
JohnT.Conway,Chair DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES
AJ. Eggenberger, Vice .]an

John W. Crawford, Jr. SAFETY BOARD
Joseph J. DiNunno 625 Indiana Avenue, NW,Suite 700, Washington, D.C. 20004

Herbert John Cecil Kouts (202) 20S-6400

June 13, 1.99

The Honorable Hazel R O’Leary
Secretary of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washingto% DC 20585-1000

Dear Secretary O’Leary:

This is in reference to your letter of May 14,1996,concerning the completion by the Department
of Energy of crosswalks remaining outstanding that track former stiety requirements to proposed
new requirements.

Please find enclosed my letter of June 6, 1996, to Under Secret~ Grumbly and enclosures
thereto that sets forth the current status of the Department of Energy’s efforts in this regard.

Sincerely,

Chairman

c: The Honorable Charles B. Curtis
The Honorable Alvin L, Alrn
The Honorable Vktor H. Reis
The Honorable Archer L. Durham
The Honorable Robert R. Nordhaus
The Honorable Tara J. O’Toole
Mr. Mark B. Whitaker, Jr.
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John T. Conway, Chai DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIESAJ.Eggenberger, Vice e.,~lrman

John W. Crawford, Jr. SAFETY BOARD
Joseph J. DiNunno 625 Indiana Avenue, NW, Suite 700, Washington, D.C. 20004

Herbert John Cecil Kouta (202) 20S-6400

June 6, 1996

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

Dear Mr. Grumbly:

Since the inception of the Department of Energy’s (DOE) initiative to revise DOE safe~ orders and
issue new ruler, both the Defense Nuclear Facilities Stiety Boiud (Board) ar , DOE lwve rew@zxxi

that it is neeewiry for DOE to prepare crosswalks which trace the fate of nuclear safety requirements

from the original 51 nuclear safety orders of interestto the Board to their ultimate destination. The

Boar~ DOE, DOE contractors, and tie public need to know which requirements, if any, have been

eliminated intentionally or otherwise, and which have been augmente~ diminish~ or Iefl

unchanged and reloeated in revised DOE orders, manuals, rules, directives, standards, or guidance.

Duringthejointpublic 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

pexmit any user to go from any requirement in the old orders to the comparable requirement in the
new orders, or, in eases where we have dropped the requiremen~ 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 wntracts fim old orders to new orders. . . .“ In his
letter of Deeember 4,1995, Mr. Charles B. Curtis, then Under Secretary of DOE, stated that “the
Department has detetied that contract nlotications related to environment 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 attachedtohisletteran Acquisition Letter, which was circulated to DOE field elements
on November 1?, 1995. That document reiteratedDOE’s position on the crc,sswalks and outlined
the procedures for managing the transition tiom old ordersto revised orders and rules through the
use of crosswalks and integrated safety reviews.

The Board’s stdllas analyzed the current status of DOE’s crosswalk or “hte 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 &ginning, 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 staHanalysis of the crosswailc 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 further action 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 tier extensive discussions with
DOE’s staff, the Board’s sta.Rhas 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 safe~’ evaluation, DOE may still.have difilculty describing the final disposition
of requirements for their own purposes, Such crosswalks, for example, should 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 stiety orders of interest to the Board (highlighted as Category C),
DOE has not provided an acceptable crosswalk ador the Board’s staff has fhrther
unresolved issues involving the new orders.

‘ 4. Several of the 51 nuclear stiety 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 ~). DOE has not yet provided an acceptable crosswalk for these orders because

the proposed rules are not in draft final form. The Board’s s~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 safe~ reasons. In those cases, which are indicated in the comment
box on the attachmen~ the J30ardassumes that the CXMswalkwill be revised when a final resolution
is reached cm the order’s content. In any case, in the interest of fint.hering DOE’s orders revision
initiative, the Board is prepared to have its S&&continue to provide detailed comments on each order
listed in the enclosure. The next time we mee~ the Board wotid like a report on the status of the -
remaining crosswalks being developed by DOE.

Sincerely,

Enclosure

c: Mr. Mark B. Whitaker, Jr.
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bc: All Board Members
General Counsel
Technical Director
General Manager
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SUMMARY CROSSWALK DATA FOR DOE NUCLEAR
SAFETY ORDER OF INTEREST TO THE BOARD

ORIGINALORDERlN EFFECT

ORIGINALORDER111EFFECT

DOE Order460.1, Packagingand Transportation
Safety

DOE Order 460.2, Departmental Materials
lhnsportation and Packaging Mmagement

DOE Order 460.2, DepartmentalMaterials
hnspcmation andPackagingManagement

30E Order430.1, LifeCycleAssetManagement
:fornon-nuclear/non-defense complex portionso
x-kinalDOE Orderl

‘reposed 10 CPR 830.340, Maintenance
vlanagement[forremainderof originalDOE

JOE Order 430.1, LifeCycleAssetManagement

nla TechnologyTransferImpmvementsAct of
1995(P.L.#l@l-l 13)codiiks these

uhemen~, also,DOE policystatement=1
beingdeveloped.

n/a Eventuallyto be subsumedundernew
Iq$ormatfon Management Order, butno
actiontodate.

NO StsfffindsDOE Order 460.1 to be an “
improvementover theoriginalOrder. Staff
has completeda crosswalk.

NO. Staffilnds DOE Order460.2 to be an
unprovement over the original Order. Staff“
has completed a crosswalk.

NO StatTfmds DOE Order 460.2 to be an
unprovementover the originalOrder. StatT“
)1as completeda crosswalk.

nfa

NO

I

StafThas technical issues with the proposed
10 CFR 830.340.

NO

I
Staff finds DOE Order430.1 to be an
“improvementover the original Order. Staff
uggests that crosswalk not requird, Staff
as technical issu~ with DOE Order 4700.1,

and these inadequacies preclude usefi.dnesso!
a crosswalk.
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M%fety RequirementsfmPackagingmd
azadouaMattialg
xa, andHazardous

Wastes

vironmentalProtection,Sdety and

f

ealthProtectionStandards

DOE Order 460.1, Packaging and Transportation
wkty

20EOrder231.1, Environmen~Safety,and
-hdth Reporting

JOE Oder 210.1, Performanec Indicators and
4nalysis of Operations Itiormation

30E Order 231.1, Environment Sdety, and

Lros9waIK: “: :“:’..3::“.. ‘ ..

No
I

StafffindsDOE Order 460.1 to be an
improvement over the original Order. StafT
has completed a crosswalk.

YEs

NO StalThas technical issues with DOE Order
210.1.

YEs
I I Ir ------ . .. -. . ..

DOE Order 420.1, Facility Safety NO Sta!Thas technical issues with DOE Order
420.1. Mandato~ design standards from
5480.4 need to be addressed.

DOE Order 440.1, Worker Protection YEs
Manaxment for DOE Federal and Contractor
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‘ ‘qS
I I

YEs

YEs

YEs I I
.

NO Staff is discussing aspects of 10 CFR 835
jwithDOE. I

NO I I
I

nfa \
nla I

1

NO lStafThas reachedverbalagreementwithDOE

?

NO lStalTis”reviewing the proposed 10 CFR
830.112.

NO StafTisreviewingtheproposed10 CFR
830.320.

NO StafTis reviewing the proposed 10 CFR
830.110.
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A~ptable ~;: ~::,,,:: ~~::,

YES
I

YEs

nfa evision effort for this Order was not bemm i
untilFEB96.

NO Sttihas technical issues with DOE Order

YEs I

YES lStaffhas technical issues with DOE Order I
420.1and several NPH Standards.

n/a

nfa I I
YEs
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~hnning andpreparednessfix ‘DOEorder 151.1,ComprehensiveEmergency YEs -
OperationalEmcrgencks ManagementSystem

PublicAffairsPolicyandPlanning DOE Order 151.1,ComprehensiveEmergency YEs
uirementsforEmergencies ManagementSystem>

mcrgencyOperatingRecords DOE order 151.1, Comprehensive Emergency YEs
\ ManagementSystem

EmergencyReadinessAaauqncc DOEOrder151.1,ComprehensiveEmergency

uality Assurance 10 CFR 830.120, Quality Assurance YEs
.

adioactive Waste Management ORIGINAL ORDER IN EFFECT nla JXAFT DOE Order 435.1, Radioactive
Waste ManagcmenL was withdrawn pending
substantial rewrite, StafThas technicalissues
with DOE order 5820.2A.

General Design Criteria DOE Order 420.1, Facility Safety NO SWhss technical issues with DOE Order
420.1 relatedtodesignguidance.w.

uclcarSafetyDefinitionsincludedin allDOE(iIossaryof Terms NO TheGlossaryis missingmanyimportant
-Ada safktydefinitions.

R (= Categoq A)
‘:\\ $;

X’L
● AII acceptable DOE Crosswalk has been completed or the original DOE Nuclear Safety Order is in effect,

L\ \.\ “.J

❑
w (= CategoryB)
:~$’:”’~:”:”:,”:● An acceptableDOECrosswalkhasw beencompleted............,...,.,....,,.,,,,.,,..,,.;,.:...,;.<..........’......?.............:...:,.+,‘..... ● BoardstatThavecompleteda crossvw%andstafFcrosawalkissueshavebeenresolved..:,,.’,........... .....:...,...,..., ,.......,.

● DOEmayhaved~lcuhydescribing the final disposition of requirements.
● Technical issues remain with several DOE Ordera and proposed Rules,

(= CategcnyC)
● ~ acceptable DOE Crosswalk has@ been completed Sntior technical ismes remain with the DOE orders and proposed Rules.
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