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ABSTRACT BACKGROUND 

When President Clinton spoke to the 
United Nations General Assembly in 
September 1993, he offered to place 
U.S. excess defense nuclear material 
under International Atomic Energy 
Agency (IAEA) safeguards, before the 
next Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty 
(NPT) Extension Conference. This set in 
motion a flurry of activities at three DOE 
facilities, including Rocky Flats 
Environmental Technology Site (Site). 
With general guidance from DOE 
Headquarters, the facility selected a 
suitable storage area, identified 
appropriate materials, and acquired the 
necessary instrumentation to implement 
full-scale IAEA safeguards on excess 
plutonium oxide. 

Building 371 was selected because, 
ultimately, all of the Site's special 
nuclear material will be housed in this 
building. A room within the building 
was chosen for its accessibility and 
because of the accessibility of all six 
sides of the room for the purpose of 
design verification. There also is a room 
located nearby that is suitable for use as 
an Nondestructive Assay laboratory and 
containment and surveillance assessment 
center. 

Selection of appropriate nuclear material 
was hampered by the complex-wide 
safety issues associated with the long- 
term storage of plutonium. Plutonium in 
metallic form is subject to oxidation and 
requires "brushing. Some plutonium , 

oxide is scheduled for stabilization in the 
very near future. Brushing and 
stabilization are considered to be 
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processing; Therefore procedures for 
safeguarding them are more complex. A 
significant quantity of plutonium oxide 
that has already been stabilized was 
identified and selected for IAEA 
safeguards. 

In the initial discussions with the IAEA, 
the Agency indicated a preference for 
neutron multiplicity counting as the 
primary assay technique. EG&G 
contracted with Los Alamos National 
Laboratory to build and deliver a 
multiplicity counter to the Site that was 
capable of measuring a ten-gallon 
container with two inner cans of oxide. 

Between October 1, 1994 and now, many 
hurdles were encountered and many 
activities were accomplished. In some 
areas, the Site was successful but has not 
yet hosted an initial physical inventory 
verification (IPIV). The following 
sections highlight some of the hurdles 
encountered by the Site and how EG&G 
is attempting to overcome them. 

CURRENT STATUS 

Currently, the schedule to implement 
IAEA safeguards at the site has been 
delayed due to some building safety 
problems that had to be resolved prior to 
material movement The area selected 
for MEA safeguards is a high radiation 
area and material must be moved prior to 
construction in the vault-type room. In 
addition, certain work has been curtailed 
due to a electrical concerns. Material 
movement did start the last week of June 
for those materials not restricted due to 
safety reasons. 

The Neutron Multiplicity Counter was 
delivered and installed by March 24, 

1995 but has not been fully calibrated 
due to the same building restrictions 
given above. In addition, the calibration 
standards were located in another 
building that also had operations 
terminated. The counter has been 
checked out using californum sources. 

The containment and surveillance plan 
was submitted to the DOE and was 
approved by the IAEA. One aspect of 
this plan included the fabrication of 
tamper-indicating covers for the 10- 
gallon containers currently in use in the 
facility. These covers can be best 
described as an "overpack" with a 
tamper-indicating cover. These 
containers have been ordered and are on 
schedule for delivery. Another part of 
the plan involved upgrades to the existing 
vault-type room to meet IAEA 
expectations on containment. Upgrades 
include closing off or covering 
penetrations exceeding 3.5 inches and 
applying IAEA seals to prevent 
tampering. At this time, no construction 
activities have begun due to the delay in 
material movement from the vault. The 
final aspect of the plan is the installation 
of an IAEA-supplied surveillance system 
for the facility. Agreement has been 
reached on the type of system, but has 
not yet been purchased. 

Procedures for the sampling process, 
accountability, and the tamper cover 
installation are in process. Training to 
these procedures will be completed after 
the procedures are approved. 

One of the major obstacles remaining in 
this project is the lack of additional 
funds. The original budget has been 
expended, and given reduced funding 
throughout the DOE complex, additional 



monies have not been allocated to this 
project . 

CONCLUSION 

Given the future of IAEA Safeguards in 
the complex, it is important for all 
facilities to cooperate with one another 
and share information. This paper is 
intended to provide insight and provoke 
questions based on the Site experience in 
implementing IAEA Safeguards. 

IN RETROSPECT 

Although this Site has not yet undergone 
an IPIV, it is already obvious there were 
many things that the Site could have done 
differently. Some of the first problems 
that occurred were due to the fact that 
functional managers attempted to 
implement IAEA safeguards in their 
"spare" time. It became readily apparent 
that the planning process entailed more 
effort than the managers were able to 
expend. A program manager assigned at 
the outset of the project would have 
circumvented the additional problems 
described below. By the time a program 
manager was assigned at the Site, there 
too many problems to overcome in order 
to meet the original schedule. 

Two sets of problems with priorities 
occurred, one dealing with an overdl 
Site priority and the other within the 
project itself. Given the paramount 
importance attached to safety issues 
throughout the complex, IAEA activities 
were relegated to a lesser role. A project 
manager at the beginning would have 
been able to establish a viable critical 
path and set appropriate project 
priorities. 

Another issue that was apparent from the 
many discussions with the IAEA and Site 
representatives was a fundamental lack of 
understanding of the common and 
divergent elements of domestic and 
international safeguards. Assumptions 
made early on proved to be erroneous 
and forced numerous iterations on the 
containment and surveillance plan. 
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