules (some highlighted as Category C and others highlighted as
Category B). DOE has not yet provided an acceptable crosswalk for these orders because
the proposed rules are not in draft final form. The Board’s staff also has unresolved issues
with several of the proposed rules.

In some cases, DOE has provided crosswalks for revised orders which the Board or its staff have
found deficient for substantive safety reasons. In those cases, which are indicated in the comment
box on the attachmen~ the Board assumes that the crosswalk will be revised when a final resolution
is reached on the order’s content. In any case, in the interest of fiu-thering DOE’s orders revision
initiative, the Board is prepared to have its staff continue to provide detailed comments on each order
listed in the enclosure. The next time we meet, the Board would like a report on the status of the .
remaining crosswalks being developed by DOE.

Sincerely,

Erv,iosure

c: Mr. Mark B. Whitaker, Jr.
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SUMMARY CROSSWALK DATA FOR DOE NUCLEAR ‘
SAFETY ORDER OF INTEREST TO THE BOARD
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.....’..+: Operations

ersonnelSelection,Qualtication, PROPOSED 10 CFR 830.330,Trainingand
rainingand Staffiig Requirementsat Qualification
IOE Reactorand Non-ReactorNuclear
acilities

UnreviewedSafetyQuestions PR”OPOSED10CFR 830.112,Unreviewed
SafetyQUestions

TechnicalStiety Requirements PROPOSED 10CFR 830.320,TechnicalSafety
Requirements

hclear SafetyAnalysisReports ~ROPOSED 10 CFR 830.110,SafetyAnalysis

reports

DOE ““ BoardStaff Comments

%ovided an ““

Acceptable
Cromvaik?

YEs

YEs I
YEs I

YEs

nla

nfa -

NO Staff hasreachedverbalagreementwith DOI
on proposed 10CFR 830.310.

NO StafFis discussingchangeswith DOE on
proposed10CFR830.330.

NO Staffis reviewingthe proposed 10 CFR
830.112.

NO SW is reviewingthe proposed 10 CFR
830.320.

NO Sta&is reviewingthe proposed 10 CFR
830.110.
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&rendingandAldyti of operations DOE Order210.1, PerfonmmceIndicatorsand NO StatThaatechnicalissueswithDOE Order
ormationUsing Ptiormance Analyaisof OperationaInformation 210.1.

*dicatora DOE Order231.1,Environmenc Safety,and YEs
HealthReporting

I
DOE Order440.1, WorkerProtection

$;q -

Managementfm DOE Federaland contractor
.ElllDk)Vt?f!9

aturalPhenomenaHazardsMitigation DOE Order210.1, PerfdrtnanceIndicator and YIN
Analysisof OperationaInformation

DOE Order231.1,Environment Safety,and YEs
HealthRepdng

\

DOE Order420.1, FacilitySafety YEs StatThaatechnicalissueswithDOE Order
420.1 andseveralNPH Standards.

h nloveeConcemaManagement ORIGINALORDERIN EITECT nla

NuclearReactorSafetyDesignCriteria ~RIGINAL ORDERIN EFFECT n/a

Y Startupand RestartofNuclearFacilities DOE Order425.1, StartupandRestartof Nuclear YEs
Facilities
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misnumbered6~ and ChaptersI md IIof original
............(./.:..+.f ?//

F?

.........’//..?’.<, DOE Order].,..:,.,.>1>#
;.~:;+>>.~,f::..../’.%.:,/4:
:$$.7>.>. . ...4 DOE Order231.1, Environmen~ Safety,and YEs
.;”..”..”f..x:::y.$.$$>//..,/$$

../Jjjj!i
HealthReporting[for~ II.1.EandChapteraIII,;..x.+j..yfy :2

<:.:.x?.>: :: : : : /IV,and V of the originalDOE Order] .—
EmergencyManagementSystem DOE Order 151.1,ComprehensiveEmergency Yti’1

ManagementSystem

EmergencyCategories,Classes,and DOE Order 151.1,ComprehensiveEmergency YEs
\ )JoW)cationandReportingRequirements,ManagementSystem

I

Maffhascompleteda crosswalk.
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IN (= CategoryA)
‘\ . ~ ~~table DOE Crosswalkhasbeeneoxnplctedorthe originalDOENuclearSafktyOrderis in etkt,

.

El
:..:..:..:..:..:,;;.f(= CategoryB)
‘~~~ ● An acceptableDOE Cmaawalkhaaw been completed.:..,:...’.,.......,....:,..,,.,..........!...,,..,..,.:,..::,.::..::..:...:.../:,..

● Board ataffhavecompleteda crosswalk and ataifcrosswalkissueshavebeenresolved.:,..:...:...:..:+..:.,:...’.
. DOE mayhave ditlkadtydescribingthe finaldispositionof requirements.
● Technicalissues remainwith severalDOE Orders and proposedRulea.

(= categoryc) ‘

● A acceptableDOE Cmsmwtlkhasw beencompletedandk technicalissuesremainwith theDOE Ordersand proposedRules.
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