May 27, 2004

The Honorable Linton Brooks
Adminisirator

Mational Noctear Security Administeation
11.5. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20583-0701

Dwar Ambassador Brocks:

The statf of the Defensc Nuclear Facilities Safety Baard (Board} has reviewed the statos
of safety bases at the National Nuclear Security Administration’s (NNSA) Los Alamos Mationzal
Laboratory (LANWL). The enclased report prepared by the Board's staff identifies a number of
related issues for your infarmation.

LANL currently has 24 nuclear facilities. NNSA has focnaed mainly on accident
analysis and risk reduction for the one facility with the highest predicted accident cansequence—
Technical Arca (TA)Y 54 Arca G—and has paid much less attention to other facilities and
activities. More-balanced priorities appear warranied based on & comparison of predicted
accident cansequences.in all the facilities,

The annwal update requirements for safety bases at LANL are not being enforced.
Soveral nuclesr facilities are opersting with alder safety bases; these include four Hazard
Category 2 facilities with safety bases that ase 3 to 8 years old. An exemple is th!:_':-'-year-eld
safety baeis for the TA-55 Plutonium Facility. Hs proposed updatr: has been awaiting WNSA
approval for more than 2 years. NNEA's recent Type B investigation found Mat tl_m lack of
current container requirements m the TA-55 safety basis contributed to the plutorium-238 |

uptake event that occurred in August 2003.

As discossed in the enclased report, the operaticnal safety of many nuclear facilitics ar ‘
LANL would benefit from more-balanced pricrities in majntaining and improving the facilites
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sifcly baxs, The Doard holieves that priotitization of the safety bases ar LANL may deserve
your attention, anid will contimie to follow closely the effors of NNSA and LANL to imprave in
ttis ares.

Sincertly,

John 'T. Conway
Chairman

c: The Honorable Everet H. Beckner
M:, Edwin ). Wilmot
Mr. Mark B, Whitgker, Ir,

Znclosurs



DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACTLITEES SAFETY HOARD

Staff lsswe Report

Mey 3, 2004
MEMORANDUM FOR:  J. K. Fortenberry, Techrical Dirsctor
COPIES: Board Members
FROM: C. H. Keilers, J.
SUBJECT: Status of Safety Bases at Los Alamops National Laboratory

This cepart docwments a review by the stafF of the Defense Nuctear Facilitics Safety Board
(Board) of the safety bases for noclear facilities at the Ueparmnent of Energy s (DOE) Los Alames
Natioral Laborziory (LANL). LANL is admiristered by the National Nuclear Security
Administratinns {NNSA) Los Alames Site Office (LASO). Tie review was sonducted by staff
meambers F. Barndad, 4. Jordan, end? €. Ketiers.

Raclymround. The Nucfeor Sy ddmogement Rule, Tidel0, U .S, Cade of Federal
Regulations (CFR) Part 830, |10 CFR Part 30Y, states that by April 10, 2003, a contractor
responsible for a Hazard Category (HC)-1, -2, or-3 existiag nucisar facility must submit for
approval 2 safety basls-ihat meets Subpant B, “Sufeey Dasiy Roquircments” {10 CER Part £30 § 707).

LANL curvently has 26 nucleer facilities. They are listed in Table 1 by Technical Area
(TA), comnion acronym, and name. LANL had submtizd 10 safety bases for approvat by April 10,
2043, and obtained prior federal agreement that 5 other safety bases were compliant with 10 CFR
Part 830. These 15 safety basss covered all the noclesr facilities that had boen idereified at that
time. NINSA has approved 6 of the 10 updated safety bases ard disapproved one. LANL has
withdrawn three. In November 2003, 11 environmenta) sitey were 8dderd to the nuciear facility list,
Their safety bases are in preparation. The staff undentands that the Decontamination and Volime
Reduction System (DVRS) in TA-54 is being designated an inferimm HC-2 nuclear facility to
supplement visual exsmination and repackaging activities now being conducted in the Waste
Charscterization, Reduction, and Repackaging Fecility {WCRRF),

Hazurd Cutegory-2 Nocleay Facllitin. LANI. now hag 17 HC-Z nuelear facilities. They
are ranked in Table 2 in order of dexreasing predicted unmitigated cofisequences ta the maximally
exposed ofiive individual,

The Table 2 ranking exchudes the exrvironmenial remediation (ER) sites, which do ot vet

have aafety bases, and fhe Transurani; Waste Inspectable Storage ijei:r:, which haz been
completed. The information m the ble on irventory and consequences is from the best sourccs

svaifable at this time, including, proposed but unspproved safety bases. Ti]e ases of the salisty bases
shown in euluim 4 are the peried sinee the tast NNSA ANL survey lending (o B conplets update.

Miner Technical Safety Requitement (1SR) revisions have cccurned, such as changes reflecting the
facility management realignment.



While g facility's rank in Table Z 5 ap impoctant criterion for setting safefy basie priorities,
# shauld nat be the only ane, for at least ywo reasong. First, the age of each safaty basis may
indicate whether hazards have been revipwed in deteil against current requirements and whether the
conirol ser has been updated. Seven of fhe 17 HC-2 facitices ate now operating under older safety
bases, mnd the 5 new ER sites have safety hases under preparation, Sestion 202 of 10 CFR Part 830
requires that safety bases be reviewed and that anmy required vpdates be praposed and approved once
per year; however, This has carely occurred for LANL nuclear facilities.

Secand, Table 2 does nat reflect lower-tier postulated acejdens. For example, the highest-
eonsequence accident postutazed at LANL is an airplane crash into the highest souree-term drums im
TA-54 Area G, showld thete drums he collocated. LANL conscrvatively predicts that the
maximally exposed off-site individual would receive 1800 cem (Committed Effective Dose
Equivalgnt) from this aceident. Ifthis postulated siplane crash involves typical-source-lemm doums,
the predicted consequences drop by & faclor of 8, to 300 rem. The next-highest-consequence
nccident postulated in Area (3 is the toppling of all of the above-ground drums during en
earthquake, should they not ba banded together on pallets (900 rem). This congequence is
comparahle ta the worst accident consequences predicted for TA-18 and TA-35.

. The m_xﬁ‘ahsewps that, since Aprii 2003, LASO’s sufety baais staff has focused on accident
analysig and Tisk reduction for TA-54 Area G-—ranked #1 in Table 2—and paid much less attention
fs other activities, While risk reduction in Area G is important, more-balanced peluarities appoyy
warranted. Senior managemen tat LANL rocently established an execubive commipee to track the
Progress of LASO and LANL on satety basis {ssues and reprioritize efforts &8s apprapriate. While

this is & positive step, the LANL committee 10 be ramp; and 101 ta ba Bl !
as of April 2004, appearsd ping vp v effctive

More-spegific observations related to the information in Table 2 follow.

HC-2 Noclear Facilities with Newer Safety Hases. Five HC-2 facilities have had their
safe}:}!f bases updated within the last 2 years—aArea G, TA-1 8, Radioactive Nondestructive Testing
Facitity (Tfﬂu-jrl RANT), Weapons Engincering Tritium Facility {WETF), and on-gite
transportation. These updates covered the higher-risk facilities—specifically, #1, #2, #4, #6. and
#11 m Table 2— but issuss remain, briefly suminarized below. '

Wasie Storage and Disposal Focility (TA-34 Area G)—Risk reduction in Area G depends on”
the success of the Quick-to-WIPP Progeam, which involves shipping about 2,00¢ drums with the
highest, most dispersable inventory ta the Waste Isolation Filot Plant (W1PP) by the end of fiscal
yaar 2004. LANL's WIPP shipments were suspended last Ocfober. NMSA expeets LANL to
reeume shipments in June 2004, af the carliest, and the to achieve one shipment per day. This is an
agpressive pace and will require vigilance to prevent safety or compliance isfues fmm arising.
During a briefing to the Board in March 2004, LANL provided a revized schedule indicating that
shipments under the Quick-1o-WIPP Program will resume in July 2004 ang be completed in March
2003,

Critical Experiments Facility (TA-15)—The higher-constquenee accidents for TA-18 are
different from those for other facilities and involve uncontrolled reactivity excurs:msrleadmg to
melting and partial vaparization of plutonium cores oy samples. The TJ'?L-] 2 i_a!mra_ltcnes t:ﬂ(:rtammg
critical assemblics were built in the 15505 and offer no confinement. Risk mitigation now depende
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highly an administrative controls to prevent uncontrelled excursions during both burst and delayed
critical operations. Far the latter, NNSA spproved new safety-class temperature SCIAm Zystents,
stready installed in two of the five essemblies. There are open questions, however, as 1o whether
these systems can perform their safety function. In March 2004, NNSA announced an accelerated
relocation of the TA-18 mission w0 the Nevada Test Sitc. Few details are available now on how
this relocation will be accomplished and how NNEA and LANL imtend to manage the risk of
current TA-18 operations during the transition. The exdensive use of administrative controls ta
eddress TA-18's pnique scenarios warrants close scrutiny. A TSR revision was approved last
surmnmer to sddress implcmentation issees.

Radicaciive Nondesrvucrive Testing Faciliiy—TA-54 RANT is the LANL facility tar
loading shipping comaipers for WIPP shipments. In 1939, LANL considersd TA-54 BANT w be
the only nuclear facility, of nine reviewed, to have an acceptable safety basis. In a safcty besis
revision last year, NNSA increasad TA-54 RANT s rating from HC-3 to HC-2 wilk po physical
mu-d:lf'tc:ationi - Although built in the late 19808, TA-54 RANT doss not meet Performance Categary
? seismic requirements. In Janvary 2004, NNSA directed that the TA-54 RANT safety basis expire
in § years and that cost-benefit analyses be performed an the facility’s seismic vulnerabilicies.
NNSA alsa questioned the adequacy of the fire suppression system b activate during smali to
medium fires, Long-term risk reduction thmough the Quick-o-WIPP Program may wamant

zﬂﬁp;{:g B thort-term increased risk frotn TA-54 RANT operaiians with welljostified interim

. Weapony Eny ineering Tritium Facifity—Risk mitigation for WETT depends on safety-¢
Icr?nstm::;fi;'nre barriers, lightning protzaction, and radicactive and cnmbunibleﬁnvmw c;ntiulliss
In Bphal r 2003, NNSA approved a reduced tritium inventory limit and & schedule for shifting
Zﬂgm T of th_a inventory 1o mort thermally robost containers during fiscal year 2004, [n February

q, 'b_i:'J_NTSA direcfed WE":I‘ F to purzue improved fire barriers and improved ma'mtenmrch
;E;r(?rb'll‘ :Sti and E:nnﬁgumlmn managemsent ¥or the safety-class lightaing protection sysmin. A
revision was approved last summer to address issues identified during TSR verification.

, On-Site Mﬂpﬂﬂaﬁaﬂ—]ﬂ contrast with other nuclear operations, risk mitigation during
On-ite frangportacon depends on a general contro] se1 deveioped on the hasis of barrier analyses
ingtead of accident analyses. This safety basis provides a generst framework for develaping
controls. The specific controls are supposed 1o be captured in transportation plans, for which
development and implementation have been problematic during the last year. The transportation
plans may need to be considered, in whale or in part, as TSRs for specific shipments.

Other HC-2 Nudlesr Fatilities. The remaining 12 HC-2 facilities alsp have safety basis
‘seyes. Four have safety bases that are S to 8 years old—TA-55, Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research (CMR) Facility, TA-2 |, and the Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Faci l]t}r——rarxked
43, #5, #9, and #10 respectively in Table 2. Also, the Radiography Facility is operating under

- tification for Continued Qperation {30, and the WCRRF is operuting umie'r B
e bincd f and TSRs, The five ER sites were just added to the list, mnd

3 year-old combined hazard analysis ER:
thgir salety bases are in preparation. Specific 1ssues Bre hightighted below,
Firgominm Facilify (FA-55)—The TA-55 safety basis is @
apdates approved in that period. NINSA hag ye1 10 CLOR A

baut 7 years uid and has had a0
annual gafety basis update propased 2

3



years agn, in Apcil 2002, That update itself likely now needs updating  NNSA did prepare a draft
Safety Eveluation Report in the summer of 2002. LANL resubmitted draft TSRs in early 2¢03.

This delay may impact safety in TA-55. For example, a recent Type B investigstion found
that the lack of current container requiternents in the safety basis contributed ta the plutobium-238
(Pu-238) uptake event in August 2003. Also, the currert TSRs do not specify perindic inspections
of design feamres to ensore that they perform their sakety functions. Such inspections wauld
include confirming seismic restraints on Pu-238 storage cages—probably equivalent ta a safety-
class control. NNSA has approved two minor TSR revisione sinve Jast November bir hes not yet
inctuded requirements far the new Pu-238 scrap recovery lme. Overall, the April 2002 update may
nol reflect the latest DOE requiremments on worker safety (DOE Standard-3009, Change Notice 2.
aley dated April 2002), NNSA has linked resolution of several issues raised by the Board 1o ﬂl]l:‘.
safety bosis upgrade, such as the relience on passive ventilation during an accident—an ssue raised
in 19845,

Chemiviry and Meiallurgy Research Facility—The CMR safety basis 1 5 years ald. LANL
expects (o subntit a major upgrade shortly, which aught to addeess fenctional classification
questions raised by the Board. The cument safety basis has some design features not designated as
safsty-class that may be playing a safety-class rale. For example, CMR has a containerization
program intended t> ensore that material not in active nse is placed inside robust safes so it will be
protected during velsstrophic events, such as a major five or carthguake. This storage systern
appears 1o serve a safety—cluss function. Last fall, itemns within safes wane found not to be packaged
consistently with the packaging used for surrogate items during qualification tests of the safes. This
issue had nor been recognized for an extended period becawse the tested package configurations
were not ¢learly documented in the cumeat interim TSRs, procedures, or the qualification report,
And tiere appeared to have bezen no standard packaging prscedurs in use by the CMR progmmmatic
groups. Also, the CMR replacement facility is now not expected to be ready until well past 2010,

{t may be worthwhiie for NNSA 10 periodically review previous assumptions and conclusions {e.g.,
from cost-benefit analyses} in light of the replacement facility’s progress and assess the merit of
potenitial improvements versus the continued risk of operating without them,

Radiography Facility (TA-8-23)—TA-8-23 was built in 1948, way deaignated as HC-2 in
2080, and has cperated under 2 JCO since late 2001, Tt resemnbles n TA-18 laboratory building and
ﬂﬂm no copfinement . It is used to radiograph specimens, incloding assemblies and components
with high explasives and/or nuclear material. TA-8-23 has adminisrrative cantrolg limiting -
overnight storage and prohibiting concurrent sperations invelving high explosives and radicactive
material exceading the HC-3 threshold. Last year, the natural gas heat in TA-8-23 was replaced
with electric heat, eliminating one dominant hazend. In August 2003, NNSA approved continuing
operations in TA-8-23 under the JCO until NNSA took action on a proposed safety basis submitted
in March 2003. Tn Match 2004, LANL witidrew the proposed safety basis. In April 2004, HNS!\
suspended radiography of tritinm and explosive ftems because of identified lighming protection
deficiencies. Subsequently, LANL suspended operations becavse the fire alarm system dC_IES: not
comply with code requirements. In the longer term, NNSA and Lm are considering shifting
nonexplosive radicaraphy operations to the former Nuclear Muerial Swrage Facility (TA-33
PF-d 10,
Weaste Characierizatian, Reduction, and Repackaging .F'aa:‘!{'q; {TA-50 F?CRRF }_—TﬁbSD
WCRRF was built in 1979 and then cxpanded in the mid-1980s. [tis used mainly for ws;a; e
examination and repackaging to suppor certification of WIFP packages. 1t is a hottleneck for
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Quick-to-WIPP Program (e.g., & cannot ingpect 85-gallon drum overpecks). In October 2003,
NNSA disapproved the proposed safety basis update. In Navember 2003, LANL submitted &
corrective action pian. Ky elements of this plan are a fire kazard analysis updare, 4 seismic
upgrade feasibility study, a criticality safety update, 2 naural gas removal smdy, and comment
resolution meetings with NNSA—all leadimg to 2 resubmiited sofety basia. 1n the meantime, LANL
iz complying with restrictive inventory limits in the currcnt safety basis (i.e.. HC-3 inside the
building, HC-2 storage outside the building). LANL believes that TA-50 WCRRF has 3 years of
remnaiaing service {ife and anticipates 1 replacement facility, Risk reduction in Area G may Wamant
accepting a shori-term imereased rigk from TA-50 WCRRF operations with well-juxtified interim
controls.

. Tritiim Svience and Fabricalion Facility (74-21 TSFF-=TA-21 TSFF was built in 1964 a2
& radio-chemistry laboratory. Between 1974 and 1993, it was called the Tritium Salt Facility and
SlleortE-d nhelear testing. It is now vsed for neutron tube target loading. LANL s transterring that
mission 10 WETF after closure of items from a DOE Operational Readiness Review, WETF is
expected o be fully funclional by November 2004, TA-21 TSFF will then be deinvantoried and
removed from the nuclear facility list, TA-21 TSFF now aperates under a 7-year-old Basis for
Enterim Oporation and 4-year-old Operstional Safety Requirements, Last fall, LANL withdrew its
bropased safety basis upgrede for TA-21 TSFF bacause of document quality issues.

Rudioaciive Liguid Waste Treaiment Facility {T4-50 RLFTF—TA.50 RLWTE has
collected, treated, and disposed of LANL's radioactive and ether liguid wastes since 1963, The
facility currently opecates as HC-7. NNSA and [ANL are taking less credit for seonentation in the
nﬂW.Sﬂft‘l}f bazis and are pursuing A HC-2 dezsignation. LANL R‘I‘Iﬁc.[pa‘,m adding & pew pump house
and influane stnmgc fﬂi:if:"tf within the next few years; recelving congressional approval for a
reclacement ﬁiﬂrllt‘y in _ﬁ-.mul year 2006; and decommissicning the current facility, tenmatively in
2010, The factlity has issues resulting from aging infrastructure. Last year, it began to fimit use of
the receipt rank for TA-35 transuranic causlic waste becanse that tank had developed & leak. Tank
replacemnent is expecied in the next year. TA-50 RLWTF currently sperates under an 8-year-old
safety basis and S-year-old TSR3, Last November, LANL nithdrew its proposed safety basis
upgrade because of document quality issues, evident from NNSA’s review of the new tank addition,

Decomamination ond Volume Reduction System (TA-34 DVRS}—TA-54 DVRS is a
Radiological Fecility built to size-reduce glaveboxes and other large components cutrently stored in
about 360 plywood boxes in TA-54 Area . Since it is not HC-2 or HC-3, jtis not listed in Tables
1 and 2; however, LASQ is poised 10 approve interim operation of DVRS as HIC-2 to support the
Quick-to-WIPP Program, Specifically, a large glavebox line w10 e inswmlled DVES o
supplemant the visusl examination and repackaging activities aaw conduocied in WCRRFE.

At some paint, DVRS wil fikely need to become at least HC-3 to process the majority of
the plywood boxes. Opecafions to process the srates have been curtailed hacause of a Tsck of
funding. This is unfortunale Tor two reasons. First, DVRS provides a pathway for addressing
concerns addsing from the combustible nature and strucsural integrity of the crates (i.e., these
plywood ctaws have failed), Second, DVRS requires manually intensive aperations that would
benefit from allowing an appropriate leacning curve for the workdorcs—a benefit fost by curtailing
operations. NINSA has directed that the plywood grates be stored in Sealand continers. While
these coptainers may be approprigk for craiey that will ne) be precessed for soma time, that
pathway increases crate-handling risks and may become an excuse te delay processing of the cmte
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contents into @ [orm acceptable for WIFP. The new TRUPACT.-11) containers may also became an
aption nof requiring size reduerion, However, DVRS is the only viable disposition path for these
crates at this time.

Anthorizatiog Agreements. Neither LANL nor LASC maintains a complete list of safety
bases decuments, which weould include Safety Analysis Reports, TSRs, WNSA approvel leiters, ste.
Some nuchar Facilitics maintain their own list. For example, TA-55"s current fist has 38 documents
(some not yat approved by NNSA). The diffusion of the safety basis over numerous decuments for
some facilities has been problematic for NNSA and LANL aperations personnis! whe need 10 o
understand what constitutes the safoty bases. LA SO rcles on LANL to mainrain 3 complete Hist in
the authorization agreemseats, 43 required by applicable LANL Laboratory implementation
Requirements (LIRg). The LIRS require that LANL submit a revised guthorization agreement 1a
NINEA fior approval within 15 working days of the approval of a newly revised documents, such as
TSRs. Neither LANI. nor NNSA has enforced this requirement, and most authorization agreements
are out of date.

Conclusions. LANL currently has 25 nuclear facilitics, ineluding 17 that are HC-2 and that
have a number of safety hases issues. Since April 2003, TASO bas focosed on rigk reduction far
TA-54 Area G and paid much less attention to ather activities. While risk reduction in Area G i3
important, movre-balanced priorities appear warranted.

For ¢xample, the bigher-consequence accidents for TA-18 ate different from thase for ether
faciltties; resvahuation of the contrels, particylarly the new temperature scram systems and the
extensive use of administrative controly, is warramted. The safety basis tor TA-55 i5 7 years old,
and a safety basis updat® has been awatting WNSA appraval for nearly 2 years. A recem Type B
investigation found that lack of curreat container requircments in the safety basis contributed to a
Pu-238 uptzke event in TA-55. The safety basis for the CMR is 5 years old, and an update is due
shortly. TA-B-23 is contimting to operate under a 2-year-old JCO. In two facilities with safety
basis issues (TA-54 RANT and TA-50 WCRRF), scceptance of shart-term increased risk with well-
Justified interim controls may he warranied to achieve longer-term nisk reduction through the
Quick-to-WIPP Pragram.



Techmical
Area

Acronym | 17 Eamiﬂ_aiegpry ] Nn_dur Facilities

TA-3 CMR Chemistry and Metelurgy Research Facility
TA-3 TA-8-23 | Rediography Facility
TA-16 WETT Weapons Engineering Triium Facility
TA-18 TA-18 Los Alwmos Critical Experimyents Facility (LACEF)
TA-21 TSFF Tritium Science and Fabricution Facility
TA-50 RLWTF | Radioactive Liguid Wasic Treatment Facility
TA-3G WCRRF | Waste Charactecization, Reduction, and Repackaging Facility
TA-54 Area GG Waste Srmpe and Dizposal Faciliry
TA-54 TWISP Transuranic Waste Fnspectable Storage Project (completed)
TA-54 RANT Radicactive Nondestructive Testirg Facility
TA-55 TA-55 Plutonium Facility

On-Sie Transportation

Five environmental sites {e.p , Matenal Disposal Aress):

TA-21 (two), TA-49, TA-50, TA-53

9 Hazard Category 3 Noclear Fadilifics
TA-53 LANSCE | Los Alamos Neutron Science Center——1L Target
TA-53 © | LANSCE Lujan Center Experimental Rooms 1 and 2 Aciinides
TA-53 LANSCE Activated Component and Target Storape

{TA-53-3, Arca A East, Sector M)
Six environmentsl sites in TA-10, TA-21, TA-35 {three), and TA-54

Table 1. LANL Noclear Facilities

Notes: TA-50 RLWTF is currently approved as HC-3, expected to be redesignated as FIC-2. The
TA-54 DVRS is expecied o be addad to the nuclear facility fist shortly.




Current

& WETE-Tritinro

7 | TA-8 Radiogreptiy
2 TA-50 " WCREF

% | TA-21-Tritiom

W | TA-50 RLWTF®

Transportation

TA-54 TWISP

Five ER Sites’

DSA/TSR
1CD
HASTSR
BIOMISR
SARATSR
DsA
BIO/TSR

22

31

4

&5

171

44

G
306

50

140

10

LANL HC-2 Safety Rusis | Agesin | Relafive Dose »
No* | Facilities " (SB) Types© | Years? | Invenlory* | (rem)® | Aceident Description
1 |TA-53AIaG DSA/TSR. 140 3,000 ¢ 1,300 ,}msh high-activity drums
2 | TA-18 BIO/TER 2/0 900 | 1,108 | S1 excorsion—Pu core
3 1TA-55 FSAR/TSR 774 _6,000%| 800 | Pu-238 room firo of
beyond-EBA semmic ™
4| TA-54 RANT BIO/TSR o 70 | 500 | crash or seismic/fire
s | cMm BIOATSR 512 4,000° — |~ 13 kg Pu-238 GPHS
CMR excluding 20! 200 | - scismnicicallapaeftire
hot cells, eafes

fult fire-100% oxidized

detonation-1 kg Pu-238™*

wildfire/trock fiel fire™

i)l fire-100K%6 oxidized =*

aevom reffare ™"

barrier analyiis cantrols

projee! completed

TA-21(2), 49, 50, 53

Tabke 2. LANL Hazard Catcgory 2 Noclear Facilivkes

Note: All pumbers are rounded.

* First column is the facility ranking by decreasing vnmitigated accident consequence.

* Second column is the facility’s common acronym, as detined in Table |.

* Third column lists safety basis type: DSA = Documented Safety Analysis; TSR = Technical
Safety Requirement; BIO = Besiz for Interim Operation; FSAR = Final Safety Analysis Roport,
TSR = interim TSR; JCO = Justification for Continued Operation; FLA = Hazard Analysis;
QSR = Operational Safety Requirements.

Table 2 noies [continued}




¢ Fourth columm is the period in years since the last safety basis revision and fast major TSR
revision.

® Fifth eolumn is the maximum inventory in the safety basis, measured in units of the HC-2
threshold.

T Sixth column is the largest predicted unmitigated accident consequence to the maximally
exposed off-site individual (MEOT),

1 Seventh column is a brief accident description.

% TA-50 RLWTF is cutrently approved as HC-3, and is expacted to he redesignated as a HC-2.
i Rafety bases for envircnmental remediation (ER) sites are in preparation.

1 This is the Arez G sbove-ground inventery Simit. There is also a below-ground limit.

¥ TA-55 has not proposed an inventory limit. This number is derived from inventory assomed
in the sgigmic analysis for a beyond-evaluation-besis accident.

' For CMR, two inventories are given. The first is for the entire facility, including Genoral
Farpose tleat Sources (GFHS) in hot cofls end cther materials in safes. The second is for
inventory sutside of hot cells and safes. The predicted CMR accident conseguence cited
corresponds te an ascident involving the latter,

™ This data is from proposed but not yet approved safety analyses.

" LANL withdrew the TA-8, TA-21, and TA-50 RLWTF analyses. NNSA disapproved the
TA-50 WCRRF analysis.

¢ The transportation safety basis uses barrier analyses instead of accident analyses.




