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LEGAL DISCLAIMER 
This report was prepared as an account of work sponsored by 
an agency of the Unfied States Gwemment. Neither the United 
States Government nor any agency thereof, nor any of their 
employees, nor any of their contracton. subcontradocs or their 
employees, makes any wananty. express or hrplied, or 
assumes any kgal liability or responsibility for the accuracy. 
completeness. or any third paws use or the resuns of such use 
of any information, apparatus, product, or process disclosed, or 
represents that its use would not lnlringe privately owned rights. 
Referenu, herein to any specific commercial product. process. 
or service by lrade name. trademark. manufacturer. or 
otherwise, does not necessarily constitute or hrply its 
endorsement. recommendation. or favoring by the United 
States Govemment or any agency thereof or its conbadon or 
subcontractors. The views end opmions of authors expressed 
herein do not necessarily state or refled those of the United 
States Government or any agency thereof. 

This document is available to the US. Department of Energy 
and fis contradoo. In paper from Me Mu, of Scientific and 
Technical Information (OSTI). It is available for sale to the 
public horn the National Technical tnfonnation Service (MIS). 

This report has been reproduced from the best available copy. 
Available In papcr copy. 
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INTRODUCIION 

Since the end of the cold war, the need for operating 
weavons vroduction facilities has faded. Criticatitv 
~ a f &  ~ i m i t s  and controls supporting production kodes 
in these facilities became outdated and furthermore lacked 
the procedure based rigor dictated by present day 
requirements. in the past, in many instances, the 
formalism of present day criticality safety evaluations was 
not applied. Some of the safety evaluations amounted to 
a paragraph in a notebook with no safety basis and 
questionable arguments with respect to double 
contingency criteria. 

When material stabilization, clean out, and 
deactivation activities commenced, large numben of 
these older criticality safety evaluations were uncovered 
with limits and controls backed up by tenuous arguments. 
A dilemma developed: on the one hand, clcanup activities 
were placed on very aggressive schedules; on the other 
hand, a highly structured approach to limits development 
was required and applied to the cleanup operations. Some 
creative approaches were needed to cope with the limits 
development process. 

CSLEP PROGRAM 

In the early 1990s, the Rocky Flats Environmental 
Technology Site. (RFETS) developed a more rigorous 
cridcality safety evaluation process for new nuclear 
operations. An additional methodology was created that 
ailowed for rapid screening and evaluation for the 
thousands of limits authorizing existing configurations 
and operations. The programknown criticality Safety 
Limit Evaluation Program CSLEP (I) was successfully 
employed to screen past limits written before 1991 to see 
if they providcd for safe operation andlor if they should 
be replaced by new limits. The objective of the CSLEP 
program was to rely on the documentation of professional 
judgment that the operations and associated limits comply 
with the double contingency criterion. This approach. 
where applicable, resultcd in significant time savings 
compared to developing new evaluations to current 
professional expectations or requirements. While most 
limits were aflirmed, a few percent could not be and were 
cancelled. The successful CSLEP limits were good for 

five years before they had to be replaced by a new limit 
set. During the five years, the need for the n m  limits 
may have disappeared. 

QUICK SCREEN METIIODOLOCY 

The CSLEP process served as a model for the Quick 
Screen Methodology (2) developed at Hanford. Like at 
RFETS, the Quick Screen approach is a process for an 
effective and eflicient review of a farge number of 
criticality safety documents written over a time period 
predating present requirements for content and 
documentation. At I-lanford, the screening review 
considcred criticality safety evaluation reports (CSER) or 
criticalitv safety incredibility evaluation r e ~ o m  (CSIER) 
mitten before ianurry 1.1699. The ~ u i c k  screen review 
process consisted of several steps: screening. 
the main screening vrocess including identification of 
corrective actionGand the implcme;;tation of corrective 
actions in the plant. The aim of the process is to 
document that all current operations containing 
fissionable materials have technically sound, robust, well 
documenred safety bases consistent with requirements to 
meet double contingency criteria or dcrnonstratc 
incredibility. 

The processing of Quick Screening CSERs and 
CSlERs is illustrated in the Figure "Screening Process 
Decision Tree. " The initial steps highlight th; process of 
selecting the evaluation repom requiring Quick 
Screening. The screening of CSERs and CSlERs follow 
vtry similar paths. The differences are based on the type 
of document with CSERs having double contingency 
(DC) related questions and CSlERs having incredibility 
(INC) related questions. Ultimately. corrective actions 
are identified and captured in the Quick Screen rcpon that 
with the original report becomcs Ule end product available 
for implementation. 

As in the CSLEP program the Quick Screen 
operation relied extensively on documented professional 
judgment by experienced criticality safety p~ofessionals 
regardine acce~lable limits and where limits needed to be 
boisteredto achieve double contingency or demonstrate 
incredibility. In approximately a year over 100 quick 
screen packages were prepared. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

Two successful approaches have been discussed that 
dealt with legacy limits and their modification in an 
environment highly oriented to procedures and 
requirements. Both the CSLEP and Quick Screen effort 
dealt effectively and efficiently with a large number of 
older evaluations and limits, and permitting aggressive 
cleanup schedules to be maintained within the current 
safety envelope. 

The CSLEP approach was applied to approximately 
1,000 limits during the material stabilization and cleanup 

phase at RFETS. It represents a practical solution to 
limits requirements associated with cleanup and waste 
management facilities where large number of legacy 
limits can be expected. 
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Figure 1. Screening Process Decision Tree 




