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Department of Energy
Albuquerque Operations Office

P.O. Box 5400
Albuquerque. New Mexico 87185-5400

June 30, 1999

The Honorable John T. Conway
Chairman
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board
625 Indiana Avenue, N.W.
Suite 700
Washington, D.C. 20004

Dear Mr. Chairman:
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Consistent with the Department's implementation plan (98-2 Plan) for the Defense Nuclear
Facilities Safety Board's (The Board) Recommendation 98-2, nine of the eleven deliverables
due in the month of June are enclosed. One (5.4.1) was previously submitted, and we have
also completed one July deliverable early (5.3.2b), which is enclosed. Details addressing
the one missed deliverable (5.1.4) will be prOVided via separate correspondence.

1. Deliverable 5.1.2 - Issue Development & Production (D&P) Manual Chapter 11.1,
Revision 1. The purpose of this revision was to redefine the roles for the project team
members and define the expected relationship among the Department's program
managers, the Pantex operating contractor, and the project team. Further review and
evaluation of the D&P Chapter 11.1 determined that the best place to institute the stated
purpose would be in a revision to Chapter 11.3. As a result, issuance of D&P Manual
Chapter 11.3, Revision 1 represents the deliverable to Commitment 5.1.2 of the 98-2
Plan addressing the sub-recommendation concerning Mason & Hanger responsibilities
in hazard analyses and control development.

2. Deliverable 5.3.1 b - Mason & Hanger (MHC) Authorization (AB) Task Force and
Management Action Plan. The action plan represents the deliverable for Commitment
5.3.1 b of the 98-2 Plan addressing the sub-recommendation concerning MHC
responsibilities in hazard analyses and control development.

3. Deliverable 5.3.2a, 5.4.2a & 5.4.2b -- Issuance of AL SD 452.2A and Submit
Recommended Revisions to DOE Orders 452.1 A and 452.2A. This directive is
consistent with issuance of D&P Manual Chapters 11.6, Coordinated Review Process
for Nuclear Explosive Operations (NED) at the Pantex Plant and 11.7, NEO Change
Control Process.
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The recommended revisions to DOE Order 452.2 have been submitted as input for DP
20 to use when revising the order. The recommended revisions represent the two
perspectives within the Department and provide a basis for final revisions by DP-20. A
working group has been established by DP-21 to work through potential order changes
with the appropriate field elements.

Issuance of AL SD 452.2A and submission of the recommended revisions to DOE Order
452.2 represent the deliverables for Commitments 5.3.2a, 5.4.2a and 5.4.2b of the 98-2
Plan. These deliverables address the sub-recommendation concerning efficacy of the
change control process for nuclear explosive safety and the inappropriate role of NES
review members in dictating remedies to concerns they identify.

4. Deliverable 5.3.2b - Revise D&P Manual Chapter 11.4. The purpose of this revision was
to provide the expectations for the "USQ" process within the NEO change control
process. Upon further review and evaluation of Chapter 11.4 and development of SD
452.2A, it was determined that the NEO Change Control Process would better address
the Board's concerns and expectations regarding USQ if the process was defined in its
own D&P Manual Chapter 11.7. Therefore, D&P Manual Chapter 11.7 represents the
deliverable for Commitment 5.3.2b.

5. Deliverable 5.5.1 b - Senior Level Workshop. On June 24, 1999, a workshop was
conducted to discuss and review the recommendations for the NES review group
structure along with membership and training and qualification standards. A copy of the
workshop slides has been provided for your information. Completion of the workshop
represents the deliverable for Commitment 5.5.1 b.

6. Deliverable 5.8.1 b & 5.8.3b - The MHC Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunity, and
Threats (SWOT) for Project Management Skills and Preparing Authorization Basis
Compensatory Measure Action Plan. Both SWOT Compensatory Measure Action
Plans represent the deliverables for Commitment 5.8.1 band 5.8.3b.

7. Deliverable 5.8.2 - Strengthen skills and experience level of Pantex Team Leads
through revised training programs. The training program plan represents the deliverable
for Commitment 5.8.2a.

As identified herein, the Department has completed the actions within the commitments
represented above and proposes closure of these commitments. If you have any questions,
please contact me, or have your staff contact Dan Glenn at 505-665-6028.

(?,f~
R. E. Glass
Manager

Enclosures
See Page 2
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1.0 PURPOSE

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the requirements of the Seamless Safety (SS-21) process. The SS-21
process integrates the weapon, facility, tooling (testers & equipment), operating procedures, and personnel to
form a safe, effIcient, and effective operating environment and is the preferred process for developing weapons
assembly and disassembly processes at the Pantex Plant. The intent is to ensure that safety aspects of the
weapons processes are considered up front, during the process development phase, not reviewed after
completion. This chapter applies to nuclear weapon assembly, disassembly, and associated testing operations
performed in the bays and cells at the Pantex Plant. These assembly and disassembly operations include, but
are not limited to, those performed during new production, stockpile improvement programs, dg,assembly and
inspection and selected testing for surveillance, builds, rebuilds, and dismantlement activities.

2.0 POLICY

It is Department of Energy (DOE) policy that nuclear explosive operations be developed with safety as a
primary consideration. A formal process is required to ensure that only efficient, effective, and safe nuclear
weapon assembly, disassembly, and associated testing operations are employed. Project Teams are expected to
exercise judgment in determining how to apply the requirements contained herein and to develop and implement
robust processes for which the safety implications have been considered from the beginning. The objective of
each project must be to develop verifIable safety criteria and assembly/disassembly processes that enable
operations to be completed safely and predictably.

To the extent possible, the safety criteria must:

1. Prevent the application of unauthorized or unanalyzed energy from sources external to the nuclear
weapon, or any component of a nuclear weapon, so as to prevent the release of energy from sources
internal to the nuclear weapon. - Energy sources include but are not limited to:

a. Mechanical energy

11.3-1
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b. Electrical energy
c. Thermal energy
d. Electro-mechanical energy
e. Potential/kinetic energy (e.g. lifting, transportation, etc.)
f. Chemical energy

2. Allow no single-point failure in an operation that could cause:

a. Energy sources within the weapon, including self-contained energy sources that could have a safety
concern, to be activated or released

b. Radioactive exposure or contamination above thresholds set in the operating procedures
c. Injury to personnel, environment, or public
d. Loss of facility operability

3. Mitigate personnel exposure to radiation and hazardous substances to «As Low As Reasonably
Achievable" (ALARA) levels. Levels include, but are not limited to:

a. An operational ALARA goal established by the responsible Health Physicist in coordination with
the Project Team and the Pantex ALARA

b. OSHA limits
c. Those required by specific programs

For those situations where the above safety criteria cannot be met, sufficient controls must be in place
to provide confidence that the risk in the operation is acceptable to the DOE.

3.0 DEFINITIONS

See Chapter 11.0 for defmitions.

4.0 RESPONSIBILITIES

4.1 Deputy Assistant Secretary for Military Application and Stockpile Management (DASMASM), DP-20

The DASMASM has overall responsibility for the conduct of nuclear weapons operations. The
DASMASM issues periodic P&PDs, setting end-of-fiscal year requirements for weapon quantities in the
stockpile and other guidance.

4.2 Manager, AL

The AL Manager is the Authorizing Official (AO) for nuclear explosive operations performed at the
Pantex Plant. Prior to authorization, the AL Manager provides the certifications required by DOE Order
452.1A.

11.3-2



U.S. Department of Energy Albuquerque Operations Office

AL Appendix 56XB

Development and Production Manual
AL56XB, Date Title: SEAMLESS SAFETY (SS-2l) FOR ASSEMBLY Chapter

Rev. 1, 06/30/99 AND DISASSEMBLY OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS 11.3
Change 32 AT THE PANTEX PLANT

4.3 Director, Weapon Programs Division (WPD)

As the Chair of the Standing Management Team (SMn and owner of the Integrated Weapons Activity
Plan (IWAP), the WPD Director ensures the execution of the Project Team's responsibilities.

4.4 Manager, Amarillo Area Office (AAO)

As the Co-Chair of the SMT and responsible for the development and implementation of the facility
authorization basis, the AAO Manager ensures the execution of the Pantex Plant's responsibilities and
lessons learned on relevant projects.

4.5 Director, Weapon Surety Division (WSD)

As a member of the SMT, the WSD Director is responsible for planning and execution of the Nuclear
Explosive Safety activities that sup,port the resulting Project Plans. The WSD Director is also responsible
to obtain approval from the AL Manager and DP-20 for the results of nuclear explosive safety reviews.

4.6 Deputy Assistant Manager, Office of Safety and Safeguards (OSS)

The Deputy Assistant Manager of OSS is responsible for technical support to line management from the
Safety Basis Review Team, as well as for performance of independent readiness reviews conducted for the
AL Manager.

4.7 Standing Management Team

The SMT will oversee the development and execution of the project and will serve as the Change Control
Board for specified requirements and processes. The SMT will define expectations for projects well in
advance of execution and will establish measures of success. Specific responsibilities of the SMT are
found in Chapter 11.1.

4.8 Pantex Plant

The operating contractor is responsible for leading the Project Team for each weapon system and is
responsible for success of the project. The operating contractor also leads the facility authorization basis
upgrade projects and supports the resulting Project Plans. Upon approval of the individual Project Plans,
the operating contractor must work with the appropriate organizations to assure proper resources are made
available across the DOE complex for implementation of the Project Plans.

4.9 Design Agencies

The Design Agencies are responsible for providing a Project Team member for each weapon system and
providing technical expertise as required for weapons projects or facility authorization basis upgrade
projects, within negotiated resources and priorities. The Design Agencies are also responsible for
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supporting the resulting Project Plans and ensuring proper resources are made available for
implementation of the Project Plans. The Design Agencies are also responsible for the preparation and
control of the Weapon Safety Specification (WSS).

4.10 Project Team

The Project Team (PT) is responsible for the management of the project and accountable for its success.
The Project Team is responsible for:

• Development, management, and update of the project plan, including scope, schedule, and
resources. Criteria for an acceptable plan appears in Section 11.1, Paragraph 5.1 "Milestone 0 
Project Plan Approval" and Section 11.3, Paragraph 6.1 "Task Direction and Planning Phase";

• Directing the work of the Task Teams (which are in turn accountable to the PT);

• Declaring readiness to proceed with independent reviews;

• Coordinating and interfacing with all applicable safety and readiness reviews; and

• Providing a timely, accurate, and complete assessment of project status and impacts to the SMT.

PT membership will be composed of one representative from (1) the appropriate physics laboratory, (2)
Sandia National Laboratories, (3) DOE/AL, (4) AAO, and (5) MHC. The MHC representative will lead
the PT. Each representative will serve as the sole spokesperson for his or her parent organization. Roles
and Responsibilities of the participating organizations are defmed below.

4.10.1 MHC Project Team Lead

The MHC representative will lead the PT and is the ultimate authority for project team action.
The PT Lead is responsible for the integration and execution of project tasks being performed
by MHC. The PT Lead will work closely with the DOE program engineers to ensure DOE
expectations are met. The PT Lead will also ensure the timely integration of expectations and
requirements of the cognizant Design Agencies.

The PT Lead has fmal signature authority over the project plan before MHC transmits the plan to
the SMT for review and approval. The PT Lead is responsible for ensuring differences between
the project team members are resolved. If differences can not be resolved by the PT Lead, then
they can be elevated to the next level of line management or ultimately to the SMT if still
unresolved ..
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4.10.2 DOE Program Engineers

The WPD and AAO will each appoint a program engineer to the PT. The DOE program
engineers will fully participate on the PT and will represent the interest of the customer for the
success of the project. The program engineers are expected to work closely with the MHC PT
Lead to ensure that day-to-day interpretations of DOE program requirements, as well as facility
and on-site requirements, are understood. The program engineers will also promote the timely
coordination of information and deliverables between the cognizant design laboratories and
Pantex Plant.

While the DOE program engineers work closely with the PT Lead, they do not receive direction
from the Lead. If there are differences of opinion preventing the concurrence of the DOE
program engineers, then these differences will be resolved by the SMT.

4.10.3 Design Agency Representatives

The Design Agency Representatives ensure laboratories' expectations and requirements are
integrated into the process as early as possible. The representatives are full participants on the
PT and contribute to the success of the project. The representatives serve as a single point of
contact for all information, expectations, and requirements regarding the design, function and
safety of the weapon system.

4.11 Task Teams

The PT will utilize Task Teams (ITs), as necessary, for the completion of the approved Project Plan.
The ITs consist of technically competent individuals that maintain an expert level of knowledge in topical
areas which they are providing advice on, such as Weapons Design, Operating Procedure, Operating
Facility, Equipment and Layout, Tooling, Electrical Testers and Hazard Assessment.

5.0 REQUIREMENTS

5.1 General

The principal requirement is for the PT, and their associated TTs, to fulfill the objective and safety
criteria as stated above in Section 2.0. The other requirements include completion and implementation
of the Weapon Safety Specification (WSS), Personnel Plan, Operating Procedure, Operating Facility
Readiness, Equipment & Facility Layout, Tooling, Hazard Assessment, and the Activity Based Control
Document (ABeD).

5.2 Weapon Safety Specification
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A WSS shall be consistent with the requirements outlined in D&P Chapter 11.4 and prepared by the
cognizant Design Agencies. The WSS needs to incorporate information from design drawings,
Baseline Process Flow, Use Control Report, Criticality Report, and Intrinsic Radiation Report. The
WSS shall provide as-built information pertaining to the characteristic design features, safety attributes,
and hazards for a nuclear weapon configuration or a family of similar nuclear weapon configurations,
and safety-critical information to enable development of other documents (e.g., personnel plan,
operating procedures, ABCD, Operating Facility Readiness, the updated Facility Safety Basis, HAR,
Equipment and Facility Layout, and Tooling).

The Design Agencies shall review and summarize the use-control features of the warhead or bomb
consistent with applicable guidelines concerning dissemination of use-control information. When
applicable, use-control features shall be incorporated and employed at the earliest practical point in the
assembly of a nuclear weapon and removed at the latest practical point in its disassembly.

The Design Agency shall also review past surveillance program data and include pertinent safety
related information derived from that review in the WSS. For enduring stockpile weapon systems, the
results of continuing surveillance activities must be used to annually update (if required) the WSS to
include pertinent safety information. The results of the annual review will be provided to DOE for
review.

.Archiving is an important facet in the development of each WSS. All information contained in the
WSSs is based on best-available information which has been scrutinized by the appropriate staff for
correctness.

5.3 Personnel Plan

A Personnel Plan shall be generated defming the selection process and training requirements for all
personnel involved in hands-on nuclear weapons work or who have direct responsibility for the
assembly or disassembly operation, including production technicians, radiation technicians, line
supervisors, engineers, and managers. The plan must identify requirements for general weapon
training, Personnel Assurance Program, and weapon-specific training. The plan must employ methods
to ensure personnel are trained, qualified, and certified before they are allowed to perform nuclear
weapons work. The plan needs to incorporate methods to track personnel to ensure their training is
maintained and utilize certification verification methods that support the pre-operational check process .
conducted at the beginning of each shift.

5.4 Operating Procedure

An Operating Procedure shall be generated and comprised of a Pre-Operational Checklist, the Nuclear
Explosive Operating Procedure (NEOP), sets of modularized source information and the ABCD. The
structure of the Operating Procedure information should be modular to allow for easy access to the
information. The operating procedure must address normal operations and identified credible
deviations and be developed to integrate interactions of the nuclear weapon, personnel, operating
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facility (including layout). equipment, and tooling. The operating procedure has to reflect the technical
safety requirements and account for· all hazards and hazardous operations that have been identified.
The NEOP must be structured so that safety critical information is identified and is controlled to assure
that changes to this type of information are thoroughly analyzed and subjected to hazard assessment
review before allowing the change.

5.5 Activity Based Controls Document

An ABCD shall be generated in accordance with D&P Chapter 11.4 and must describe the integrated
set of controls resulting from combining the facility controls with those controls required for a
particular nuclear explosive activity or operation. For consistency, the facility controls should be
termed "common" controls and the nuclear explosive operations controls "unique" controls. The two
must be integrated to describe the set of controls necessary to maintain safety in the operation. The
documentation of the controls must be done in the ABCD to facilitate change control and configuration
management.

5.6 Operating Facility

The operating facility shall be configured and controlled such that only authorized permanent
equipment, hoists, mobile equipment, and utility services are allowed for a given nuclear weapon
operation. Furthermore, it must be configured to allow facility users to readily determine facility
status including operability of safety systems, facility maintenance status, and quantities of Special
Nuclear Material (SNM), High Explosives (HE), and other hazardous materials in the facility. The
facility configuration will be subject to formal change control processes.

5.7 Equipment & Layout

A formal method for selecting equipment and development of the layout requirements for a dedicated
facility must be generated. The equipment selection portion of this deliverable is for equipment
typically available from commercial sources, but may also include specially designed equipment as
required for the weapon-specific operation (e.g., electrical testers, leak detectors, etc.). The
equipment must be selected based on need, the established safety criteria, and ergonomics. Its
configuration and maintenance requirements must be formally documented. The equipment shall be
allowed to enter or exit the operating environment only as authorized. The facility layout must be
formally documented and take into consideration the facility configuration, tooling, equipment, and the
placement of these items into and out of the operating facility.

5.8 Tooling

Tooling shall be designed, utilizing information from the WSS, to mitigate occupational hazards, to
prevent insults to the nuclear weapon, and to enable the production technician(s) to perform the
assembly or disassembly in an efficient, effective, and safe manner. The tooling design. should
improve mechanical advantage, control motion, control position, and mitigate accidents caused by
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misinterpretation or incorrect handling. For safety critical operations, the tooling must incorporate
fail-safe designs such that a failure cannot occur that compromises safety. If this is not practical, the
design must include at least two independent physical safety features or barriers that must fail before
experiencing a detrimental consequence.

5.9 Hazard Assessment

A formal hazard assessment and Hazard Analysis Report (HAR) shall be performed and published in
accordance with D&P Chapter 11.4. The hazard assessment shall be performed concurrent with the
process development.

5.10 Milestone Reviews

Five formal reviews (i.e. Milestones) shall be conducted by the Project Team, for the Standing
Management Team (SMT), to allow the SMT to make assertions as delineated in D&P Chapter 11.1.
These reviews shall be the "close-out activities" of the Task Direction and Planning, Concept
Development, Preliminary Development, Implementation & Verification, and the Authorization
Phases, also known as Milestones 0, 1, 2, 3 and 4. One of the goals of the Milestone reviews is for
the Project Team to convince the SMT that the Safety Criteria were adequately addressed. At the same
time, the PT shall apprise the SMT of the process development status, trade-off issues, and schedule
status. Issues identified at these reviews must be resolved to the satisfaction of the SMT. To allow the
project to quickly proceed, the SMT's acknowledgments may be given verbally followed by a
documented acknowledgment. The Project Team shall document the results of each Milestone Review
including decisions pertaining to safety-critical issues with reference to the SMT's acknowledgments. •

Any changes adversely affecting the scope, schedule or budget of the project as delineated in the Project
Plan must be presented to the SMT for consideration as outlined in D&P Chapter 11.2.

6.0 PROCESS PHASES

6.1 Task Direction and Planning Phase

The first phase is the Task Direction and Planning Phase, where requirements are identified and agreed
to by all parties. The phase begins with WPD issuing a weapon-specific tasking letter to the DA's and
Pantex Plant. The letter shall state that SS-21 is to be undertaken and shall identify the applicable
requirements and schedule that's consistent with the IWAP. The DA's and the Pantex Plant must
respond to the tasking letter by preparing resource and personnel estimates needed to support the
proposed task, as well as a notice of impact on any existing schedule. The DA's and Pantex shall
forward their responses to WPD. A PT is established to develop a project plan to define the task
requirements for the supporting TTs. The PT establishes and employs the TTs to develop, implement,
review, and verify the following throughout the subsequent phases: 1) the WSS and the applicable
safety criteria, 2) an operating procedure, 3) personnel requirements, 4) an operating facility and its
safety basis documentation, 5) equipment and layout, 6) tooling, and 7) a HAR.
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At the completion of the Task Direction and Planning Phase, the PT shall have progressed far enough
along to allow the SMT to make assertions as delineated in D&P Manual Chapter 11. 1, Section 5.1,
titled Milestone 0 - Project Plan Approval. '

6.2 Concept Development Phase

This phase includes the following main elements:

• Review and update of the WSS

• Development of the safety criteria

• Identification of trainer fidelity requirements

• Conducting an assessment for on-going processes

• Initiation of procedures, tooling, hazards assessment, facility selection, equipment and layout

• Completion of a Conceptual Hazards Analysis

• Illustrated process flow that depicts how the tooling interfaces with the unit's various
configurations

The WSS shall be reviewed and updated and applicable baseline Safety Criteria identified and
developed. Source information for the WSS needs to include the Baseline Process Flow, Archiving
Data, Use-Control Report, Criticality Report, and Intrinsic Radiation Report.

During this phase, the functional requirements for a high fidelity trainer must be identified and
documented. For weapon systems that have an established, approved and on-going process, a Process
Assessment must be conducted to evaluate the need for any improvements. The PT along with the
HAIT must evaluate the existing processes against the safety criteria and existing safety basis
documents.

A Conceptual Hazard Assessment (CHA) on the existing process shall be conducted and completed
during thIs phase. The CHA and the process safety criteria assessment must identify any current
process parameters (e.g., tooling, procedures, facilities, training, etc.) that do not meet the safety
criteria or do not comply with facility safety basis documents.

At the completion of the Concept Development Phase, the PT shall have progressed far enough along
to allow the SMT to make assertions as delineated in D&P Manual Chapter ILl, Section 5.2, titled
Milestone 1 - Acceptance of Conceptual Approach.

6.3 Preliminary Development Phase

During this phase, the following items must be completed:

• Detailed process flow

11.3-9
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• Preliminary Hazards Analysis Report

• Baseline operating procedures

• Preliminary ABCD

• Proposed personnel selection, training and qualification plan

• Trainer requirements

• Design and qualification requirements for equipment, tooling, layout and facilities

During the Preliminary Development Phase the PT is responsible for ensuring the TIs are completing
each task in a prescribed sequence that contemplates the impact of other tasks evolving in parallel. A
significant amount of task team interactions is required in this phase. This phase also requires that
each TT establish specifications for subsequent procurement, manufacture, inspection, and/or
acceptance of the deliverables. A Preliminary Hazard Assessment (PHA) is performed in this phase to
assess the risks associated with the concepts developed in the previous phase.

At the completion of the Preliminary Development Phase, the PT shall have progressed far enough
along to allow the SMT to make assertions as delineated in D&P Manual Chapter 11.1, Section 5.3,
titled Milestone 2 - Acceptance of Process Flow.

6.4 Implementation & Verification Phase

During this phase the following items must be achieved:

• Safety Criteria has been satisfied

• Weapons response analyses have been peer reviewed by the DAs

• Adequate HAR, ABCD and an effective Authorization Basis exist

• Adequate tooling, procedures, equipment and facilities exist

• Positive Verification Tryout has been completed

• Completion of a proposed scope for the Independent Review Team

• Operations personnel are trained and qualified

• Statement of readiness to proceed to independent verification

During the Implementation & Verification Phase; the PT is responsible for ensuring the Safety Criteria
has been met and an effective Safety Basis is in place, thus, the SMT can make the assertions
delineated in D&P Manual Chapter 11.1, Section 5.4, titled Milestone 3 - Readiness to Proceed to
Independent Review.

6.5 Authorization Phase

The following items must be completed during this phase:

11.3-10
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• Readiness and Nuclear Explosive Safety Reviews in accordance with DOE Order 452.1, 452.2A
and AL SD 452.2A

• Safety Evaluation Report by the Safety Basis Review Team or equivalent

• Authorization Agreement per D&P Manual Chapter 11.4, Section 4.6

During the Authorization Phase, the PT is responsible for ensuring proper disposition of all concerns
raised by the independent review teams and, when disagreements exist, presenting technical rationale to
the SMT for resolution. At the completion of the Authorization Phase, the PT shall have progressed
far enough along to allow the SMT to make assertions as delineated in D&P Manual Chapter 11.1,
Section 5.5, titled Milestone 4 - Recommendation to Authorize Operations.

Upon receiving authorization to proceed with operations, the Pantex Plant is responsible, with support
from the PT to accomplish the authorized scope of work within the approved controls, schedule and
budget. Throughout the lifetime of the operation, the Pantex Plant with the PT support will monitor
and evaluate the controls through a single integrated change-control process to ensure the required
safety basis is maintained with high confidence throughout the life of the task. The HAR and ABCD
will be used for change control subsequent to the authorization to proceed with operations is received.

7.0 RESPONSIBLE ORGANIZATION

WPD is responsible for this chapter.

8.0 REFERENCES

1. DOE Policy 450.1, Integrated Safety Management

2. DOE Order 5480.23, Safety Analysis Reports for Nuclear Facilities

3. DOE Order 5480.22, Technical Safety Requirements

4. DOE Order 452.1A, Nuclear Explosive and Weapon Surety Program

5. DOE Order 452.2A, Safety of Nuclear Explosive Operations

6. DOE-STD-3009-94, Basis and Methods for Hazard Analysis, Accident Analysis, and TSR Derivation

7. DOE-STD-XXXX-96, Hazard Analysis Reports for Nuclear Explosive Operations

8. EP401110, Integrated Safety Process for Assembly and Disassembly of Nuclear Weapons

9. Guidelines for Hazard Evaluation Procedures, AIChE

11.3-11
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MASON & HANGER CORPORATION

JUN 2 5 11!19

Mr. W. S. Goodrum, Area Manager
USDOE
Amarillo Area Office
Amarillo, Texas 79120

Re: Complete Authorization Basis Task Force Management Action Plans

Dear Mr. Goodrum:

99· 'j930

The purpose of this letter is to transmit the subject action plans which support the Authorization
Basis Task Force final report required by 98-2, Task 5.3.1.2, "Complete Task Force and Management
Action Plan".

These plans are considered final, based on the AAO review comments received to date from the draft
plans delivered June 21, 1999. All comments were mutually considered to be enhancements which
will be incorporated at the next revision.

Ifyou have any questions concerning this matter please contact Jim Angelo of my staff at extension
7401.

~ .A. Weinreich
General Manager

bas

Attachments: As stated (2)

cc: R. T. Brock, DOEIAAO, 12-36
D. D. Schmidt, DOE/AAO, 12-36

n:IaJd\99-04 \.I SS

GM99-00532.155

Pantex Plant • P.O. Box 30020 • Amarillo, Texas 79120-0020 • 806-477-3000 • Info@http://www.pantex.com



Mr. W. S. Goodrum
Complete Authorization Basis Task Force Management Action Plans:

bcc: H. S. Berman, Deputy General Manager, 12-69
C.1. VanArsdall, Manufacturing, 12-6
1. C. Yarbrough, E&D, 12-6
1. W. Angelo, MPO, 12-69
K. M. Herring, MPD, 12-69
L. L. Mayes, MPO, 12-69
1. N. Gilbert, Facilities, 12-5
1. C. Cantwell, H&S, 12-132
B. K. Pascal, AlSO, 12-106A
H. A. Woltermann, AT, 11-2

nlajdl99·14 \.155

GM99-00532.155
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Al·THORIZ.-\TIO~ B.-\SIS T.-\SK FORCE CORRECTIVE ACTION PLA.."J
GENERAL MANAGER'S OFFICE

METHOD TO REINFORCE TRANSITION TO STANDARDS-BASED OPERATIONS
(25 June 1999)

Statement of Concern (Global 1)

The Authorization Basis Task Force (ABTF) identified problems related to the plant
culture which has not yet fully transitioned to standards-based operations as a
contributing cause to the failure to fully execute Authorization Basis (AB) related
activities.

..
Statement of Acceptance

The General Manager's Office accepts the recommendation of the ABTF. This
recommendation is consistent with the approach underway to transition to a standards
based process.

Cause Analysis

Reference ABTF Final Report

Generic Implications

The transition to standards-based operations affects all facets of work at the Pantex site.
Successful implementation of these standards-based processes for AB/SB related work
will result in safer, more efficient and more consistent work performance. Additionally,
this transition will serve as the impetus for a plant-wide move to standards-based systems
that will ensure consistent, quality work across the plant.

Technical Rationale for Corrective Actions

,Standardizing and proceduralizing AB processes provides the foundation to support the
, transition to a standards-based operating environment. Standardized processes are the
basis for training that leads to significantly higher confidence levels in the consistency of
work products. Additionally, personnel better understand the expectations for work they
are perfonning. This understanding, coupled with the standardized processes, will serve
as the focal point for promoting and effecting culture change.



Corrective Actions

Task Prerequisite Due Date Responsib Ie Completion
Individual Criteria

1. Identify Implement TBD Drummond Senior
process AB/SB and Management
attributes to be related concurrence
measured processes
2. Develop Taskl TBD Drummond General
performance Manager
measurement approval
metrics \

3. Monitor Task 1 and 2 TBD Drummond Demonstrated
process ~ performance to
performance established

goals over
sliding 3 month
period

References

"Authorization Basis Task Force Evaluation of Authorization Basis and Related
Activities at Pantex, Final Report", May 1999



Approvals

Originator:

ResPonsible Manager~~
, J.. Drummond

- General Manager:



AlJTHORllAno[\; BASIS TASK FORCE CORRECTIVE ACTIOi'i PLAN
General Manager's Office

PRO\fO iT TE.-\\IE'<G ['HROL'GH Er\H.-\\TED Rl)LES 8: RESPO:';SIBILITIES
21 June 1999

Statement of Concern

The ABTF identified the need to establish a corporate culture, which embraces formal
processes for developing program scope and accepting and controlling changes that meet the
expectations of a standards-based NS and NES integrated AB/SB, There is a need for a
centralized authority to facilitate a cultural transformation to promote acceptance and
accountability within MHC. the Design Agencies, and DOE. A new culture must embody a
management structure with identified authority that functions as a team, which contains a
clearly defined hierarchy, and follows the defined "chain of command" for the resolution of all
AB/SB activities. The authority of the management structure must include provision for
resolving internal and external conflicts between supporting and competing organizations, for all
AB/SB activities.

Specifically, in Global Recommendation #2, the ABTF recommended the development of an
Action Plan "to enhance roles and responsibilities to further promote a teaming approach
between MHC and external entities for resolving issues and conflicts."

Statement of Acceptance

The General Manager's Office accepts the need to enhance roles and responsibilities to further
promote a teaming approach between the MHC and external entities for resolving issues and
conflicts. Acceptance is based upon the knowledge that timely and cost-effective resolution of
AB/SB issues must employ a "team" approach between MHC, DOE, Laboratories, and other
project/program participants (stakeholders) in resolving conflicts.

Cause Analysis

The willingness on the part of Senior Managers, Program/Projects Managers, and other line
managers to respond/comply with customer needs/direction has resulted in a culture that is
often too aggressive in committing resources to resolve issues and/or conflicts outside of
recognized/approved protocols. This has resulted in accepting direction that has not always
resulted in focused solutions to problems and has not always achieved a consensus with other
stakeholders.

Page 1 of 3



Generic Implications

All s:akeholdeis have a vested interest in the. timely and cost-effective resclut:on of conflicts
and problems. both real and perceived. Effecting and promulgating teaming will eliminate stove
piped interests and promote more effective and consistent decision making, with emphasis on
safety and value added.

Technical Rationale for Corrective Actions

The actions to "to enhance roles and responsibilities to further promote a teaming approach
between the contractor and external entities for resolving issues and conflicts" should be

•developed in a "team" environment. comprised of MHC, DOE, Laboratories, and other
project/program participants. The actions should lead to an agreed upon protocol and methods
for "working together" to meet Pantex Missions.

Corrective Actions

EJ Task
·1

Prerequisite Que Date Responsible Completion
Individual Criteria

1 Identify . DOE Agreement to 8-17-99 GM Charter Team &
Stakeholders participate publish Charter

2 Convene Task Joint MHC & DOE 8-31-99 TBD Publish Agenda &
Team Meetings AgendCl!for 1st

Schedul~Meeting
Meeting

3 Conduct 1st Stakeholder 9-15-99 TBD Publish Minutes/
Meeting participation Action Items

4 Conduct follow-up Stakeholder 9-22 thru TBD Publish Minutes/
Team Meetings participation 10-20-99 Action Items

5 Publish Team Stakeholder 10-27-99 TBD Published
Recommendations

Sign-O~s Recommendations

6 Revise Plant Recommendations 1-30-00 TBD Memorandum
Documents accepted by GM

MHC to DOE

References

"Evaluation of Authorization Basis and Related Activities at Pantex," Final Report. May 1999
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Approvals

Originator:

General Manager:

Division Manager:

W. A. Weinreich, GM

~/
J. Angelo, Mission Programs
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Subject: ABTF Recommendation-Global 4

An evaluation of the benefits of a centralized organization for managing,
maintaining, and processing changes of the AB/SB has been completed. A
centralized organization will be established. to perform these functions. The
organization will reside within the Engineering and Design Division. The
functional elements of this organization are being addressed through the action
plan prepared in response to ABTF recommendation Global 5.

This memo serves to close ABTF recommendation Global4 and documents that
the functional elements of the centralized AS/SB organization have been
incorporated, and will be tracked, as tasks identified in the action plan
responding to ABTF recommendation Global 5.

1
/

~~ou::",::~n:C
'Engineering 8: eSlgn ~~er

Location: General Mgrs. Office, 12-69

Location: Engineering & Design, 12-6J. C. Yarbrough

H. S. BermanTo:

Date: June 23, 1999

From:



AUTHORIZATION BASIS TASK FORCE CORRECTIVE ACTION PLAN
ENGINEERING & DESIGN DIVISION

E\'.-\LL-\TI~G .-\ CE~TR.-\LIZEO .-\lTHORIZ.-\TIOl\ BASIS ORGA~IZATION
(June 24. 1999)

Introduction:

On February 15, 1999. an Authorization Basis Task Force (ABTF) was formed by the
General Manager to address the continuing authorization basis issues at the Pantex Plant.
The initial purpose of the ABTF \vas to establish a program plan to improve and
standardize the authorization basis for nuclear explosives operations, but \vas later
expanded to address nuclear facility activities and nuclear related programs.

TheABTF membership consisted of a cross section of personnel from across the Pantex
Plant and was chaired by the Deputy ,General Manager. The issues and recommendations
from this effort are documented in "Evaluation of Authorization Basis and Related
Activities at Pantex" Final Report, dated May 1999.

This action plan addresses the recommendation listed under Section VIII., Summary and
Conclusions, titled "Centralized Authorization Basis Organization" and the actions
defined as Global 5 and F 4.

Statement of Concern:

Background (paraphrased from the report):
Currently, authorization basis (AB) work is accomplished in the Risk Management
Department. The Department is organized into five functional areas: AB development
(both weapons and facilities), Technical Analysis, Unreviewed Safety Question (USQ)
Program, Systems Engineering, and Configuration Management (limited). The
Department is compartmentalized into set functions. This results in separate approaches
for similar AB problems. The approach to AB development is different depending on
whether the task is for Sitewide (facilities) tasks, such as the Basis for Interim Operations
(BIO) upgrades, or whether it is in support of nuclear explosives operations (weapons).
Separate teams are used to develop both types of AB documents. The USQ group
provides change control for AB level (DOE approved) documents and proposed activities
which could impact the AB. Systems Engineering provides systems and component level
support for AB development, operability and maintenance for nuclear facilities, and the
Configuration Management group provides controlled AB document distribution and
document configuration control. The Risk Management Department takes its business
direction from the Missions Program Division, from the Manufacturing Division, and
some tasking internally from the Engineering & Design Division.



ABTF Recommendations and Approach (paraphrased from the report):

The ABTF recommends developing a single organization to provide the following focus:
establishing, managing and maintaining AB/Safety Basis (SB) documents. The proposed
Business Office would ensure that the AB work is focused on valid requirements that
have been properly authorized. The AB Organization manager would be the single focal
point. within the organization. for AB-related decisions. The approach for AB
de\'dopment \"Quld be to use a single system for establishing the AS documents in
support of valid customer requirements. The current differences in approach for facility
versus nuclear explosiws work would be consolidated in the ne"v organization. The two
groups, weapons analysis and facilities analysis, would be consolidated into one entity.
The methodology for establishing the AB would be the same for any type of AB. The
change control process would be integrated with the development effort. For example,
the analyst used to create the analysis, which supports the AB, would be used in the
change control process for that product. They would be cross-trained in the USQ process
and support those products that they helped to develop. Some level-of-effort change
control personnel would be required to handle the common issues that are not tied to a
specific AB project. The maintenance of the AB/SB, including some of the functions
listed belov..·. would be part of the AB Organization. It is envisioned that the AB
Organization \vould accomplish the follo\ving functions:

• Performanalysis and identify controls to develop AB (integrating both the
Nuclear Safety & Nuclear ExplosivesSafety worlds).

• Change controls of AB/SB (integrating both USQ and Nuclear Explosives
Safety requirements).

• Commitment tracking of the AB/SB safety commitments (central
database).

• Configuration management of AB and key SB documents.
• Document Management of controlled AB/SB documents (integrating

existing Plant systems).

The ABTF Final Report transmittal letter from W.A. Weinreich to Distribution, subject:
Action Plans to Resolve AB/SB Issues, dated June 2, 1999, offers additional clarification
on the scope of this action plan: "The Recommended Functional ArealAction Plan
Development is presented as two distinct options; the principal difference between these
options is the establishment of new' organizations to function as 1) a Business Office, and
2) a separate AB Organization to perform a licensing type function for AB/SB activities
at the Plant. I believe it is premature to create new organizations at this time; however, I
am directing the development of Action Plans in accordance with Recommended Option
II. with the stipulation that Mission Programs assume responsibility for the Business
Office recommendations and Engineering & Design assume responsibility for developing
the plan for the proposed AS Organization."



Associated \vith the organizational aspects of an single AS organization is the ABTF
action F4 listed under Option 2:
"E\'~lLlate the alignment responsibilities for personnd executing safety controlled \vork

to assure that "non-direct" work activities do not overshadow focus of safety attention on
"direct" work activities." Additional narrative is provided on Page 25 of the ABTF Final
Report, "Evaluate Production Technician CPT) work responsibilities to ensure non-safety
related activities are not overshadowing safety-related activities; also, establish a
hierarchy of safety controls to ensure PTs are not overburdened with minutia. II

The .-\BTF Final Report also provides Global 5:
"Evaluate and determine the required stafting levels, qualitication requirements, and
retention strategies to assure the establislunent and maintenance of core competencies
supporting AB/SB work~·11

From the above recommendations, the scope of this action plan will be to address the
proposed AB Organization, along with Global 5 and F4, with the business office portion
of this recommendation, and the process development action items deferred to other
action plans.

Statement of Acceptance:

The following are the key issues from the discussion associated with the ABTF
recommendation, along with Global 5 and F4, which will be further developed in this
corrective action plan. This plan will focus on evaluating integration of functions in
support processes (organization) using the DOE Orders and Standards that direct work in
developing and maintaining AB/SB documentation. The activities in this corrective
action plan (CAP) will be coordinated with the process CAP efforts (i.e.: performing and
documenting hazards analysis, and integrated change control for facilities and weapons
processes). Roles, responsibilities and authorities will be defined in this CAP. and will
be derived from the processes or methodologies defined in the process CAPs:

• Evaluate developing a centralized AB Organization with a single focus on
establishing. managing, and maintaining AS/SB documents;

• Integrating change control organizations for both DOE Orders 5480.21 (facilities,
USQ) and 452.2A (weapons. NES):

• Integrating the change control personnel (USQ/NES) with the AS development
efforts.

• Global 5 (defined above).
• F4 (defined above).



Cause Analysis:

The difficulties in developing AB documents have typically resulted from two general
issues:

1) Failure to adequately develop and use proven project management techniques
when developing AB documents. This includes documenting expectations,
defining and providing adequate resource requirements. defining and scheduling
interim reviews. definition of approval authority. adequate definition of
deliverabks..and change control of the plan to adjust for scope change or priority
shifts with resources.

:

2) Combined with item I above, there is a lack of integration, and possibly
understanding of the requirements of the weapons and facilities AB requirements.

For the first issue, although not considered specifically in the ABTF, considerable work
has been accomplished to develop project plans and use proven techniques to manage
these efforts. Arguably, the initial step \vas to organize the AB activities into a group that
supports accountability. The next was to develop project plans for the activities, closely
coordinating with the approval authority..

Presently. AB development is performed in the Risk Management Department. The
weapons analysis and facilities analysis sections are currently organized as separate
groups, and until very recently, reported to an AB Manager. The AB Manager position
is currently vacant and the two groups now report to the RMD Department Manager. The
AB Manager \vas responsible for planning, developing, implementing and managing the
resource requirements for all Plant AB/SB activities. The AB Manager had two primary
directions during his tenure, 1) formally organize the AB development efforts using the
rigor of project management techniques; and 2) develop methodology, format and
content guides for AB to define key elements required for project management. Both:
efforts were working in parallel but considerably more progress has been made in
developing the project plans for the AB development. The elements to develop the
project plans were individually coordinat~d versus the standardization we are eventually
targeting. Progress to date:

• For the facility AB, the initial project plans for the BIO Upgrade Program have
just recently received DOE approval. The plans define scope, milestone
deliverables. and a project by project coordinated review processes which includes
DOE interim review to facilitate AB approval. The current efforts to further
refine the projects plans include providing more detailed definition of deliverables
(coordinating closely \vith DOE/AAO). and resource loading the internal and
outside contract support resources into the project plans. That effort will be
completed in July 1999.



For the 'vveapons AB efforts, the tirst under MHC and R..tvlD control was recently
completed for the W88 program. The project plan defines the process or
methodology to accL1mplish the Jnalysis. the resource requirements needed to
accomplish the process. including National Laboratory involvement, defines the
interim, coordinated reviews with the PT, SBRT and MHC management, and
provides detailed limitations and assumptions used to develop the plan. RMD
lead the effort to coordinate the methodology and resource requirements with the
primary design agency (LANL) and SNL. The process is approximately 4-weeks
into the project pbn dnd is ahe3d of schedUle:

Both the BIO Cpgrade Program and the HAR'ABCD project plan efforts are
being integrated into the lWAP.

..
Issue 2 offers unique challenges for the AB organization. Traditionally, Nuclear
Explosives Safety (NES) provided approval for weapons operations using an input
document (analysis, procedures, process reviews, discussion, etc) in support of a weapons
specificNES Study (NESS). The approval to conduct weapons operations in Pantex
facilities relied on an input document (similar in content to specific studies, but at a
higher level) to support ofNES Master Studies (NESMS). The input documents for each
were dependent on the approyal authority representative, which required very close
coordination and frequent adequacy reviews with the representative.

The present initiative is to use the AB documentation developed for the Nuclear Safety
Orders (DOE Orders 5480.22/23) as the primary input document to support both the
weapons specitic NESS and the more generic reviews conducted to support NESMS
(along with additional requirements in STD 3015) thereby satisfying both NES and
Nuclear Safety (0rS) requirements with an integrated AB. The Hazards Analysis Reports
(HARs) and Activity Based Controls Document (ABCD) supports the weapons specific
NES review and the BIO Upgrade module serves as the primary input document
supporting the NESMS. The documents would be maintained using a single change
control process, tailored to meet the additional NES change evaluations specified in
ALSD 5610.11 A, but predominantly the process defined in DOE Order 5480.21.

DOE Order 452.2A offers linkage to the Nuclear Safety Orders 5480.21/22/23 to support
this effort. However, there are philosophical differences outside the control of the
operating contractor that. at least for the near term. will result in close coordination of the
input documents to ensure the expectations are met for both DOE organizations.

Organizationally at Pantex. the MHC NESD personnel currently work with DOE NES to
manage the change control process. support adequacy reviews for AB documentation for
weapons. and provide an oversight function in the form of independent process reviews
(for changes or ne\v processes). For NS issues. including weapons processes. RtV1D
personnel \vork with DOE and iV1HC NS and NESD personnel to develop and maintain
AS documents. The new initiatives have resulted in uncertainties from both a process
perspective as well as organizational roles. responsibilities and authorities (RR&A).



Global 5 \vas identitied in the Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats
(SWOT) Analysis developed for AB Personnel. An action plan was developed to address
each issues and .11l further ~ctions to addr~ss this issue are deferred to that corrective
action plan.

The F4 recommendation results from the present work environment and the many forms
of documentation used to implement work and/or safety actions or controls for
Production Technicians (PTs) and other Plant personnel executing "safety controlled"
work at Pantex. This is further compounded by the varying importance le\'el of controls
(hierarchy) defined in the AB and other safety related documents,

Generic Implications: ~

The generic implications of this corrective action plan could result in organizational
realignments, for RJ.\1D and the NESD groups, to meet the process realignments.
Processes will merge and staffing decisions will need to be maqe when the RR&As for
both organizations are finalized. Additionally, incorporating the NESD and USQ
personnel as analysts in the AB development effort will impact the present status of both
the programs. The work load for change control of the present AB is not anticipated to
decline. Therefore, by adding USQ and NES evaluators to the AB development, the
staffing levels for those group may be increased.

The evaluation effort to address the recommendation for F4 could result in substantial
changes in the work environment and the process to implement AB or safety related
controls at Pantex., If the processes are modified to consolidate implementing documents,
flag the hierarchy of the controls in those implementing documents, or substantial modify
the work environment in the Nuclear Facilities, there could be considerable Plant-wide
involvement (costs) during the implementation effort.

Technical Rationale for Corrective Action:

To fully implement NES and AB requirements within MHC, there needs to be one
integrated process. Those personnel would serve as an integral part of the AB
development process as an analyst, and then assigned to the program to manage the
change control for the process as a change control evaluator (USQ and NES). While the
oversight function remains clearly a NES requirement, RR&As must be defined between
these organizations and aligned with a coordinated process.

Additionallv, the work environment and processes currently defined to implement safety
, .

related activities require detailed evaluation to ensure those activities are not
overshado\ved by non-safety related activities and the hierarchy of safety related controls
is clearly defined.



Corrective Actions:

TASK . DUE
··OATE

: "

RESPQNSIBLE
INDIVIDUAL

COMP~ETION ....
CRITERIA···········

1. Conduct a review of DOE Orders and Standards 8/99 A.G. Pappi A list of Orders and Standards

directing NESINS activities for AS development S. Young
will be developed with a matrix

and change control "
of requirements linked back to
the order. (The intent of the
matrix would be a high level
list of requirements
paraphrased from the criteria).

2. Develop recommended Roles, Responsibilities 9/99 A.G. Pappi A jointly prepared list of Roles.

and Authorities (RR&A) for RMD and NESD S. Young
Responsibilities and

linked back to criteria. RR&As will be linked to
Authorities between RMD and

the process developed for the GI CAP.
l"ESD.

3. Coordinate RR&As with respective Division 9/99 A.G. Pappi Approval by the Division

Managers and notify appropriate DOE/MO S. Young
Y1anagers. formally transmitted

counterpart~.
to the MO.

4. Develop a proposal for additional staffing or 10/99 A.G. Pappi Ajointly prepared proposal for

staffing realignments for l'jESDIRMD. S. Young
additional or realigned staffing
for both RMD and NESD.

5. Evaluate organizing the AB development and 10/99 A.G. PappI A memorandum from

management functions into a single S. Young!
R.\-lDfNESD Department

organization. Determine staffing levels and
Y1anagers to E&D/H&S

qualification requirements which include item 4
Division Y1anagers

above and Gl CAP deliverables.
documenting the evaluation
and providing
recommendations and the basis
for those recommendations.

6. From Global 5, evaluate retention strategies to This action is addressed in the

maintain AS staffing and staffing levels.
CAP developed for the SWOT
Analysis for AS personnel.

7. Coordinate proposed organizational changes or 10/99 A.G. Pappi Approval by the General

staffing changes. as applicable. with respective S. Young
Manager, formally transmitted

Division Managers. obtain General Manager
[0 the MO.

approval. and notify appropriate DOE/AAO
counterparts.

8. Evaluate the explosives operations as the next 11199 A.G. Pappi A joint memorandum from

logical step (0 integrate deterministic safety S. Young
R.\1DfNESD to E&DIH&S

functions.
Division Managers
documenting the evaluation
and providing
recommendations and the basis
for those recommendations.



9. Coordinate proposed organizational changes or 12/99 A.G. PappI Approval by the General

staffing changes. as applicable. with respective S. Young
Manager. formally transmitted

Division \lanagers. obtJin GenaJl \lunJgcr
to the AAO

approval and notifv appropriate OO£/AAO
counterparts.

10. Evaluate, in conjunction with Industrial 6/00 D. Rhoten! Issue a report to affected .

Engineering, the PT work responsibility to 1. Spanos
Division Managers detailing

ensure non-safety related activities arc not
proposed recommendations.

overshadowing safety-rel3lCd activities.
.

11. From action 10. above:. tJevelop the 8/00 Affected Develop and receive approval

implementation plan for those recommendations Division Mgrs
for an implementation plan to

ac;;epted by Division \tanagers.
implement the accepted
recommendations.



AP,PROVALS:

.~-"--
Steven L. Young, Risk Management, Department Manager

6 (?fl92
DATE '

DATEsion Manager

A. G. app, Nuclear Exp 0 ive Safety, Department Manager

Cantwell, Health & Safety, Division Manager

all III, Manufacturing, Division Manager



ACTHORIZATION BASIS TASK FORCE'S FINAL REPORT
ACTION ITEMs AI, Ala, Alb, Ale, AId, F3, G2 ACTION PLAN

STATE-'IENT OF CONCER.'\T:

Concerns have been expressed as part of the Authorization Basis (AB) Task Force (ABTF) that there
needs to be put in place a centralized planning and work control organization that will accomplish the
following: Responsible for defIning, negotiating, and committing to work scopes (and associated
schedules) all plant work (AI); Formalize all requirements for recieiving tasking, developing estimates,
and committing to work (Ala); Developing amethod for determining the need to incorporate proposed
changes and establishing line management ownership of the change control process (F3 & G2);
Develop a mechanism that allows identification of impacts from workload leveling and reallocation of
resources (Alb); Consolidates project/program management functions, organizations, and personnel
into one organization to accomplish all plant work (Ale); Complete the development of a standardized
planning process for all phases of the project (AId).

STATEMENT OF ACCEPTANCE:

Mission Programs Division (MPD) accepts the responsibility to address the above items and resolve the
issues and expectations. The plant intends to approve and implement the Pantex Management Control
System (PMCS) to address the above concerns. The plan is currently in its final draft review (copy
provided to AAO) and intends to include, as part of PMCS, resolution to each of the above issues.
Mission Programs Division will be responsible for PMCS. Specifically, the responsibility is assigned to
the current Planning & Work Control (P&WC) group. With the exception of purely fmancial functions
(which will remian under the Chief Financial Officer (CFO), the intent is for P&WC to develop into an
organization capable of performing as described above. Due to the scope and magnitude of the PMCS
implementation, the intent is to not initially include construction nor maintenance planning and
scheduling within the P&WC organization. However, these Facility Division functions will use the
principals of PMCS in conducting their business. Once PMCS is fully implemented, and evaluated, in
the rest of the plant a review will be conducted to detennine the value added of including the above
within P&WC.

CAUSE ANALYSIS:

See the ABTF's Final Report.

GENERIC IMPLICATIONS:

See the ABTF's Final Report.

TECHNICAL RATIONALE FOR CORRECTIVE ACTION:

See the ABTF's Final Repon.



CORRECTIVE ACTIONS:

Task Task Completion Responsible
Number Date Person

1 Review, approve and publish the PMCS fInal PMCS 11/26/99 Sonny Mann
Manual.

2 Identify and procure PMCS software support 10/1199 John Neusch

3 Identify transition issues for entire project 10/8/99 Bob Barton

4 Install software support system 12110/99 John Neusch

5 Integrate PMCS software system with existing plant 5/1100 John Neusch
scheduling and fmancial tools and complete testing

6 Train PMCS Implementation Team on software. 111100 John Neusch

7 Train PMCS Implementation Team on PMCS ·10/15/99 Bob Barton
system

8 Train Program and Project Managers on PMCS 4/28/00 Bob Barton
software.

9. Train Program and Project Managers on entire 11/30/99 Bob Barton
PMCS system.(minus software)

10. PMCS used to manage work at Pantex (software 7/10/00 Bob Barton
system fully on line) (pilot)

11 PMCS used to manage work at Pantex (softwCire 10/01/00 Bob Barton
system fully on line)

12 PMCS planning and budget fonnulation tools used 10/01/01 Sonny Mann
to prepare FY02 budget

13 All aspects of PMCSon line at Paritex 10/01/01 Sonny Mann

14 Evaluate perfonnance of PMCS 04/01/02 Jim Angelo

15 Bring Construction planning and work control and 06/01/02 Jim Angelo
Maintenance Planning and Scheduling and Utilities
Planning and Scheduling under P&WC

COMPLETION CRITERIA:

The closure of the above tasks shall be documented by memorandum from the responsible person to
the Mission Programs Division Manager



, '
REFERENCES:

• "Evaluation of Authorization Basis and Related Activities at Pantex - Final Report," ABTF.
May 1999.

• Pantex Management Control System (fInal draft) dated 17 June, 1999

APPROVALS:

Originator:

lAA&Q Mariager:

AT Division Manager: .

AlSD Division Manager:

H&S Division Manager:.

Facilities Division Manager:
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AUTHORIZATION BASIS TASK FORCE CORRECTIVE ACTION PLAN
ENGINEERING & DESIGN DIVISION

METHODOLOGY FOR PERFOR\tIING & DOCUMENTING HAZARDS ANALYSIS
AND

METHODOLOGY FOR IDENTIFYING & DOCUMENTING CONTROLS
(24 June 1999)

Statement of Concern

The Authorization Basis Task Force (ABTF) identified a significant deficiency with
respect to performing hazards analysis and identifying, documenting, and maintaining
controls at the Pantex Plant. Although much "guidance" is contained in a myriad of
Department of Energy (DOE) documents, no concise process is defined or established for
these tasks. Mason & Hanger Corporation (MHC) must fill the void with its own
methodology for conducting hazards analysis, the form & content for documenting the
results, the methodology for 'identifying controls, the criteria for their stratification, the
form & content for documenting controls, and a process for maintaining them. The
primary'focus of these tasks, as identified by the ABTF, is as follows:

B2 Develop a form, content, and methodology. guide for conducting Hazards
Analysis.

B 2a Develop a methodology for HA that integrates analysis for facilities,
nuclear explosive operations, and nuclear processes.

B I Develop a form and content guide that standardizes the format and
establishes the criteria for completeness of Hazards Analysis (RA)
documentation.

B Ia Develop a set of Site-specific, common definitions and terms.

C 2 Develop and formalize a methodology for identification ofcontrols.

C 2b Develop the method to identify controls, select controls, and justify how
they prevent or mitigate the accident scenario.

. C 2c Develop the criteria for determining controls' effectiveness (includes the
effectiveness, reliability, and availability) demonstrating how they form an
appropriate control set.

C 2d Develop a process to validate document integrity and demonstrate that the
controls set is properly flowed down from HARs/TSDs/SARs to their
respective controls documents.



C 1 Develop the form & content guide for documenting controls' identification and
selection.

Cia Develop a set ofSite-specifi'c, common <.ldinitions and terms.

C 1b Develop the fonn & content to document each type of control.

C lc Develop the criteria to stratify controls (from TSRs to defense-in-depth
controls).

C2e Develop and formalize the protocol for approval of Plant controls documents and
hazards analysis.

B 2e Include· a Customer Review (reality check) and concurrence (with the
proper authority) of the hazards analysis and controls identification and
selection results.

C 3 Enhance the process for fonnally receiving and resolving comments from
internal and external entities (e.g., ,centralized control).

Global 3 Gain formal acceptance from DOE for all contractor-developed fonn,
content, and methodology 'guides, which includes site specific tenns and
defmitions associated with conducting AB/SB work.

Statement of Acceptance

The Engineering & Design Division accepts the need to develop a standard methodology
for conducting hazards analysis; providing the form & content for documenting the
results; and a methodology for identifying, selecting, stratifying, and documenting
controls based on a specific hazards analysis. Included in this task are the necessary
aspects of: creating a standard set oftenns & definitions (both hazards analysis &
controls identification), appropriate criteria for both the hazards analysis process and
controls identification areas, the review & approval process (which includes resolution of
comments), and a provision to gain customer concurrence with the methodology and
criteria.

1. Acceptance of these needs are predicated on the following assumption:

Current funding and FTE levels will not support completion of ABTF corrective actions
in a timely fashion while supporting all other Plant priorities. Therefore, current staffing
levels within the Risk Management Department must be .evaluated to define the impacts

2



pnonty projects. Once this has occurred, Risk Management assets will be realigned to
accomplish the corrective action plan tasks. Funding needs for the remainder ofFY '99 and FY
'00 and will fund. at a minimum, FTE salaries. supplies, travel (to benchmark other Sites'
activities), and computer hardware/software. FTE support will require 2 FTE for approximately
three (3) months and half-time for an additional three (3) months.

• Generic program development will begin after Management approval of this
action plan and upon completion of Plant-wide review of the draft DOE handbook
for conducting Hazards Analysis and identifying controls (comments due July 2).

Cause Analysis

Root causes were analyz~dJdetermined by the ABTF and reported in the ABTF Final
Report.

Generic Implications

Generic implications are defmed in the ABTF Final Report.

Technical Rationale

The technical rationale for these corrective actions is found in the ABTF Final Report.
However, it is clear that the majority of problems with respect to hazards analysis stem
not from knowing "how" to conduct hazards analysis, but rather from the concept of'
"what" and "how much" to do. The same is true for the controls identification and
selection process. Without a formalized process, customers, as well as hazards analysts,
do not understand "what" and "how much" is appropriate. Hazards analysis efforts
continue to fail because the process is set up to meet individuals' expectations, not a set
of standardized criteria. Establishment of an agreed upon methodology for performing
the hazards analysis and identifying controls, the criteria for "what" and "how much" to
report, as well as refming the review, comment resolution, and approval processes will
provide the path for success for both hazards analysis and controls identification. Thfs
approach will eliminate most of the subjectivity involved with reviewing and approving
hazards analysis and their required controls.

. 3



Corrective Actions

I TASK e,1 PREREQUISITE - DUE RESPONSIBLE COMPLETION
. . -" ,~- ." " ,~....,,-, _' ..:. .......;;t, '...., ........:... :, ¥::-

':"D~T:E:~ "AooIViDun,-' ..,:::"-'eRiTEm~c~~:: .
-:·t~: _.: "

" ~ <_ .. , ;: I ~.~~~ ~-?~~~::'~~~2~~ ;,:~:.,

ALL I Evaluate cWTent Risk Management - Staffing realigned 07/01199 Steve Young/985 Definitions of
staffing levels and define impacts to impacts and staff
current priorities to realign internal assigned
assets to accomplish the corrective
action plan

ALL ~ Complete Plant-wide review of Receive comments 07/02/99 Steve Young/985 \Vrinen comments
draft DOE Pantex Handbook for through Centralized or statements of "no
Hazards Analysis Reports Review System & (Roy Hedtke) comment" from

. other individuals reviewers

B 2.1 Develop a generic methodology for Stafmg realigned & See Steve Young/985 Draft written
performing the hazards analysis Review-complete of Gantt process flow chart

Draft DOE Handbook Chart (Roy Hedtke) & text description

B 2.2 Develop the form & content guide Staff realigned & See Steve Young/985 Draft written
for documenting the results of the Review complete of Gantt chapter(s)
hazards analysis Draft DOE Handbook Chart (Roy Hedtke) describing the

necessary form' &
content

B 2a Integrate the methodology for Complete B 2.1 and See Steve Young/985 Draft written
hazards analysis to include B 2.2 Gantt chapters describing
facilities, nuclear processes; and Chart (Roy Hedtke) the integration and
nuclear explosive operations how each is

accomplished

B 2.3 Document a set of common terms Staffing realigned & See Steve Young/985 Written Glossary to
and definitions for hazards analysis Review complete of Gantt be included with

Draft DOE Handbook Chart (Roy Hedtke) draft form &
content guide

B I Develop criteria for hazards Staffing realigned & See' Steve Young/985 Set of written &
analysis "completeness" Review complete of Gantt justified criteria for

Draft DOE Handbook Chart (Roy Hedtke) "completeness

C2 Develop and formalize a "high- Staffing realigned & See ' Steve Young/985 Draft written
level" methodology for Review compJete of Gantt process flow chart
identification of controls Draft DOE Handbook Chart (Roy Hedtke) & text description

C 2b Develop the method for identifying Staffmg realigned & See Steve Young/985 Draft written
controls, selecting controls, and Review complete of Gantt chapter describing
establishing their bases Draft DOE Handbook Chart (Roy Hedtke) the methodology

C 2c Develop the criteria to determine Stating realigned & See Steve Young/985 Written criteria for
controls' effectiveness Review complete of Gantt controls'
demonstrating how they form an Draft DOE Handbook Chart (Roy Hedtke) effectiveness
appropriate control set
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C 2d Develop a process to validate Staffmg realigned & See Steve YOlJng/985 Set of written
document integrity & demonstrate Review complete of Gantt guidelines for
proper flow-down from the Draft DOE Handbook Chart (Roy Hedtke) achieving controls
respective analysis to the controls flow-down &
document documentation

Cl Develop the form & content guide Staffing realigned & See Steve Youngl985 Draft wTitten
for documenting controls' Review complete of Gantt chaptcr(s) detailing
identification and selection . Draft DOE Handbook Chart (Roy Hedtke) the form & content

C la Document a set of Site-specific Staffing realigned & See Steve Young!985 Written Glossary to
common defmitions and terms used Review complete of Gantt be included with the
in identifying & selecting controls • Draft DOE Handbook Chart (Roy Hedtke) form & content

guide

B 2e Develop the Customer review & Complete B 2.1, B I, See Steve Young!985 Draft written review
approval process for hazards C 1, and C 2 Gantt & approval process
analysis and controls identification Chart flow chart and text
results description

C 2e Develop & formalize the protocol Complete B 2.1, B 1, See Steve Young!985 Draft Plant
for approval of Plant controlled AB B 2e, C I, and C 2 Gantt Standard and draft
documents Chart (Roy Hedtke) description for AB

Manual

C3 Enhance the process for fonnally Complete B 2.1, B 2e, See Steve Young!985 Draft written
receiving and resolving comments C 2e, and C 3 and Gantt & Kathleen procedure for
from internal & external entities receive input from Chart Herring! receiving &
concerning hazards analysis and MPDon the resolving comments
controls identification performed to requirements for input on hazards analysis
develop/support the authorization to the Business Office and controls
basis (AB) identification

Glob. 3 Gain DOE formal concurrence Complete B 2.1, B See Steve Young/985 Formal letter from
(after joint review) for hazards 2.2, B 2.3, B I, C2, C Gantt Dr. Weinreich
analysis and controls identification 2b, C 2c, C 2d, C I, C Chart (Roy Hedtke) requesting
methodology, fonn & content la, C Ib, C Ic, C 2e, concurrence after .
guide, stratification, terms, B 2e, and C 3 joint review &
definitions, & criteria for resolution of
completeness and effectiveness comments

C 2e.1 Formalize hazards analysis and Complete Global 3 See Steve Young/985 Gain approval of
controls identification process for Gantt (Roy Hedtke) Plant Standard or
the Plant Chart ·the appropriate

chapters in the Plant
AB Manual
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Implementation Ensure the processes are
effectively implemented at
the Pantex Plant.

Complete Global 3
and C 2e. I (ensures
all required ABTF
Report actions have
been completed)

6

See
Gantt
Chart

Steve Young/985 Implementation
Plan is complete
and training
documented in Trac



ATTACHl\1ENT 1:

FUNDI:'lG REQUIREMENTS FOR FY 99 AND FY 00

I TOTAL iFY 00 FUNDINGI EXPLANATION I FY 99 FUNDINGAREA

2.0 FTE AB/ FY 99 Hourly Rate S 36,403 S18,202 S 54,605
Hazards Analysts 1 @ $39.39 40x 12wksx$39.39= .5 x 40 x 12wks x $39.39
SivIE I ~~ 536.45 $ 18,907 =S9,454

Assume same for 40 x 12 wks x $36.45= .5 x 40 x 12 wks x $36.45
OR FY 00 but 50% time $ 17,496 =$8,748

Computer I New System . S 4,200 SO.OO $ 4,200
Hardware/Software

AB Bench marking trip for 2 to SRS or S 5,000 SO.OO $ 5,000
Trip Oak Ridge

Supplies Includes overheads, $500 SO.oo $500
handouts, pens, etc.

I

I
TOTAL _ 546,103 I518,202 I564,305 I
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1 ALL 1 Realign Assets for Project 13d Man 6/14/99 Wed 6/30/99 Risk •I- 6/30

AnalvstrO.21.-'-- ---- ----- .--_.. - -- - ._---
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-_.~---
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......
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6 B 2.3 Document a set of common 5d Thu 7/1/99 Wed 717199 1717
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6 B 2_2 Develop Form & Content Guide 24d Thu 7/8/99 Tue 8/10/99 5 '- 8/10
for HA .- _._-- --- --- --

7 B 1 Develop the "completeness" 10d Wed 8/11/99 Tue 8/24/99 6 8/ 4
criteria ------_.- - ----- --
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-------_. __. ---- ------ --- -----

9 CONTROLS 67d Thu 7/1/99 FrI10/1/99 1 .... 1....
----_. -_.- .- - ._--- -- -----f------ .._---

10 C 2 Develop & Formalize Controls 43d Thu7/1/99 Mon 8/30/99 Risk Analyst /30
Identification MethodolC?9l... _

.... ~

._-_. -. -- --
11 C 2b Develop the methodology for 20d Thu 7i1/99 Wed 7/28/99 , ~8

______ controi!.Q!:ocesses --- .---.- - -- -- - - ----
12 C 2c Develop the criteria for controls' 15d Thu 7/29/99 Wed 8/18/99 11

j"~.
effectiveness -- -- - - ----------_. f------

13 C 2d Develop a process for controls 8d Thu 8/19/99 Mon 8/30/99 12 1130
integrity & f1o~Q~n --~-- .__.__ .

14 C 1 Develop the form & content for 24d Tue 8/31/99 Fri 10/1/99 10 Risk Analyst .... 1
~C!c"!..,,:,erltlng controls 10 & Select

....
-- ------------ --

16 C 1a Document the Site-specific 5d Tue 8/31/99 Mon 9/6/99 •9/6
______ ~_efin.!!Q.'!~_~ ler:ms - .- --- .. - ----~._._._--

I~'
16 C 1b Develop form & content for each 5d Tue 917199 Man 9/13/99 15

~ofcontrol -- ----- .- ---_. ----- -----------
17 C 1c Develop criteria to stratify 6d Tue 9/14/99 Tue 9/21/99 16 9/ 1

(catagorize) controls_ . - --~------ . _.- ----------
18 C 2e Formalize Plant process for 8d Wed 9/22/99 Fri 10/1/99 17 0

Controls _.. - ---_. -_. --_ . . -

19 B 2e Develop formal process for reclept & 6d Mon 1014199 Mon 10/11/99114 Risk Analyst

i-Jres~lution of Internal/External co,!!f.11~~ts
---~---

Tue 10/19/99 j19-
- - --_.

20 C 3 Develop Customer review & approval 6d Tue 10/12199 Risk Analyst i,proce!!!L. .___ .. ----- -- - ---- -- --1--------- •21 Collate & author HAlControls Plant Standard 6d Wed 9/1/99 Tue 917199 4,10 Risk

~----- _.._.._--------._-_._- _.._--- -- ----------L..-___ - -- .- . . _--:--.- A.!!!I~t,Tech -,
22 MHC Review & Approval of Hazards 22d . Wed 9/8/99 Thu 10"'99 21 Tech rAnalYsis & Controls Writer,Central

_....-
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Analyst,Trng .

}

- _..._._----
Page 2 C.\WP61\1SM\ABTF\HAZCONT.MPP

----



APPROVALS:

~---I--'~----
Roy R. Hedtke, Originator

. k Management, Department Manager

J. Co Yarbro, eering & Manager

Cantwell,Healtb & Safety, Division Manager

DATE »

W"ZfI~ 9
DATE

DATE



AUTHORIZATION BASIS TASK FORCE CORRECTIVE ACTION PLAN
HUMAN RESOURCES DIVISION

TRAINING ISSUES
(21 June 1999)

Statement of Concern

The Authorization Basis Task Force (ABTF) identified three training-related areas for
resolving Authorization Basis problems at Pantex Plant. These are:

B3 Develop a process for orientation and training of all project team members
involved with perferming Hazards Analyses, which includes a method for
determining appropriate target audience and required depth and breadth of the
training curriculum.···

03 Develop a comprehensive, consistent, centralized, qualified training program for
.implementation of controls.

D3a Develop amethod for identifying the target audience(s) to receive the
specific elements of training to enable them to effectively perform their
respective work within the applicable authorization basis.

D3b Identify the qualification requirements for requisite levels of training for
respective elements of control.

G3 Develop a process and training program for performing usa safety prescreens
and Safety Evaluation Screens within the respective functional areas.

Statement of Acceptance

After discussions with ABTF team members, Manufacturing Division, and Mission
Programs Division, Human Resources Division accepts the need to develop the three
training areas should the following assumptions be met:

1. The qualification. process will be defined consistently with plant policies, and
recommendations/corrective actions tailored to meet Pantex's accepted use for
the term.

2. Personnel will be redirected for FY99 to plan implementation ofABTF corrective
actions.

Long-term funding will be provided through the budget process beginning in
FYOO. (Estimated resource costs are found in Attachment 1.)

Human Resources Division ABTF Corrective Action Plan: p. 1



3. Prerequisite actions for each training area (e.g., B1 and B2 for B3, 01 and 02
for 03, and G1 and G2 for G3) or complete subparts of these action sets will be
complete prior to developing and implementing a detailed training program to
meet each training area. These prerequisite actions are found on pages 20-23,
and 25-26 of the ABTF Final Report.

4. Given the time necessary to complete the prerequisite actions to define training
content and to qualify the 1.5 new Authorization Basis/USa SME training
specialists, training development will begin in December 1999.

5. Training will be split into.three areas:

B3 Specific Authorization Basis training for weapons and facilities will be
developed as needed and identified in completing prerequisite actions for
the three training areas. The target audience for this specific training will
include at a minimum program management, some upper management,
and members of individual project teams (lab personnel, DOE, etc.).
Additionally, operations managers, facility managers, maintenance/crafts,
program engineers, tooling engineers, system engineers, and tester
engineers will need training on specific weapons/facility characteristics as
identified. Attachment 2 provides historical and projected hazard analysis
activities as identified by Risk Management. These are examples where
training might be required.

03 Generic Authorization Basis training for the majority of the plant
population. Generic content cannot be further determined until
completion of prerequisite actions for each of the three areas of training
needs, but it will include both initial and continuing training.

Training to support this corrective action will be accomplished through the
joint effort of Human Resources and Manufacturing Divisions.

G3 Sp~cific usa prescreen and Safety Evaluation Screen training will be
developed as specified ,by comp'leting prerequisite actions (or complete
subparts) of G1 and G2.

The Risk Management Department of Engineering &Design Division will
provide subject matter expertise to assist in developing the initial training
program, and will provide instruction on specialized aspects of the usa
and Safety Evalu'ation Screen process as needed.

6. Generic program implementation will begin approximately 2 months after
development and approval of Form and Content Guides to drive a consistent,
stable approach to the implementation of controls in the Authorization Basis
process.

Human Resources Division ABTF Corrective Action Plan: p. 2



7. Specific program implementation will begin approximately 4 months after
completion of action sets 81-82 and G1-G2 (or complete subparts; i.e., enough
fully-approved material to develop a training program) and hiring of 1.5 SME
FTEs.

Cause Analysis

Causes are analyzed in the ABTF Final Report.

Generic Implications

Generic implications are defined in the. ABTF Final Report.

Technical Rationale

The technical rationale for these corrective actions is found in the ABTF Final Report.

Corrective Actions

I TASK
I

PREREQUISITE
DUE RESPONSIBLE COMPLETION
DATE INDIVIDUAL CRITERIA

ALL1 Evaluate the impact of NA 7/30/99 E. Poore/670 Memo stating analysis
redirecting FY99 FTEs to plan of impacts
implementation of ABTF
corrective actions

ALL2 Receive funding for 1.5 SME Funding Received 10/1/99 E. Poore/670 FYXX Budget Reports
FTEs

ALL3 Hire and qualify 1.5 SME FTEs Funding Received 12/1199 E. Poore/670 TRAC Report
as instructors

B3.1 Determine Training Audience Hire FTEs and Prereqs + E. Poore/670 Lists provided by
Complete B1 & B2 1 Month Affected Divisions
(or whole subsets
of B1 & B2)

B3.2 Determine Training Content Hire FTEs and Prereqs + E. Poore/670 Course Outline
Complete B1 & B2 . 1 Month
(or whole subsets
of B1 & B2)

B3.3 Develop Initial Training Program Complete B3.1 & Prereqs + E. Poore/670 POI(s) Approved & in
B3.2 3 Months TRAC

NOTE: Pilot when enough material from
B1 and B2 is developed,
approved by DOE, and ready to
train

83.4 Implement Training Program Complete 83.3 Prereqs + E. Poore/670 TRAC Report
1 Month

Human Resources Division ABTF Corrective Action Plan: p. 3



I
TASK I PREREQUISITE

DUE RESPONSIBLE COMPLETION
DATE INDIVIDUAL CRITERIA

83.5 Develop-Continuing Training Start 83.4 Prereqs + E. Poore/670 PO/(s) Approved & in
Program 12 Months TRAC

83.6 Implement Continuing Training . Complete 83.5 Prereqs + E. Poore/670 TRAC Report
Program 1 Month

D3a Determine Training Audience Complete 01 & Prereqs + E. Poore/670 Lists provided by
02 (or whole sub- 1 Month C. Vanarsdall/31 0 Affected Divisions
sets of 01 & D2)

D3b.1 Determine Training Content Complete D1 & Prereqs + E. Poore/670 Course Outline
D2 (or whole sub- 1 Month C. Vanarsdall/31 0.
sets of D1 & D2)

D3b.2 Develop Training Program Complete D3a & Prereqs + E. Poore/670 POI(s) Approved & in II
D3b.1 1 Month C. Vanarsdall/310 TRAC

D3b.3 Implement Trai[ling Program Complete D3b.2 Prereqs + E. Poore/670 TRAC Report
1 Month C. Vanarsdall/310

D3b.4 Develop Continuing Training Start D3b.3 Prereqs + E. Poore/670 POI(s) Approved & in
Program 12 Months C. Vanarsdall/310 TRAC

D3b.5 Implement Continuing Training Complete D3b.4 Prereqs + E. Poore/670 TRAC Report
Program 1 Month C. Vanarsdall/310

G3.1 Determine Training Audience Hire FTEs and Prereqs + E. Poore/670 Lists provided by
Complete G1 & 1 Month Affected Divisions
G2 (or whole sub-
sets of G1 &G2)

G3.2 Determine Training Content Hire FTEs and Prereqs + E. Poore/670 Course Outline
Complete G1 & 1 Month
G2 (or whole sub-
sets of G1 &G2)

G3.3 Develop Training Program Complete G3.1 & Prereqs + E. Poore/670 POI(s) Approved & in
G3.2 3 Months TRAC

NOTE: Pilot when enough material from
G1 and G2 is developed,
approved by DOE, and ready to
train

G3.4 Implement Training Program Complete G3.3 Prereqs + E. Poore/670 TRAC Report
1 Month

G3.5 Develop Continuing Training Start G3.4 Prereqs + E. Poore/670 POI(s) Approved & in
Program 12 Months TRAC

G3.6 Implement Continuing Training Complete <3,3.5 Prereqs + E. Poore/670 TRAC Report
Program 1 Month

Human Resources Division ABTF Corrective Action Plan: p: 4



Originator

APPROVALS

-;1~/t!L-,----. ---:17

Mike Davis, T&DT

Department Manager:

Originating Division Manager:

Supporting Division Manager:

Robert T. Rowe, Human Resources

I

6 -2 4-Y'C;
Date

Date

Date

Human Resources Division ABTF Corrective Action Plan: p. 5



ATTACHMENT 1:

FUNDING REQUIREMENTS FOR FYOO AND FY01

AREA EXPLANATION FYOO FY01
TOTAL

FUNDING FUNDING

15 SME FTE Training FYOO Hourly Rate: 5109,890.24 $J16.01936 5225,909.60
Specialists $40.52

FY01 Hourly Rate:
$42.78

Computer Hardware/Software 1 New System $4,200.00 $0.00 $4,200.00

Hazard Analysis/USQ Includes Travel and $10,000.00 $10,000.00 $20,000.00
Qualification Training Course Fees

Contractor Monies Contractor to Aid $35,000.00 $0.00 $35,000.00
with USQ Course
Development . -

Supplies Includes Handouts, $2,500.00 . $2,500.00 $5,000.00
Overheads, Pens,
etc.

I TOTAL - $161,590.24 I $128,519.36 I $290,109.60 I

Human Resources Division ABTF Corrective Action Plan: p. 6



ATTACHMENT 2:

HISTORICAL AND PROJECTED SPECIFIC AUTHORIZATION BASIS
EXAMPLE-PtAZARD ANALYSIS ACTIVITIES

[U ACTIVITY I FY99 I FYOO (PROJECTED) I
1 W56 ,f

2 B61 ,f

3 W62 ,f

4 W76
. ,f

5 W78 ..[

6 W79 ..[

7 W80 ,f

8 W87 ..[ ..[

9 W88 ,f ,f

10 Tester NESS 3 1

11 TSRs (75% of Plant) ..[

12 12-104A ,f ..[

13 12-116 ,f

14 AL-R8/SI ,f

15 NESS Master Studies ,f 3

Human Resources Division ABTF Corrective Action Plan: p.7



AUTHORIZATION BASIS TASK FORCE CORRECTIVE ACTION PLAN
ENGINEERING & DESIGN DIVISION

DEVELOP THE PROCESS FOR Il\-lPLEMENTATION OF CONTROLS
(21 June 1999)

Statement of Concern

The Authorization Basis Task Force (ABTF) identified a significant deficiency with
respect to implementing controls at the Pantex Plant. Mason & Hanger Corporation
(MHC) must develop and formalize a process for the implementation of controls
identified in various hazards analysis and the management of change to those controls.
This activity must be inte.,grated with the process for the implementation and preservatioin
of safety commitments (those which currently exist in Plant AB documents but are not
identified as such). This process must also support the internal readiness process. The
primary focus of this task, as identified by the ABTF, is on the following tasks:

D 1 Develop the process for preparing a comprehensive implementation plan with
identified approval authorities.

D 1a Establish functional area responsibility for controls' implementation.

D 1b Determine the roles and responsibilities with respect to Implementation of
controls.

. D 1c Identify all tasks required for implementation of controls.

o Id Identify the review & approval cycle for controls' implementation.

DId Develop the form & content guide for documentation related to controls'
implementation (implementation plan, flowdown document, etc.).

Ole Develop a process for validating that the controls are in place.

D If Establish common terms & definitions for implementing controls and
ensure they are consistent with the process for hazards analysis and
identification of controls. The terms & definitions should integrate.
facilities, nuclear explosive, and nuclear process related controls.

Dig Determine the minimum requirements for an implementation team.

o Ih Formalize the process at the Plant (update all necessary Plant Standards).



Global 3 Gain formal acceptance from DOE for all contractor-developed form,
content, and methodology guides, which includes site specific terms and
definitions associated with implementing controls.

Statement of Acceptance

The Engineering & Design Division accepts the requirement to create an action plan for
implementation of controls. However, line management (MPD) needs to be involved in
the development of a standard methodology for the implementation of controls. Since the
ultimate responsibility for ensuring the implementation of controls rests with line
management, Mission Programs Division and the Engineering & Design Division will
team to develop the process for implementation. A subject matter expert from the
Engineering & Design D'ivision will assist the lead in the Missions Program Division. As
this process is developed, information will be provided to the Training & Technology
Department to enable them to develop the necessary training associated with controls'
implementation. This task will include establishing the roles and responsibilities for
controls implementation; devdoping the basic process for implementation; ensuring that
the terms & definitions are consistent among all AB/SB processes and for facilities,
nuclear explosive, and nuclear processes; establishing the form & content for all
documents relating to implementation such as the Implementation Plan and the flowdown
document; and the review & approval process (which includes resolution of comments).
After formalization oftbe process an attempt will be made to gain customer concurrence
with the process, form, and .content for controls' implementation..

1. Acceptance of these needs are predicated on the following assumption:

Current funding and FTE levels will not support completion of ABTF corrective
actions in a timely fashion. Therefore, adequate funding must be secured to fund
FTE dedication to this project alone. Funding needs to be available in FY'OO and
will fund, at a minimum, FTE salaries or contractor support, supplies, and travel .
(to benchmark other Sites' activities). FTE support would require 2 individuals
full-time for approximately three (3) months and quarter-time for an additional
three (3) months.

.. Generic program development will begin after Management approval of this
action plan and upon completion of the draft process/criteria for the identification
and stratification of controls.

..
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Cause Analysis

Root causes were analyzed/determined by the ABTF and reported in the ABTF Final
Report.

Generic Implications

Generic implications are defined in the ABTF Final Report.

Technical Rationale
The technical rationale for these corrective actions is found in the ABTF Final Report.
However, problems associated with implementation of controls result from the lack of a
well-defined process. Ptanning for implementation is virtually non-existent as a result.
The various Plant agencies with responsibilities towards controls' implementation have
little ofno idea ofwhat they are expected to do. Formally defining and establishing the
process will enable all functional areas involved to provide the correct level of
participation in the process. Line Management will have a tool to use to ensure success
of this effort.

3



Corrective Actions

" ", -,,-...... ' ,

TASK ' PREREQUISITE, DUE RESPONSIBLE COMPLETION
"

.~ ~ .....{.
.>.~ ~~;~~·.~·~~.t*~~~.. ~ .:~. "I.:. :~ :~,~ ~,!J)a!fE:' ' 'INDl¥IDIJ~ , CR1:DRU\': ~ *;

l ~j.,~<t.;. ,:i7,:{·. ~ ~·i",~ ~-:~~t"'~ .~:~<:;¥t.~; >~';'? .~~~~~~:~~~ ~:»;: .~~~~~~;' ('7": .

ALL 1 Receive funding for 2.0 FTE or 2.0 Funding Received 10/1/99 MPDIE&D Plus upFY '00
I

contract personnel budget

01 Develop and fonnalize the process Funding Received & 10/1/99 MPDIE&D Draft written
for implementation of controls draft process for process flow chart

identification & & text description
stratification of
controls is completed

o la Establish functional area Funding Received . 10/8/99 MPDIE&D Identify all
responsibility for controls'

.
functional areas

implementation involved & draft
responsibility
matrix

o Ib Determine the roles and Funding Received & 10/15/99 MPDIE&D Complete draft text
responsibilities with respect to o la describing roles &
controls' implementation responsibilities

o lc Identify a minimum set of tasks Funding Received & 10/22/99 MPDIE&D Draft checklist &
required to implement controls. Complete 0 1a textual description
Prepare a checklist

Old Develop the fonn & content guide Funding Received & 11/5/99 MPDIE&D Draft written
for any documentation required for draft process for chapter(s) detailing
controls' implementation identification & the fonn & content
- Implementation Plan stratification of
- Checklist for implementation controls is completed
- Flowdown document

Ole Develop the process to be used to CO,mplete 0 1b, 0 1c, 11119/99 MPDIE&D Draft written
validate that controls are in place and Old process flow chart

& text description

D If Establish a set of common t:rms for Complete 0 la 10/13/99 MPDIE&D Written Glossary
implementing controls. The terms
must cover facilities, nuclear
explosive, and nuclear processes

DIg Determine the makeup for the Complete 0 1a, 0 Ib, 12/1199 MPDIE&D Written section
implementation team and 0 Ie which defines the

implementation
team & their
responsibilities

4



o Ih Formalize the controls' Complete 0 Ie, 0 If, 12/31/99 ivlPDIE&D Draft/update Plant
implementation process at the Plant and DIg Standards and draft

description for AB
Manual

Glob. 3 Gain DOE formal concurrence Complete D 1h 'Prereqs MPD/E&D Formal letter from
(after jointreview) for controls' +8 Dr. Weinreich
implementation methodologyl weeks requesting
process, form & content guides, and Target: concurrence after
terms and definitions 2/2/00 joint review &

resolution of
comments

D lh.l Provide necessary information to Complete D lh and 1/3/00 MPD/E&D Provide draft
Training Department to establish update after Global 3 (& documents and
POls for any necessary training is completed update materials to T&DT

3/1/00)

D Ih.2 Formalize & implement controls Complete Global 3 Prereqs MPD/E&D Gain approval of
identification process for the Plant +4 Plant Standard or

weeks the appropriate
Target: chapters in the Plant
3/1/00 AB Manual

5



ATTACHMENT 1:

FUNDING REQUIRMENTS FOR FY 99 AND FY 00

II IIARF.A I EXPI,ANATION FY 00 FUNDING TOTAl,

r 2.0 FTE AB/ FY 99 Hourly Rate $ 45,504 $ 45.504
Hazards Analysts' 1 @ $39.39 40 x 12 wks x $39.39 + .25 x 40 x 12 x
SME 1 @ $36.45 $39.39 = $23,634

40 x 12 wks x $36.45 + .25 x 40 12 x
OR $36.45 = $21,870

Computer 1 New System $0.00 $0.00
Hardware/Software

AB Benchmarking trip for 2 to SRS or $ 5,000 $ 5,000
Trip Oak Ridge

Supplies Includes overheads, $ 500. $500
handouts, pens, etc.

TOTAL $ 51,004 $ 51,004
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ABTF-Implementation of Controls
r I 3rd Quarter I 4th Quarter I 1st Quart

10 Task Name Ouratlor Start Finish Predecessors Jun I Jul I Aug I Sep I Oct I Nov Dec I Jan I Feb

1 ALL 1 Receive Funding for Project 1d Fri 10/1199 Fri 10/1/99 I.__._. - ---~. -_.- ---._-
2 ALL 2 Receive draft process for controls I[ 1d Fri 10/1/99 Fri 10/1/99 I.-- ---- -_.
3 o 1 Develop Controls' Implementation F 66d FrI10/1/99 FrI12131/99 • '"--"._"... _- -_._--
4 D 1a Establish Functional Area Resp 6d Fri 10/1/99 Fri 10/8/99 •._--~----_.

6 D 1b Determine Roles &Responsibili 5d Man 10/11/99 Fri 10/15/99 4 "
.._- .. - - ------.~-_._--"---'- -----."-_.- _.--- .--._--,,'-' ,~

6 D 1c Identify Minimum Tasks to Imph 1d Man 10/11/99 Man 10/11/99 4

- - --- 0 __ - "----- ._._ ..-
7 o 1d Develop Form & Content Gull 20d Mon 10/11/99 FrI11/6/99 4

---- . - ... .....
8 D 1d.1 Develop Implementation 10d Mon 10/11199 Fri 10/22199 .

-.- --
9 D 1d.2 Develop Format for Impll 10d Man 10/25/99 Frl 11/5/99 8

..
10 D 1d.3 Develop Format for Flow· 10d Man 10/25/99 Fri 11/5/99 8

_. - ---
11 D 1e Develop Process to Validate Cc 10d Man 11/8/99 Fri 11/19/99 7 IIf-- . - _....._- '.12 D 1f Establish Common Terms & Del 5d Man 10/11/99 Fri10/15/99 4

._- _.- .- •
13 D 19 Determine makeup for Impleme 8d Man 11/22199 Wed 1211/99 4,5,11

- _________ 0 --". -. -- ._--
14 . D 1h Formalize Controls' Implementh 22d Thu 1212199 Fri 12131/99 11,12,13

--._-- -- .- ._-

15 Global 3 - Gain DOE Concurrence with Pre 45d Thu 1212199 Wed 212100 11,12.13

---'--- _... - _. - --
16 D 1h.l Provide Information to T&DT for Pi 1d Man 1/3/00 Man 1/3/00 14

--- ..17 D 1h.2 Formalize & Implement Controls' II 20d Thu 213/00 Wed 3/1/00 15

-

Page 1
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ABTF-Implementation of Controls
_. ----_...._.._-

r ~ 2nd Quarter f
~May I Jun

r---------3rd Quarter 4th Quart
Jul Jul I Aug I 8ep -::9~~~~ =:

r -- ---
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APPROVALS:

_~M!~_'I'__
Roy R.Hedtke~ .

Steven·L.~Department M~.ager

on Manager

afety, Department Manager

ntwell, Health & Safety, Division Manager

DATE

DATE



AUTHORIZATION BASIS TASK FORCE CORRECTIVE ACTION PLAN
ENGINEERING & DESIGN DIVISION

METHOD FOR IMPLEMENTATION AND PRESERVATION OF
SAFETY 'COMMITMENTS

(24 June 1999)

Statement of Concern

The Authorization Basis Task Force (ABTF) identified a problem with respect to the
identification and preservation of safety commitments. Although Site-wide safety
analysis exists in the fonn of older (& newer) Facility Safety Analysis Reports, the Basis
for Interim Operations, and the Nuclear Explosive Safety Master Studies, Mason &
Hanger Corporation (MHC) must ensure that the safety commitments found in the Plant
wide Authorization BasIs are identified and preserved.. This includes identification of
any additional Site-wide Technical Safety Requirements (TSRs) and identification of
Site-wide TSR Program Controls. The primary focus of this task, as identified by the
ABTF, is on the following tasks:

. . ,

D 2 Develop a standard method for implementation and preservation of safety
commitments

C 2a Ev~luate historical safety documentation to extract, compile, and verify
safety commitments, including those previously unidentified and
incorporate in a centralized database.'

C 2a 1 Develop the description & characteristics of the safety commitments
database.

C 231 Develop the process to identify commitments, screen them for inclusion in
the database, implement them across the Plant, and maintain/change
control them for future use.

C 2a3 Develop the criteria for authorization basis level and safety basis level
safety commitments.

C 2a4 Detennine the roles and responsibilities for current organizations with
respect to establishing, maintaining, and complying with safety
commitments.

Global 3 Gain fonnal acceptance from DOE for all contractor-developed form,
content, and methodology guides, which includes site specific terms and
definitions associated with maintaining the AB/SB safety commitments
data base.



Statement of Acceptance

The Engineering & Design Division accepts the need to develop a standard methodology
for identifying existing (unidentified) safety commitments that have not been formally
incorporated into the AB, implementing these commitments as controls (as appropriate),
and maintaining them with the suite of existing AB/SB safety commitments. Included in
this task are the necessary aspects of: evaluating existing Plant AB/SB documents to
extract safety commitments not currently identified; creating a database for the safety
commitments; establishing the process by which commitments are identified, selected,
stratified, and maintained; the criteria for their stratification; and a provision to gain
customer concurrence with the methodology and criteria. /

1. Acceptance of these needs are predicated on the following assumption:

This project will be linkedto the Site TSR Implementation effort. However,
currentfimding and FTE levels will not support full completion of all required
corrective actions in a timely fashion. Therefore, current staffing levelswith
the Risk Management Department must be evaluated to define the impacts
to other priority projects. Once this has occurred, Risk Management assets
will be realigned tok accomplish the corrective action plan tasks. Adequate
fimding must be secured for FY '00 forFTE salaries, supplies, and computer
hardware/software. Computer hardware and software support is sought to
procure the hardware, software package, and license for a knowledge-retrieval
system to support the identification and implementation of safety commitments
for a Site-wide database. Procurement cost for the first year's package would be
$100k and a maintenance cost in the second year would be $1 Ok. FTE support
would require 2 individuals full-time for approximately three (3) month~ and half
time for an additional three (3) months. The further assumption is made that the
TSR implementation schedule continues to sup,port completion of the effort in
calendar year 1999.

Generic program- development will begin after Management approval of
this action plan and the necessary resources are made available.

Cause Analysis

Root causes were analyzed/determined by the ABTF and reported in the ABTF Final
Report. '

Generic Implications

Generic implications are defined in the ABTF Final Report.

2



Technical Rationale

The technical rationale for these corrective actions is found in the ABTF Final Report.
However, a major problem that the Plant has experienced in the last 5 years has been an
inability to fully realize what constituted the AB/SB safety commitments. The Plant has
been performing technical analysis in support of facility and nuclear explosive operations.
The failure to capitalize on these analytical efforts and record the safety commitments
identified has left a major "hole" in the Plant AB/SB structure. Taking steps to identify,
select, characterize, and preserve these commitments will help accelerate the cultural
change required at the Plant. It will also identify, for everyone involved, what is truly
import~t from the safety viewpoint.

Corrective Actions

ALL 1 Evaluate current Risk Management Personnel Assets 10/01199 Steve Young/985 Identified funding
staffmg levels and realign assets to Realigned and in the FY '00
accomplish the work. Receive Funding Received budget
funding for computer hardware and
software to capture & maintain the
safety commitments

D2 Develop a standard method for Personnel Realigned See Steve Young/985 Draft written
implementation and preservation of & Funding Received Gantt process flow chart
Plant safety commitments Chart & text description

C 2a Evaluate historical safety Personnel Realigned See Steve Young/985 Lists of safety
documentation to extract safety & Funding Received Gantt commitments
commitments Chart organized by

AB/SB document

C2al Develop the database to receive the Personnel Realigned See Steve Young/985 Database
safety commitment information & Funding Received Gantt with support from established on a PC

Chart AISD initially

C2a2 Develop the entire process for Personnel Realigned See Steve Young/985 Process flow with
identifying, selecting, recording, & Funding Received Gantt pertinent text
implementing, and maintaining Chart descriptions
safety commitments

C2a3 Develop the criteria for AB and SB Complete C 2a and See Steve Young/985 Draft text
level safety commitments C2a3 Gantt description of

Chart criteria

3



C 2a4 Define the roles and responsibilities Receive input from See Steve Young/985 Draft
for current organizations with MPD on the Gantt & Kathleen responsibilities
respect to establishing, maintaining, requirements for input Chart Herring! section of Plant
and complying with AB/SB safety to the Business Office STD
commitments

C 2a5 Fonmilize the process for Plant Complete D 2, C 2al, See Steve Young!985 Draft Plant
safety commitments C 231; C 2a3, and C Gantt Standard and draft

2a4 Chart description for AB
Manual

Glob. 3 Gain DOE fonnal concurrence C2a5 See Steve Young!985 Fonnalletter from
(after joint review) for the AB/SB . Gantt Dr. Weinreich
safety commitments process Chart requesting

concurrence after
joint review &
resolution of
comments

Implementation Ensure the processes are C 2el See Steve Young!985 Implementation
effectively implemented at Gantt Plan is complete
the Pantex Plant. Chart and training

documented in Trac

4



ATTACHMENT 1:

FUNDING REQUIREMENTS FOR FY 00

I FXPT ANATTON I IT 00 FTTNnTNl; I TOTAl IIARFA d ,

2.0 FTE AS/ FY 99 Hourly Rate $54,605 $ 54~605

Hazards Analysts 1 @ $39.39 1 x 40 x 12 wks x $39.39
StvtE 1 @ $36.45 = $18,907 +

Assume same for .5 x 40 x 12 wks x $39.39
OR FY 00 but 50% time = $9,454 ~$28,361

1 x 40 x 12 x $36.45 =
$17,496+
.5 x 40 x 12 x $36.45 =

. $8,748 *$26,244

Computer 1 New System $ 110,000 $110,000
Hardware/Software

AS Bench marking trip for 2 to SRS or $ 5,000 $ 5,000
Trip Oak Ridge

Supplies Includes overheads, $ 1000 $1000
handouts, pens, etc.

I

TOTAL _ 5170,605 I:,170,605

I
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_.. _. ._._--

ABTF-Safety Commitments Thu 6/24/99 511 PM

3Q99 I 4Q99 . I 1QOO '-r--2QOO-
10 Task Name Our Start Finish Pred Jul I Aug I Sep I Oct I Nov I Dec I Jan I Feb Ma'r I Apr M.~~~
1 ALL 1 Realign Assets & Receive Funding for Project 13d Tue 9/14/99 Thu 9/30/99 .9130

.- .----_. -_._---- _.__ ._- .._.
~

2 o 2 Develop a standard method for Identifying & 61d Frl10/1199 FrI 12/24199 1
~12/24

j!rliservIIlB..!afely commltments._ . .....
.-f------- ... _.. ._ ...- ~'-""-- •3 C 2a Evaluate historical safety documentation to 40d Fri 1011/99 Thu 11/25/99 1 1 126

extract eXi~tl~g co~rpitments - ._------ .' .._--., ..-
4 C 2a1 Develop the database to receive safety 15d Fri 11/26/99 Thu 12116/99 3 12- ~6

commitments--_.--- - ... --_.--- .. - ... ._--. -_."- - --- -
6 C 2a2 Develop the entire process for identifying & 8d Fri 10/1/99 Tue 10/12199 .10112

preservi~~~fetycorpmitments _. __. -' . -- .- ...

6 C 2a3 Develop the criteria for AB and SB level 6d Wed 10/13/99 Wed 10/20/99 5 ir 'Mftft
commitments .1 ..'

_.------- -_._- "--"-- . . .. _._-----
i" ,,,,ft,,7 C 2a4 Define roles & responsibilities for Plant 6d Wed 10/13/99 Wed 10/20/99 5

. safe!L~'!l.mitments . • ..'
'''--- --- -- r1

8 C 2a5 Formalize the process for Plant safety 6d Fri 12117/99 Fri 12124/99 4,6.7 Z,24
commitments___ ._------._0.- .- .. -- - .- •9 82.4 Complete MHC Review & Approval process 20d Mon 12127/99 Fri 1/21100 2 1/21

.. - --_. -_. .. - -'" ._-- ._-

10 Glob 3 Gain DOE Concurrence with HA process 61d Mon 12/27/99 Mon 3/20/00 2,6
~ 3120.....

---- ... ----_. ---- ---- -- ---
11 Glob 3.1 Prepare Dr. Weinreich Ltr &Packet 1d Man 12127/99 Mon 12127/99 12/27

- -_. ----- .

12 Glob 3.2 DOE Review 20d Tue 12128/99 Mon 1/24/00 11 1/24
"---- ._- . _. --.- ..-

13 Glob 3.3 Resolve Customer comments 40d Tue 1/25/00 Man 3/20/00 12 3/20
--_. -- . _. ---_.

14 C 2e1 Formalize Process 22d Tue 3/21/00 Wed 4119100 10 14119..... .....
-_. -----"

16 C 2e1.1 Review & approval of Plant Standard 22d Tue 3/21/00 Wed 4/19/00 "4 19
...__....- -...-16 Implementation 12w Thu 4/20/00 Wed 7112100 14-

---

Page 1 C:\WP61 \ISMIABTF\02ABTF. MPP
._--_.
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ABTF-Safety Commitments Thu 6/24/99 5 11 PM

Jul -OeC-

~ 7/12
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APPROVALS:

RoyRH~tk~~-----------

--~--~-
Steven L. Young, Risk Managemen4 Department Manager

e Safety, Department Manager

J. C. ntwell, Health & Safety, Division Manager

..

DATE

6(?4-/ 9 :J
DATE .. " .

DATE



AllfHORIZATION BASIS TASK FORCE'S FINAL REPORT
ACTION ITEM "E" ACTION PLAN

STATEMENT OF CONCERN:

Concerns have been expressed as part of the Authorization Basis (AB) Task Force (ABTF) that there
may be a lack of criteria to. confirm that a facility or a process is ready to start operations ("Evaluation
of Authorization Basis and Related Activities at Pantex - Final Report," ABTF, May 1999). This is
based on their understanding of a "perfect" program that confirms readiness; however, the above
report also makes no assessment regarding the current Pantex readiness review program. The ABTF
would like a corrective action plan to establish criteria for Confirmation of Readiness.

'.

STATEMENT OF ACCEPTANCE:

We accept the statement of concern.. They will be investigated to find and eliminate any weaknesses in
the current Pantex Readiness Review Program and its associated Confirmation of Readiness criteria.

CAUSE ANALYSIS:

See the ABTF's Final Report.

GENERIC IMPLICATIONS:

See the ABTF's Final Report.

TECHNlCAL RATIONALE FOR CORRECTIVE ACTION:

See the ABTF's Final Report.

,
CORRECTIVE ACTIONS:

Task Task Completion Responsible
Number Date Person

I Conduct interviews and evaluate current 07/28/99 M. S. Johnson
Confirmation of Readiness criteria and policy.

2 Consolidate findings, resolve issues, and change 10/11199 M. S. Johnson
plant standards.

3 Conduct training to affected personnel to address 03/08/00 M. S. Johnson
changes.



Task Task Completion Responsible
Number Date Person

4 Close action item. 03/17/00 M. S. Johnson

COMPLETION-CRITERIA:

The closure of the above tasks shall be documented by memorandum from the responsible person to
the Mission Programs Division Manager

REFERENCES:
'.

• "Evaluation of Authorization Basis and Related Activities at Pantex - Final Report," ABTF,
May 1999.

• Pantex Plant Standard STD-730 1, "Management Declaration of Operational Readiness."

• Pantex Plant Standard STD-7302, "Operational Readiness Review (ORR)."

• Pantex Plant Standard STD-7303, "Readiness Assessment (RA) Procedure."

• Pantex Plant Standard STD-7306, "Startup and Restart of Pantex Activities."

APPROVALS:

Originator:

Department Manager:

MiSSion Programs Division Manager:

E&D Division Manager:

Manufacturing Division Manager:

Eight-digit FMI Tracking Number: .2. q aU ///2

Date

Date
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I. 2000 I 21999

10 Task Name Duration Start FInish JIJIAISloINID/J/FIMIAIMIJIJ IAISIOINIDIJ IFIMIAIMIJ
1 Action Item E Closure 187d Thu 7/1/99 Fr13/17/00 • "

: .'

2 Interview ABTF members for comments ScI Thu 711/99 Wed 717199 IIM. S. Johnoonconcerning specific problems with
readiness preparation procedures

.. _---_. ---
3 Interview Program Managers from last ScI Thu 7/8199 Wed 7/14/99 !I M. S. ~hnoon
~

four weapons programs that were

C-- reviewed. Determine their ideas to

tJ improve the weapons readiness review
preparation process.

_.
~ 10-.. Interview Deputy General Manager, MP ScI Thu 7115199 Wed 7/21/99

Division Manager, Manuracturing Division
Manager, Engineering & Design Division
Manager to get their Inputs to Improve
weapon readIness preparation and review
process.

.. ._---_.- .-
S Interview Area Office weapons and ScI Thu7/22199 Wed 7/28/99 I M. S. Johnson

readiness personnnel to determine their
perceived problems with weapons
readiness preparation and review
process.

•.
- -_.. ..

~6 Consolidate all findings from above 14d Thu 7/29199 Tue 8/17/99 ~l M. S. Johnson
interviews to determine actual factors
affecting weapons readiness preparation
and review.

1
m

.

,

Task Summary " • Rolled Up Progress

Project
Progress Rolled Up TaskDate: Fri 6118199

Milestone • Rolled Up Milestone <)

Page 1
~_.-_ ..- '---
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~SkName start Finish I I I I I Ii I c: I f"'l I 1\1 I n II I I=" I M I A I M I .J I .J I A I S I lJ I N I U I J I t- I M I ,... I M I J

7 Assess any differences between the Wed 8/18199 Mon 8130/99
consolidated findings Identified above and
those proposed in the ABTF's Final
Report of May 1999, glvlng due
consideration to continued compliance
with DOE readiness review requirements.

-- ----- ------
8 I Prepare paper presenting differences and I 4<11 Tue 8131199\ Fr/9/3199\ : I,M. S. Johnson

proposed resolutions to MP Division
Manager.

----- - -",.

9 I . Get final resolution and concurrence from 4d Man 9/6/99 Thu 919199 I : I-,M. S. Johnson
MP Division Manager on path forward.

10 I Change plant standards as necessary. 22d Fri 9/10/99 Mon 10/11199 M. S. Johnson

-- ._-- ---... --.

11 I Conduct training to affected personnel as 107d Tue 10112199 Wed 3/8100 '! M. S. Johnson
reqUired to address any changes.

..
12 , Prepare memorandum documenting I ~Fri3117/ool ~ I,M. S. Johnson

closure based on updated plant
standards being In place.

Vi • Rolled Up Progress -----Summary

Rolled Up Task

Rolled Up Milestone <)••
Task

Progress

Milestone

Project:
Date: Fri 6118199

I

Page 2
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Task Name
Action Item E closed.

Duration
Od

..

Start
Frl3I17100

Finish
FrI3/17/00

2
J

• " Rolled Up Progress
Project:
Date: Fri 6/18/99

Task

Progress

Milestone •
Summary

Rolled Up Task __

Rolled Up Milestone '">
Page 3

\" I



June 21, 1999

Authorization Basis Task Force
Corrective Action Plan

Item F.1

1.0 Statement of Concern:

1.1 Background:

The Authorization Basis Task Force (ABTFI Report identified a number of
weaknesses (needs) in the area of overall understanding of the authorization basis
(AB) operating environment and the value of this environment. The recommendation,
F.', of the report is to "develop a strategy for communicating and instilling the AB
operating environment and demonstrating the value of this environment. The
strategy should include an approach to:

a. Reinforce the requirement that all activities must be performed within the
applicable AB.

b. Develop and promote AB/SB operating environment requirements and
expectations.

c. Hold personnel (including managers) accountable for the expectations.

The time-line and contents of this Action Plan have been coordinated with Human
Resource Division's Action Plan on the same subject-Item 03.

2.0 Statement of Acceptance:

2.' The recommendation is accepted as written.

~3.0 Cause Analysis and Generic Implications:

3.1 The cause and implications are included in the ABTF report.

4.0 Generic Implications: None

5.0 Technical Rational for Corrective Actions:

5.1 The specific weaknesses from the report that this action plan addresses are: lack of
clear and consistent terms and definitions in the authorization basis/ safety basis
arena; and lack of the establishment of an operating environment that supports
working within the AB/SB. RecommendationF.1 is very closely tied to
recommendation 0.3 which addresses the development of a comprehensive,
consistent, centralized training program for implementation of controls. Although
the training on specific process and facility AB/S8 controls cannot commence until
the controls themselves are identified, teaching the basic fundamentals of AB/SB to
ensure understanding, by the users, of these controls can and should be undertaken
as soon as possible. While teaching the fundamentals of AB/S8 itself, the
requirement for performing all activities within the AB/SB and promotion of the
AB/SB operating environment requirements and expectations are natural issues that
will be reinforced. Likewise, the fact that personnel are accountable for meeting the

abtf-fl.wpd 1



expectations, must be stressed.

5.2 Several actions can be undertaken in parallel. Assembling the "glossary" of AB/S8
terms and definitions must take place prior to the training material being developed
and designated audiences are being identified. Because there are several levels of
"users" the training material'may have to be tailored to these levels. Likewise within
a level the material may have to be-tailored because of different application of the
principals. One of the tasks in the development of the material and the selection of
the audience will be to determine whether, and how many, different versions of the
fundamental training are necessary. Included in this determination is whether it is
necessary to include some elements of this training as general employee training
(Le. GET) or whether it will be confined to only those who work in or with the
affected facilities and processes. Appropriate training will be conducted based upon
this determination.

5.3 The material developed should be broad enough that it provides the foundation for
the follow-on facility and process specific AB/SB training. This plan is based on the
assumption that T&DT will be respo'nsible for the development of the training,
assisted by subject matter experts from the Risk Management Department, as well
as Manufacturing Division and Facilities Division who are the ultimate Emd users.
Likewise the divisions will be responsible for identifying the target audiences. One
of the tasks will be the determination of whether the material would be better
delivered by someone from the user divisions who is well trained on the material, or
someone from T&DT. Experience to date in Manufacturing Division is that the
material can and should be presented by personnel intimately familiar with the work
being performed as well as the AB/S8 concepts. This however is will be a decision
that must be reached t.Pr the plant as a whole.

5.4 The major cost of this portion of the plan will not be the development of the
material, but the delivery -to a significant portion (or all) of the plant population. Full
impacts in terms of time and cost will not be determined until the extent of the
training audience is determined.

6.0 Corrective Actions: (See Attachment 1)

7.0 Approvals

Manufacturing Division:

Engineering & Design Division:

Facilities O~9ra'i I nI Divisio .

Human Resources Division:

Safeguards & Security Division:

Safety & Health Division:

abtf-fl_wpd

~te '



Attachment 1 to "Authorization Basis Task Force Corrective Action Plan (Item F.1): Corrective Actions:

10 Task Start/Complete Responsibility Estimated Completion Criteria
Man-Hours

1 Develop "glossary" of AS/S8 terms 7/1 - 11/30 Risk Mgt 60 glossary of terms
(Fl.l )

2 Determine target audience (s) 11/1 - 12/1 T&DT Eng&Design memor.andum defining
(F1.2) MFG Facilities audiences and scope for

Safeguards 60 each

3 Develop Training Course 11/29 - 1/7 T&DT - 300 mh Risk Mgt - 100 mh
(Fl.3) MFG - 75 mh FO - 25 mh 500 course material (s)

4 Pilot material and revise as 1/7 - 2/4 T&DT - 2 mh Students - 8 mh
necessary (Fl.4) Course Rev - 20 mh 30 final course material (s)

5 Determine responsibility for 11/1 - 12/1 Division Reps - 10 mh Memorandum assigriing
delivering the training (F1.5) 10 . responsibility

6 Train instructors as necessary 1/7 - 2/4 T&DT Instructor - 70 mh
(F1.6) Division Reps - 30 mh 100 instructor qualification..

7 Implement training (Fl.S) 1/7 2/4 Students - 3000mh Class Prep - 50 mh
Instructors Classroom - 100 mh 3.150 TRAC records.

Totsl Estimsted Hours to Accomplish 3,910

A versge Sslsry (Dol/srs / Hour) 38.01

Estimsted Cost to Implement ($) 148,619

abtf-fl.wpd 3
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Location: Deputy Gen. Mgr., 12-69

Location: MPD, 12-69

H.. S. Berman

June 23, 1999

J. W. Angelo

This memo satisfies item F2 of the ABTF, which corresponds to DNFSB
Recommendation 98-2, task number 5.3.1.b. This memo also
documents that this finding will now be tracked only as DNFSB
Recommendation 98-2, task number 5.1.2, and not under DNFSB
Recommendation 98-2, task number 5.3.1.b.

The D&P Manual Chapter 11.3 will delineate what roles and
responsibilities each organization will have. Once the chapter is in place,
and impacts to the Pantex plant workload have been .assessed, a
determination will be made of how best carry out the roles and
responsibilities at Pantex. The flowdown and implementation
requirements will be identified and the requirements will be implemented
in plant standard 7401, "Weapons Program Project Team ", or a similar
standard.

The roles and responsibilities for performing weapons work at Pantex will
be covered in Development & Production (D&P) Manual, Chapter 11.3.
Chapter 11.3 is being drafted for comment by DOE/WPD and should be
approved by all SMT members prior to release in the June-July time
frame. This fin.ding is already being tracked as DNFSB Recommendation
98-2, task number 5.1.2.

To: .

Subject: ABTF Finding F2

Date:

From:



Authorization Basis Task Force Recommendation "Gl" Corrective Action Plan
"Develop a Single Change Evaluation Process Which Integrates Unreviewed Safety

Question (USQ) and Nuclear Explosive Safety· (NES) Requirements"
( June 23, 1999)

Statement of Concern:

The Authorization Basis Task Force (ABTF) Executive Summary, dated May 20, 1999, "Option
II" G1 recommended the development of a single change evaluation process which integrates the
Unreviewed Safety Question (USQ) and Nuclear Explosive Safety (NES) requirements and
establishes:

Gl. a.
b.

c.

d;
e.

A fonn and content guide for documenting the change evaluation process.
Criteria to segregate inconsequential or trivial changes from those changes
requiring fonnal assessment against the Authorization Basis/Safety Basis
(AB/SB).
A comprehensive list of the types of changes which must be evalUated by a
change control process to include such things as nuclear facility changes, nuclear
explosive and nuclear process changes, tooling and equipment changes, etc. (see
ABTF summary dated May 20, 1999 for other types of changes to be addressed
by the change evaluation process).
Delineate roles and responsibilities for the review and approval of changes.
Establish change control record keeping requirements.

G 3. The ABTF Global 3 also describes "Gain Fonnal Acceptance from DOE for all
contractor-developed fonn, content and methodology guides, which includes site specific
terms for conducting AB/SB work."

Defense Nuclear Facility Safety Board (DNFSB) 98-2, Task 5.2.3.a, Item ID5, recommended
the development of "a process to pennit tooling engineers and program engineers to perfonn the
initial screening of new/modified tools and procedures when a possible connection to the
authorization basis is involved." This recommendation will also be addressed in this plan as
well as in "Authorization Basis Task Force Corrective Action Plan - Human Resources Division,
Training Issues". The fonn and content guide for the USQ process will include using functional
experts such as Tooling, Testers, Systems and Program Engineers to complete the initial
screening process. The Training and Development Technologies Department is responsible for
the training and the USQ personnel will provide program support and sampling to ensure the
evaluations comply with the OItler requirements.



The ABTF recommendation for change control and the DNFSB 98-2 Task 5.2.3.a
recommendation necessitated the development of this corrective action plan.

Statement of Acceptance:

The Mason and Hanger Divisions responsible for this corrective action plan agree with this
recommendation. This recommendation is consistent with the Fiscal Year 1999 Cost Plus
Award Fee (CPAF) performance objective CM2.5c "Implementation ofa change control process
for nuclear explosive operations" which states:

"Develop and implement an effective change control process for nuclear
explosive operatiDns which identifies screening criteria for nuclear explosive
operations, maximizes efficiency, supports mission needs, eliminates redundancy,
and institutes formality in the NESS change control process."

The following assumptions need to be met prior to initiation of this corrective action plan:

1. Current funding levels will not support completion of this corrective action. Therefore,
adequate funding needs to be secured to complete these actions. These actions can be
completed in-house, provided the employees assigned this task are relieved of other
responsibilities to allow adequate resource dedication to this task.

2. Allocation of resources necessary to complete the majority of this task by the end of
August, 1999 with follow-up support for September 1999 and FY'2000.

3. Concurrence will be gained from DOE 'on each of the subtasks prior to finalizing the
form and content guide.

4. DOE comment/resolution and concurrence must be achieved in a "reasonable" amount of
time (30 days for review/comment).

Cause Analysis:

The basis for this recommendation is to facilitate the transition from an expert based to a
standards-based culture. The integration of the USQ and NES process will enhance the
transition to a standards based culture by providing criteria and instituting formality in the NES
change control process.

Generic Implications:

The absence of integrated change control systems at the plant poses a generic problem in that
change control is not coordinated via a formal mechanism to ensure awareness and concurrence
of a proposed activity or change. The lack of integration of the two systems also prevents a.
complete transition to a standards-based culture that is necessary in an AB operating
environment.

2



Technical Rationale for Corrective Action:

The actions identified in this corrective action plan address the requirements of Department of
Energy Order 5480.21 (USQD) and 452.2A, ("Safety of Nuclear Explosive Operations"), and
formalize efforts to establish a change evaluation process that will meet the intent of both
Orders. In addition,to the ABTF recommendation, and the Defense Nuclear Facility Safety
Board 98-2.

Corrective Actions:

The following table provides a list of corrective actions associated with this plan, the due dates
for each action, the individuals responsible for the tasks.

Task Prerequisite Due Date Responsible Completion
Individual Criteria

ALL I Evaluate current Risk Staffing realigned 7/01/99 Steve Young/985 Definitions of
Management staffing impacts and staff
levels and defme impacts assigned
to current priorities to
realign internal assets to
accomplish the corrective
action plan

G Ia - Develop a form and content Receipt of Funding 7/30/99 YounglHamrick Draft written
guide for docwnenting the change and completion of Papp/Keith chapter describing
evaluation process Glb, c, d, e WiecklJones/Smit the necessary form

h and content

Subtask: GI b - Criteria to Staffing realigned 7/8/99 YoungIHamrick Draft criteria and
segregate inconsequential or trivial , Papp/Keith obtain DOE
changes from those changes concurrence
requiring formal ,assessment
against the AB/SB

Subtask: G Ic - A comprehensive Staffing realigned 7/13/99 YounglHamrick Draft a list of types
list of the types of changes which Papp/Keith of changes
must be evaluated by a change evaluated in change
control process to include items control process and
identified in the ABTF report obtain DOE

concurrence

Gld - Delineate roles and Reference CAP: Reference Reference CAP: Reference CAP:
responsibilities for the review lind Evaluating a CAP: Evaluating a Evaluating a
approval of changes Centralized AB Evaluating a Centralized AB Centralized AB

Organization Centralized Organization Organization
AB
Organization

3



Task Prerequisite Due Date Responsible Completion
Individual Criteria

Subtask: Gle - Staffing realigned 7/8/99 YoungIHamrick MHC comments
Establish change PapplKeith received and resolved
control record
keeping requirements

MHC internal review Gla-Gle 8/31/99 YounglHamrick MHC comments
and comment PapplKeith received and resolved

DOE Gla-Gle 10/1/99 YounglHamrick DOE comments
Review/comment PapplKeith received and resolved

Global 3- Gain Gla,b,c,d,e 10/8/99 YounglHamrick Receipt of DOE
Formal acceptance PapplKeith approval.
from DOE for all .
contractor-developed
form, content, and
methodology guides,
which includes site-
specific terms and
definitions associated
with conducting

AB/SB work-
specific to USQ SID
and Manual

Implementation All tasks are 12/6/99 Griffith/Hamrick Training, document
revised prerequisites PapplKeith linkages, etc.

complete

References:

Authorization Basis Task Force Executive Sumrilary, Option II Tables, May 20, 1999

Fiscal Year 1999 Cost Plus Award Fee Perfonnance Evaluation Plan Project Reporting List (Nov. '98).

u. S. Department of Energy Implementation Plan for Accelerating Safety Management Improvements at
the Pantex Plant (Board Recommendation 98-2), 4/12/99

DOE Order 452.2A, "Safety of Nuclear Explosive Operations"

DOE Order 5480.21, "Unreviewed Safety Questions"

Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board Recommendation 98-2, Task 5.2.3.a, ID5

Department of Energy Development and Production Manual Chapter 11.7 (Draft)

Attacbments: Funding Requirements for FY'99 and FY'OO
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Attachments

ABTF Change Evaluation Process Microsoft Project Plan
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61151991:11 PM

USQ Analyst[D.I],Tech
Wrlter(O.3),NES Eng[0.2]

ABTF Change Evaluation Process

7/1,.1 I 7130,.1 1121d2 IG1a.form & Content Guide

-~----
I ';z, ~ - _ , Oct '99 Nov '99 0

I 10 /TlSkName / Our I Start I Finish /pred /Resource r.6/131612717/111712518/818122[9/5J9/19110/3lliJ0210/31Ii~l1411/28
1 Reelevl! Funding 13d 6/14199 6130/99 Dept Mgr(O.l],USa Anatysl(O.2)

usa Analyst

usa Analyst

Tmg spec,usa Analyst

7181991 Iusa Analyst

7/14/99

7/11991 7/8/99

719/99/ 7/13199/3

5d

3d

Od I 7/14199

5d I 7/1/99

8w I 10/121991 1216199110

5d I 10/41991 101819919 IDOEAAO

22d I 81'2199/ 8131199 I2 Iusa Analyst(O.5},Teeh
Writer(O.5],NES

_~IO.2),Cenlral Rev!ewfO.~J_

22d 1- 9/11991 101119918 IDOE AAO,USa
Analyst(O.5),Tech Wrtler{O.5)

Reeleve G1d-Change
Approval Roles &
ResDOnalblllUes

3 I G1b-TrtvlalvsAB/SB
Assessment Criteria

4 I G1c-Comprehenslve.
Change-Type List

I

7·

8

8 , Plant-wide ReYlew 1Comment
Resolution

1 IDOE Review 1Comment
Resolution

10 I Fonnal DOE Acceptance

11 IlmplemenUon

G1e-Establlah Change
Control Recording

I I ~:i~:: u-1----,3d I 7/141991 - 713019913,4,5,6 Iusa Analyst,Tech
Wrtler(O.7].NES Eng(0.2)

I 1··------------

I I +-

I .0 j
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.- -"

June I July Augu~!..--

.0 Resource Name Cost Work 6/13 6120 6127 7/4 7/11 7/18 7125 8/1 818 8/15
1 USQA'!.8'Yst 521,998.20 78U5h 8h 8h 44.8h 72h 60h 56.BSh 40h 20h 20h . '2Qil

- .- --~ .. . .. ---
2 Tech Writer $5,146.00 2S7.3h 4.8h 9.Gh 28.8h 38.1h 20h 20h 20h

.'. _.. -- ~----- ----'-"--- . -- ._-
3 DOEMO $0.00 216h_._-------- 1-----_. ---- - - --- . __ .._._-- - ."-- - -- .. -_ .. " .

4 NE;S Eng $2,974.32 81.6h 3.2h 6.4h 12.8h 16h 8h 8h 8h 8h- "--" -- ------- ----_ .. .. - -_._--- f----- ..--. -----_ .. _.

IS Cenlral Review $2,464.00 88h 20h 20h 20h---- ._--. -- _.----"• Dept Mgr $520.00 10.4h 4h 4h 2.4h
7 . Tmg SpeC

-- --. -----_._--- -----. -_.-
$8,000.00 320h

-.-

:

" .

,,'

,-

'.
-

Page 1
- - -- ------ -.._--- ---_..,-----.- ".-.. "_'_--

8/22
20h

----
20h

8h
20h



- -_..-.. - - ----- ---- - ---

, September , October 1 November I
8129 915 9112 9119 9126 10/3 10/10 10/17 10/24 10/31 1117 11/14 11/21 11/28 1215

20h 16h 20h 20h 20h 32h 40h 40h 40h 40h 40h 40h 40h 8h_.- - .. -. --_._- -- --
20h 16h 20h 20h 20h
24h

._-- - ._---- -_._- ------
32h 40h 40h 40h 40h- -._.. ---- ---- -- . .

3.2h
8h

- -- --.... -

-- - -- -_.---.-

- --- - _..._--- _.
32h 40h 40h 40h 40h 40h 40h 40h 8h

"I'

.

I

,J" I

~

..

"
..

PIge2



10 Resource Name Initials Group Max. Units Std. Rate ovt. ~te CostJUse AcerueAt
1 USQ AnalYst U 1.5 $28.00/11 $0.00/11 SO.OO Prorated
2 Tech Writer T 1 $2O.OOIh . SO.ClOhl SO.OO Prorated
3 DOEMO D 1 SO.OOIh SO.ClOhl SO.OO Prorated
4 NES Ena N 1 $36.45Ih SO.ClOhl SO.OO Prorated
I Central Review C 1 $28.00Ih SO.OO11 SO.OO Prorated
8 IDellI Mar D 1 $SO.OOIh SO.OO11 SO.OO Prorated
7 TmaSoec T 1 $25.ClOhl SO.OO11 SO.OO Prorated

. ..

#~-

.' .

I

Page 1



APPROVALS:

Karl Hamric~Originator

~-------
Steven L. Young, Risk Management, Department Manager

ve Safety, Department Manager

J Co Cantwell, Healtb & Safety, Division Manager

DATE I

~4-/~'J
DAT . t

DATE

DATE



AUTHORIZATION BASIS TASK FORCE CORRECTIVE ACTION PLAN
INTERNAL AUDIT, ASSURANCE & QUALITY OFFICE

METHODOLOGY FOR FEEDBACK & CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT
(23 June 1999)

Statement of Concern

"Develop an action plan that provides for an effective proactive Feedback and Continuous
Improvement system. Develop a process to provide feedback and a method to apply this
information in a manner that accommodates:

a. Trend analysis and prevention of recurrence.
b. A proactive instead of reactive approach is needed.
c. Validation of performance indicators to assure they are focused upon measurement

elements which support correcting the right problems.
d. Getting information to the right people, in a timely manner, to assure the correct action

can be taken.
e. A process to evaluate the effectiveness of the corrective actions."

Statement of Acceptance

IAA&Q accepts the need to assure understanding and acceptance of an integrated Feedback &
Continuous Improvement Process. Acceptance is based upon the assumption that current
funding levels will not support completion of all the corrective actions identified herein.
Therefore, adequate funding must be secured to fund these tasks.

Cause Analysis

The Plant Standards governing Feedback.& Continuous Improvement are not adequately
integrated, nor has an integrated process been sufficiently communicated to intended users. This
lack of communication is demonstrated by the inability of the Authorization Basis Task Force
Team to recognize an integrated system or adequate outcomes, lack of performance measures
specific to Authorization Basis/Safety Basis processes, and lack of a single source of information
describing the system and the relationships between organizations.

Generic Implications

Communication of the Feedback & Continuous Improvement System should be completely
revisited to assure clarity and availability of information to the user.

Technical Rationale for Corrective Actions
The recommendations of the team are addressed py three primary objectives:

Integration of Feedback & Continuous Improvement
Improve Trend Analysis & Reporting
Improve Performance Measures Reporting



These objectives and the underlying actions are presented in table format under Corrective
Actions and the attached Microsoft Project 4 schedule. These actions were identified based on
the five recommendations contained in the "Evaluation of Authorization Basis and Related
Activities at Pantex." Each of the recommendations is listed here along ~ith a description of
current implementation and an indication of which corrective actions were identified in response
to the recommendation.

a. Trend analysis and prevention of recurrence: A process to identify trends is in place as
described by IOP-I2011, "Quality Performance Monitoring & Analysis." For the past
eighteen months, trend analysis reports have been published quarterly to senior
management. The process currently identifies trends and precursors identified from
occurrences, nonconformance reports (NCRs), internal independent assessments, and
external assessments. Thjs process must be improved to require assignment of adverse
trends and significant precursors 'to appropriate management for inclusion in a fonnal
corrective action process (action -10). This process should also be improved to provide
clear definitions of categories used" for trending. These definitions should be developed
and incorporated into the process to assure consistency and repeatability of analysis
(action 9). I

b. A proactive instead of reactive approach is needed. A revision to SID-6028 was
published at the end of December 1998 to bring the selection of performance measures
into line with the Pantex Plant Vision and Strategic Plan. The selection of performance
measures is a proactive approach to monitoring key performance areas so that adverse
performance can be recognized before a negative event or fmding results. Although
much improvement has been made with the publication ofmonthly reports based on this
philosophy, the requirements of the standard must be clarified to assure that negative
indicators are addressed by improvement actions (actionI2), and to assure that ~l
processes significant to the success of the plant are associated with a performance
measure (action 13).

c. Validation of performance indicators to assure they are focused upon measurement
elements which support correcting the right problems. As mentioned in the previouS
paragraph, actions 12 through 14 address identification of performance measures for
processes significant to the success of the plant.

d. Getting information to the right people, in a timely manner, to assure the correct action
can be taken. Neither the trend analysis nor performance measures processes are tied
directly to a formal corrective action process that will assure the appropriate manager is
required to provide actions for improvement. Actions 10 and 12 address this concern.

e. A process to evaluate the effectiveness of the corrective actions. The effectiveness of
corrective actions is addressed in the existing Corrective Action Process as described in
Plant Standard STD-6031, "Corrective Actions." However, the processes for trend
analysis and performance measurement are not sufficiently linked to this Plant Standard
to assure implementation. Actions 1 through 4, 10 and 12 address this concern. Also,



effectiveness of corrective actions will be monitored through ongoing analysis of
performance trends and measures.

Corrective Actions

I
TASK IPREREQlliSITE DUE RESPONSIBLE COMPLETION

DATE INDIVIDUAL CRITERIA

1. Document flow of None 10/14/99 Kathy Brack/O 15 Flowchart of
existing Feedback & existing process
Continuous between Plant
Improvement Processes Standards: STD-

. 6028, STD-
6031, STD-
6161, IOP-
12011

2. Document flow of Complete 1 10/28/99 Kathy Brack/O 15 Flowchart of
desired process desired

continuous
improvement

'. process

3. Submit Plant Complete 2 11/25/99 Kathy Brack/OIS Change requests
Standard or lOP
change requests as
needed to achieve the
desired process flow
from action 2

4. Revise the "Quality Complete 3 9/7/00 Glenn Beyer/O 15 Revised
Assurance Program MNLOO079,
Description," "Quality
MNL00079 to Assurance
incorporate changes Program
implemented in action Description"
3.

5. Create Flexible Complete 3, and 3/30/00 Kathy Brack/O 15 Plan of
Continuous Training on publish changes .(Tom Otto) Instruction for
Feedback & Flexible
Continuous Continuous
Improvement Training on

Feedback &
Continuous
Improvement



I
TASK IPREREQUISITE DUE RESPONSffiLE COMPLETION

DATE INDIVIDUAL CRITERIA

6. Provide Flexible Complete 5 9/15/00 Kathy BracklO 15 Evidence that
Continuous Training to (Tom Otto) flexible
the Plant continuous

training has been,
conducted.

7. Create ongoing Complete 3 9/1/00 Kathy BracklO15 Plan of
computer-based (Tom Otto) Instruction
training on Feedback & and E.
Continuous Poore/670
Improvement .

8. Conduct ongoing Complete 7 10/01/01 Kathy BracklO15 Evidence that
computer-based (Tom Otto) computer-based
training on Feedback & training is
Continuous implemented
Improvement

9. Define Functional None 9/2/99 Kathy BracklO 15 Functional Area
Areas to be used to (Tom Otto) Definitions
categorize events and incorporated to
findings for trend IOP-1201I.
analysis

10. Define process to None 9/2/99 Skip Published 1OP-
require responses to Drummond/O15 12011 including
adverse trends or (Kathy Brack) process.
significant precursors.

1I. Document results Complete 9 and 9/22/99 Kathy BracklO 15 Published 1OP-
of actions 9 and lOin 10 12011
1OP-12011.

12. Revise None 2/28/00 Kathy BracklO15 Publish revision
Performance Metrics (Bill Frow) to STD-6028
process to require incorporating
corrective actions for requirements for
adverse performance. actions in

response to
adverse
performance.



I
TASK IPREREQUISITE DUE RESPONSffiLE COMPLETION

DATE INDIVIDUAL CRITERIA

13. Revise process to None 2/28/00 Kathy BrackiO 15 Publish revision
require performance (Bill Frow) to STD-6028
metric(s) for incorporating
Authorization Basis requirements for
and Safety Basis AB/SB
(AB/SB) processes. performance

metric(s). ,

14. Include AB/SB Complete 12 & 8/31/00 Chris Performance
performance metric(s) 13 Cantwell/751 Metric included
in Safety Pillar of

.
in the Pantex

monthly Performance Monthly
Measures Report. Performance

Metric Report

References
"Evaluation of Authoriz;ation Basis and Related Activities at Pantex," Final Report, May 1999

Approvals

Originator:

Division Manager:

Division Manager~ .

Division Manager:

Division Manager:

"-2~- ~4
Date

'/~C;ly9
~

t4yA9
Date

q~9
Date



ATTACHMENT 1:

FUNDING REQUIREMENTS FOR FY99 AND FYOO

I
AREA IEXPLANATION: FY99

I

FYOO

I
TOTAL

IFUNDING FUNDING

0.29 FTE FYOO hourly rate None $21,245.45 $21,245.45
Training 0.29FTE@
Specialist $40.52

0.01 FTE Safety FYOO hourly rate None $916.29 $916.29
Engineer 0.01 FTE@

$50.68 .

0.01 FTE FYOO hourly rate None $916.29 $916.29
Engineer 0.01 FTE@

$50.68

Total None .'$23,078.03 $23,078.03

*IAA&Q funding can be accommodated within the current level of effort funding for FY99 and
FYOO.



10 Task Name Duration Start Finish

1 Integration of Feedback & Continous Improvement 622d Fri 10/1/99 Mon 10/1/01
.-.- ._---_._-- .-

2 Review Continuous Improvement Standards for Integration 20d Fri 10/1/99 Thu 10/28/99

-- .._-----. -"--' .. _-.. --
3 Flowchart existing process 10d Fri 10/1/99 Thu 10/14199

------_. -- ----- -.--- -'-
4 Flowchart desired process 10d Fri 10/15/99 Thu 10/28/99

- -- ---- -- ---- --_. -_ ..----- ---------
5 Submit Procedure Change Requests as needed to improve integration 20d Fri 10/29/99 Thu 11/25/99

.-- . -- .."-" -_ .
6 Revise MNLOOO79, auality Assurance Program Description to incorporate ch 20Sd Fri 11/26/99 Thu917100 ! IAA&Q1O,....]-----------------.-. ~-.

."_. ----
7 Create Flexible Continuous Training on Feedback & Continuous Improvemen 73.96d Mon 12120/99 Thu 3130100

.-
8 Provide Flexible Continous Training to the Plant 120d Mon 413/00 Fri 9115/00 I HR6[0.02)

.-.- ---- ---
9 Create on-going General Employee Training (CBT) 18Sd Mon 12120/99 Fri 9/1/00 j . ),liR6f9.27)

----- -----

J' •10 Complete First Year of on-going training 1d Mon 10/1/01 Mon 10/1/01

---- -- -- .._--. - - - -----_. ---
11 Improve Trend Analysis & Reporting 72.08d Mon 6/14/99 Wed 9/22/99

--.--_..

12 Define Functional Areas 58.13d . Mon 6/14199 Thu 9/2199 MQllo.04I.IAA&Q1010.031.,_QllI0.01]
"---. -- ._--- .. -_ .._---- ---

13 Define process to require responses to adverse trends or signficant precurso 58.96d Men 6/14/99 Thu 9/2199 ~ IAA&Q10[o.o1)
--. ----- - - ----" --_ .. _--_."-- -- ._---- ._-. ~--- -----

14 Document process improvements to procedure, IOP-I2011 13.96d Thu 912199 Wed 9122199 ~ IAA&Q10(O.01) •
------ . --- --- -_. --- - . .

15 Improve Perfonnance Measures Reporting 262d Wed 9/1/99 Thu 8/31/00 • •.-
16 Revise process to require corrective action plans to improve adverse perform 128.96d Wed 9/1/99 Mon 2128100 _ IAA&Q10[o.o1),IAA&Q11[O.01)

-- - --_._--- -------.
17 Revise process to require AB/SB metric(s) as part of the Safety Pillar 128.96d Wed 9/1/99 Mon 2128/00

~.O11 •-- _._-~----
...__ ..

18 Identify AS/SB performance metric for inclusion in Safety Pillar 90d Fri 4128/00 Thu 8/31(00 . ES&H8[O.02),IAA&Q10[O

Task Summary \II '" Rolled Up Progress

Project:
Progress Rolled Up Task

Date: Wed 6/23/99

Milestone • Rolled Up Milestone 0
Page 1



10 ITask Name
1 IIntegration of Feedback & Continous Improvement

Qtr4

2 I Review Continuous Improvement Standards for Integration
I I -- -- -------------------------

._----------------- - ---

9 I Create on-going General Employee Training (CST)

7 I Create Flexible Continuous Training on Feedback & Continuouslmprovemen

HR6[O.02):

IAA&Q10[O~01]

10[0.01]

Q10eO.01]

Flowchart eXisting process

Flowchart desired process

Provide Flexible Continous Training to the Plant

-- - --- -- ---_.- ----- -------- ---_.-

3

4

6

8

s I Submit Procedure Change Requests as needed to improve integration

I 1------------------ ---'
Revise MNLOOO79, Quality Assurance Program Description to incorporate ch

. 10 I Complete First Year of on-going training

I-------l.- -- - --- --.------ ---. - -------

. .

ES&H8[O.02],IAA&Q10(0.01).E&D8(O.02)

--.r-------.....

R
: IAA&Q6[Q.04],IAA&Q10[O.03],IAA&Q11[O.01]

~ IAA&Q10[O.01f

i IAA&Q10[O.01]

I V "
~ IAA&Q10[G.01),IAA&Q11[O.01]

1AA&Q10rO.011

Define Functional Areas

Revise process to require corrective action plans to improve adverse perform

Revise process to require AB/SB metric(s) as part of the Safety Pillar

Identify AB/SB performance metric ror inclusion in Safety Pillar

Improve Trend Analysis & Reporting

Improve Performance Measures Reporting

17

14

13

12

18

16

11

1S

I I ---- --. ----.--.--- ..------ ----..
Document process improvements to procedure, IOP-12011

r-----t-I - .--- -- -------------.. --------1
Define process to require responses to adverse trends or signficant precurso

\iP " Rolled Up Progress •••••_

Rolled Up Task _

Rolled Up Milestone 0

Summary" ', ':.: .. :.:':

•
Task

Progress

Milestone

Project:
Date: Wed 6/23/99

Page 1
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01].E&D8[O.02)

v • Rolled Up ProgressSummary

Rolled Up Task _

Rolled Up Milestone 0•
Task

Milestone

ProgressProject:
Date: Wed 6/23/99
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DOE F 1325.8
15·S31

United States Government

memorandum
DATE: June 30, 1999

REPLY TO

ATTN OF: WPD:Erhart (505-845-5986)

SUBJECT: Revisions to DOE 0 452.1 A and DOE 0 452.2A

99 °1930

Department of Energy

Albuquerque Operations Office

TO: David E. Beck, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Military Application and Stockpile
Management, DP-20, HQ

The DOE Implementation Plan for Accelerating Safety Management Improvements at
the Pantex Plant (DNFSB Recommendation 98-2) dated April 12, 1999, identifies
commitment 5.4.2.b which requires DOE/AL to submit recommended revisions to
DOE 0 452.2, SAFETY OF NUCLEAR EXPLOSIVE OPERATIONS by the end of June
1999.

Attachment I to this memorandum fulfills this commitment by identifying the DOE/AL
recommended revisions to both DOE 0 452.1A and DOE 452.2A. It is DOE/AL's
understanding that a meeting between AL organizations and DOE/HQ is currently
scheduled at AL on July 1, 1999, to discuss and evaluate these recommendations. It is
also DOE/AL's understanding that subsequent to the July 1999 meeting, DOE/HQ (DP
21) will issue revisions to DOE 0 452.1A and DOE 0452.2A.

If you have any questions regarding the information in this memorandum or
Attachment I, please contact my office at (505) 845-6050.

~f~
R. E. Glass
Manager

Attachment I:
Recommended Revisions to
DOE 0 452.1A and DOE 0452.2A

0
\02:

"TJ \0

(I) ~ .::u» rtl
~
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Attachment I

DOE 0 452.1A and DOE 0 452.2A Change Request

No.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

Page 10f6

SECTION

General

4.c

4.c/4.c(l)

4.f

4.h

4.h(l)

4h(2)

REQUESTED CHANGE

Weapons Proeram Division Recommended Chan2es

DOE 0452.1A
Recommend combining DOE 0 452.IA and DOE 0 452.2A into one Nuclear
Explosive Weapons Safety (NEWS) directive since both documents, collectively,
establish the requirements for the NEWS Program and in keeping with current DOE
policy to minimize the number of governing directives.

Reference to "Surety" in this section should more appropriately be "Safety" since
"surety" has been interpreted as the program that integrates Nuclear Explosive Safety
(NES) with Environmental, Safety, and Health (ES&H). Tlus will require the definition
of "surety" to be ex-panded to include the ES&H disciplines (i.e., NES is only one
element of the surety program). This is consistent with the current interpretation of
"surety" by DP-21 (based on recent field appraisals) (i.e., NES is only one element of
the Surety Program). DOE 0 452.2A section 4.d(l) refers to these "Surety Standards"
as "Safety Standards."

In limiting the concern of fissile material dispersal to the pit and focusing on rITe and
High Explosive DetonationlDeflagration (HEDID) as the drivers, the inference is that
controlling this consequence associated with these hazards/initiators will ultimately
minimize the possibility of IND. What the standards, as currently written, do not
recogrlize or allow for is that in some cases it is possible to effectively and adequately
minimize the possibility of IND without necessarily minimizing dispersal of fissile
material resulting from fire and/or HEDID. Since the ultimate concern in the NES
Standard is Inadvertent Nuclear Detonation (IND), vice the radiological consequences
of a dispersal event, the Standards should be modified to allow certification of
accomplishment without necessarily preventing or mitigating the radiological event.
The ES&H aspect of the Nuclear Explosive and Weapon Surety Program has the
responsibility for the radiological concerns associated with the Nuclear Explosive
Operation (NEO).

The many references listed in this section have been replaced by DOE 0 452.4,
therefore, they should be replaced by reference to the Order.

Reference to "Surety" in this section should more appropriately be "Safety" since
"surety" has been interpreted as the program that integrates NES with ES&H. This will
require the definition of "surety" to be expanded to include the ES&H disciplines (ie.,
NeS is only one element of the surety program). This is consistent with the current
interpretation of "surety" by DP-21 (based on recent field appraisals) (i.e., NES is only
one element of the Surety Program).

Reference to "Surety" in this section should more appropriately be "Safety" since
"surety" has been interpreted as the program that integrates NES with ES&H. This will
require the definition of "surety" to be expanded to include the ES&H disciplines (i.e.,
NES is only one element of the surety program). This is consistent with the current
interpretation of "surety" by DP-21 (based on recent field appraisals) (i.e., NES is only
one element of the Surety Program).

Reference to "Surety" in this section should more appropriately be "Safety" since
"surety" has been interpreted as the program that integrates NES with ES&H. This will
require the definition of "surety" to be expanded to include the ES&H disciplines (i.e.,
NES is onlv one element of the surety program). This is consistent with the current
interpretati~n of "surety" by DP-21 (based on recent field appraisals) (i.e., NES is only



Attachment I
DOE 0 452.1A and DOE 0 452.2A Change Request

one element of the Surety Program).

8. 4.h(2)(a) This section refers to "accidental and/or inadvertent" suggesting they mean different
things. They are the same relative to safety concerns, therefore, recommend deleting
"accidental and/or".

9. 4.h(2)(a)l The use of the phrase "enabling stimuli and the arming signal" is confusing.
Recommend replacing this phrase with standard AF&F tenninology to indicate the at
rest state of the AF&F system.

10. 4.h(2)(a)~ The use of the phrase "enabling stimuli and the arming signal" is confusing.
Recommend replacing this phrase with standard AF&F tenninology to indicate the at
rest state of the AF&F system.

11. 4.h(2)(an The discussion of nuclear yield in this paragraph is confusing. Recommend the
sentence be modified to read" ... achieving a nuclear detonation in the event of a ... ".
The intent is now clear given the definition of nuclear detonation in Attachment 1.

12. 4.j(1) This requirement should be applicable to "restart" as well as "begin". In addition,
recommend deleting the word "documentation" since some of the identified items are
actions rather than documents.

13. 4.j(1)(a) EH-I is not the approval authority for this document. Reference to approval authority
should be deleted since this is governed by the DOE Order that directs the development
of the document as currently prescribed in DOE 0452.2A.

14. 4.j(l)© EH-I is not the approval authority for this document. Reference to approval authority
should be deleted since this is governed by the DOE Order that directs the development
of the document as currently prescribed in DOE 0 452.2A.

15. 4.j(1)© Reference to Operational Safety Controls (OSCs) should be deleted, and in all cases
replaced by reference to Teclmical Safety Requirements (TSRs), since TSRs address
significant worker injury from non-standard industrial hazards.

16. 4.j(1)(d) Reference to approval authority should be deleted since this is governed by the DOE
Order, and supporting Supplemental Directives, that directs the development of the
document or performance of the activity consistent with the requirements in DOE 0
452.2A.

17. 4.j(I)(e) Reference to approval authority should be deleted since this is governed by the DOE
Order, and supporting Supplemental Directives, that directs the development of the
document or performance of the activity consistent with the requirements in DOE 0
452.2A.

18. 4.j(1)(f) Reference to approval authority should be deleted since this is governed by the DOE
Order, and supporting Supplemental Directives, that directs the development of the
document or performance of the activity consistent with the requirements in DOE 0
452.2A.

19. 4.j(2) The word "either" should be deleted since it is an obvious editorial error and "seven"
should be deleted since the number is irrelevant.

20. 4.k(4) Reference to "Surety" in this section should more appropriately be "Safety" since
"surety" has been interpreted as the program that integrates NES with ES&H. This will
reQuire the definition of "surety" to be expanded to include the ES&H disciplines (i.e.,

Page 2 of6



Attachment 1

DOE 0 452.1A and DOE 0 452.2A Change Request

NES is only one element of the surety program). This is consistent with the current
interpretation of "surety" by DP-21 (based on recent field appraisals) (i.e., NES is only
one element of the Surety Program).

21. 4.k(4) DOE G 414.1-1 does not contain the referenced information and should be deleted.

22. 4.k(4) DOE Order 5700.6C has been replaced by DOE 0414.1.

23. 4.k(4) Reference to "all" in this section suggests more than what is really expected and should
be reworded to more accurately reflect the required reviews. Recommend deleting the
word "all."

24. 5.f(7) DOE Order 5700.6C has been replaced by DOE 0414.1.

25. 6.h DOE Order 5700.6C has been replaced by DOE 0414.1.

26. 6 References'T through "p" should be replaced by DOE 0 452.4.

27. Attachment 1 The last part 'of definitions 1 and 6 should be deleted since they are not applicable to the
DOE NEWS program.

28. Attachment 1 Shouldn't Definition 3 include High Explosive Violent Reaction (HEVR).

29. Attachment 1 If HEVR is included in Definition 3, a definition of HEVR should be added.

30. Attachment 1 A definition of "collocated" as used in Definition 9 should be included.

31. Attachment 1 Definitions 10 and 19 should be expanded to include ES&H disciplines such that it is
obvious that NES is only one element of "surety."

32. Attachment 1 The last three words of the second sentence of Definition 18 "and be controllable" are
confusing and appear to missing an important element.

":':-:"':,. Ii ... ..• ' " • ,...\.,,~." •.,ti::t;· .. ;":,:::/ ..... :.:'..... ;.,.: ... .......;./...,.... :"j:....> ':¥/;

DOE 0452.2A
33. General Recommend combining DOE 0 452.IA and DOE 0 452.2A into one NEWS directive

since both documents, collectively, establish the requirements for the NEWS Program
and in keeping with current DOE policy to minimize the number of governing
directives..

34. Subject The title/subject of this Order should be "NEWS Program" since both DOE 0 452.1 A
and DOE 0 452.2A, collectively, establish the requirements for the NEWS Program.

35. 4.a(2) Reference to "safety" in this section should more appropriately be "surety" since
"surety" has been interpreted as the program that integrates NES with ES&H. This will
require the definition of "surety" to be expanded to include the ES&H disciplines (i.e.,
NES is only one element of the surety program). This is consistent with the current
interpretation of "surety" by DP-21 (i.e., NES is only one element of the Surety
Program).

36. 4.a(3) Reference to "safety" in this section should more appropriately be "surety" since
"surety" has been interpreted as the program that integrates NES with ES&H. This will
require the definition of "surety" to be expanded to include the ES&H disciplines (i.e.,
NES is only one element of the surety program). This is consistent with the current

Page 3 of6



Attachment 1

DOE 0 452.1A and DOE 0 452.2A Change Request

interpretation of "surety" 'by DP-21 (i.e., NES is only one element of the Surety
Program).

37. 4.b Reference to "safety" in this section should more appropriately be "surety" since
"surety" has been interpreted as the program that integrates NES with ES&H. This will
require the definition of "surety" to be expanded to include the ES&H disciplines (i.e.,
NES is only one element of the surety program). This is consistent with the current
interpretation of "surety" by DP-2l (i.e., NES is only one element of the Surety
Program).

38. 4.b(3) ,.Administrative" should be changed to "Safety" since TSRs are not simply
administrative.

39. 4.b(3) Reference to OSCs should be deleted, and in all cases replaced by reference to TSRs,
since TSRs address significant worker injury from non-standard industrial hazards.

40. 4.b(4)(a) The Interim Per,sonnel Assurance Program (pAP) Procedures and Standards have been
replaced by 10 CFR Part 711.

41. 4.b(9) Reference to DOE 0 232.1 and DOE M 232.1 should be DOE 0 232.1A and DOE M
232.1-1A.

42. 4.c(l)(b) Reference to the Nuclear Explosive Hazard Analysis (NEHA) should be deleted since
the requirements for the Hazard Analysis Report (lIAR) fulfil these requirements and
the HAR becomes the input to the Nuclear Explosive Safety Study (NESS).

43. 4.c(l)© DOE-DP-STD-XXXX is now DOE-DP-STD-3016. Also reference to "requirements"
or "in accordance with" relative to this standard should be deleted since Standards do
not represent DOE requirements therefore absolute compliance is recommended but not
required if equivalency is established.

44. 4.c(1)© Delete the reference to Figure 1since it is not accurate and provides no real value.

45. Figure I Delete Figure Isince it is not accurate and provides no real value.

46. 4.c(I)(d)J DOE-DP-STD-XXXX is now DOE-DP-STD-3016. Also reference to "requirements"
or "in accordance with" relative to this standard should be deleted since Standards do
not represent DOE requirements therefore absolute compliance is recommended but not
required if equivalency is·established.

47. 4.c(l)(d)J Delete the second sentence. Replace with a determination that the operation specific
safety analysis and controls combined with the facility safety basis bounds the NEO.

48. 4.c(1)(dH Reference to the NEHA should be deleted since the requirements for the HAR fulfil
these requirements and the HAR becomes the input to the NESS. Also DOE-DP-STD-
XXXX is now DOE-DP-STD-30 16. Reference to "requirements" or "in accordance
with" relative to this standard should be deleted since Standards do not represent DOE
requirements, therefore, absolute compliance is recommended but not required if
equivalency is established.

49. 4.c(1)(d)~ Delete since it doesn't provide any real value.

50. 4.c(I)(d)§ Reference to OSCs should be deleted, and in all cases replaced by reference to TSRs,
since TSRs address significant worker injury from non-standard industrial hazards.
Also DOE-DP-STD-XXXX is now DOE-DP-STD-3016. Reference to "requirements"

Page 4 of6



Attachment 1

DOE 0 452.1A and DOE 0 452.2A Change Request

or "in accordance with" relative to this standard should be deleted since Standards do
not represent DOE requirements, therefore, absolute compliance is recommended but
not required if equivalency is established.

51. 4.c(1)(d)1 Delete since it doesn't provide any real value.

52. 4.c(2)(b) DOE-DP-STD-XXXX is now DOE-DP-STD-3016. Reference to "requirements" or "in
accordance with" relative to this standard should be deleted since Standards do not
represent DOE requirements, therefore, absolute compliance is recommended but not
required if equivalency is established.

53. 4.d(1) This section simply repeats the exact words from section 4.c or DOE 0 452. IA. This
appears to be unnecessary, therefore, recommend deleting.

54. 4.d(3) Recommend deleting since these concerns should be addressed in TSR space.

55. 4.d(4)© Reference to revalidations should be deleted since they are no longer applicable.

56. 4.d(5) The Interim PAP Procedures and Standards have been replaced by 10 CFR Part 711.

57. 4.d(9)(a) A clarification of "cargo" would be useful.

58. 4.d(9)(c) Since restraints are include here as part of Offsite Transportation, shouldn't the scope of
Offsite Transportation in 4.d(9) be modified to include restraining and verifying same
prior to closing the loaded conveyance?

59. 4.d(l3) Reference to DOE 0 232.1 and DOE M 232.1 should be DOE 0 232.1A and DOE M
232.1-1A.

60. 4.e(3) This is simply a repeat of 4.b(4)(a) and appears unnecessary.

61. 4.i IfDOE 0 452.lA and DOE 0 452.2A are not combined, this section should be added to
452.1A also.

62. 5.a(1) Reference to "safety" in this section should more appropriately be "surety" since
"surety" has been interpreted as the program that integrates NES with ES&H. This will
require the definition of "surety" to be expanded to include the ES&H disciplines (i.e.,
NES is only one element of the surety program). This is consistent with the current
interpretation of "surety" by DP-21 (i.e., NES is only one element of the Surety
Program).

63. 5.c(2) Reference to revalidations should be deleted since they are no longer applicable.

64. 6.d Reference to DOE 0 232.1 and DOE M 232.1 should be DOE 0 232.1A and DOE M
232.I-IA.

65. 6.x Reference to DOE 0 232.1 and DOE M 232.1 should be DOE 0 232. IA and DOE M
232.1-1A.

66. 6.ff DOE-DP-STD-XXXX is now DOE-DP-STD-3016.
•

67. 6.gg The Interim PAP Procedures and Standards have been replaced by 10 CFR Part 711.

68. Attachment I Shouldn't Definition 10 include HEVR.

Page 5 of6



': •• (,.0

Attachment I
DOE 0 452.1A and DOE 0 452.2A Change Request

69. Attachment I IfHEVR is included in Definition 10, a definition of HEVR should be included here.

70. Attachment I Delete Definition 21 as it is no longer applicable.

71. Attachment I Modify Definition 26 such that it doesn't suggest that NESRs replace or provide the
same level of infonnation as TSRs.

72. Attachment I Delete Definition 32 as it is no longer applicable.

73. Attachment 1 Add a definition for 'surety" also the definition should be expanded to include ES&H
disciplines such that it is obvious that NES is only one element of "surety".

74. Attachment 1 Modify Definition 47 such that TSRs are applicable to and developed for NEOs as well
as for facilities.

... :' '. :,:". ': .... ", :<... Y ,,: .'.

Weapon Suretv DivisionlNuclear Explosive Safety Prol!ram Recommended Chaol!es

DOE 0452.2A
1. 4d(4) Change heading to "NES Studies. Surveys. Revalidations. and Performance Reviews"

2. 4d(4)(a) Change to read:

"A NES Study shall evaluate proposed operations to determine whether there are
adequate positive measures (controls) to satisfy the DOE NES Standards in
paragraph 4d( I) above. NES Studies are valid for five years, unless an agreement
is made between DP-20 and the Operations Office Manager to eliminate the NES
Study expiration."

3. 4d(4)(b) Replace the last sentence with:

"NES surveys are valid for as long as the study it was based upon is valid."

4. 4d(4)(c) Change to read:

"For studies with expiration dates, a NES Study Revalidation may be conducted to
determine whether a nuclear explosive operations has significantly changed since
the NES Study was approved. A NES Study with an expiration date may be
revalidated for a maximum for 5 years, not to exceed 10 years from the date of the
original approval."

5. 4d(4) Add new subparagraph (d):
:

"A NES Performance Review shall be conducted once every 36 to 48 months on all
programs, processes, or activities evaluated by a NES Study for which DP-20 and
the Operations Office Manager have agreed to remove the five-year study validity
timeframe. NES Performance Reviews shall evaluate activities to ensure
operations continue to be perfonned safely and within the safety envelope studied
by the NESSG and maintained by the change control process. Responsibility for
ensuring these reviews are conducted and performed within the 36 to 48 month
timeframe resides with the Operations Office Manager. If the review does not
occur within this prescribed timeframe, justification for this non-eompliance shall
be provided to DP-20, and a review perfonned as soon as feasible.

Page 6 of6
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memorandum
DATE: June 30, 1999

REPLY TO

ATTN OF: WPD:Erhart (505-845-5986)

98 °1930

Department of Energy

Albuquerque Operations Office

SUBJECT: Implementation Instructions for Albuquerque Operations Office Supplemental
Directive 452.2A, SAFETY OF NUCLEAR EXPLOSIVE OPERATIONS

Ref. 1) Management Agreement (MA) Between Albuquerque Operations Office (AL)
and Oakland Operations Office (OAK) dated 6/15/95

TO; James M. Turner, Manager, OAK
W. Steven Goodrum, Area Manager, AAO
Michael J. Zamorski, Area Manager, KAO
David A. Gurule, Area Manager, LAAO

.The Albuquerque Operations Office Final Supplemental Directive 452.2A, SAFETY OF
NUCLEAR EXPLOSIVE OPERATIONS, dated January 15, 1999, has been prepared
and reviewed by the Office of Primary Interest (OPI), Weapon Programs Division. It has
been determined that the following contractor(s) are subject to the requirements of the
Supplemental Directive.

Mason and Hanger Corporation
Lockheed Martin
University of California

To implement the Supplemental Directive, the following instructions shall be followed:

Mason and Hanger Corporation
An analysis must be made regarding the impact of implementing the requirements of
the Supplemental Directive. If the Supplemental Directive impacts a Work Authorization
Directive 0NAD) or a Contract Line Item, implementation of the Supplemental Directive
may be directed by the appropriate Contracting Officer after necessary actions have
been taken to modify the contract and/or the WAD.

Lockheed Martin & University of California
The Supplemental Directive implementation shall be directed by the appropriate
Contracting Officer responsible for day-to-day administration of the contract.

The Oakland Operations Office is requested to prepare, negotiate, approve and modify
contract documents for Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory in accordance with
Ref. 1) Section IV A. 1.



Addressees -2-

Please note that any page changes that occur to this Supplemental Directive at a later
date must also be implemented. Additional implementation instructions will not be sent
for future page changes to the Supplemental Directive but shall be subject to the
implementation instructions provided above.

Direct any questions regarding this implementation memorandum to Steve Erhart,
Weapon Programs Division, at (505) 845-5986.

R[~
R. E. Glass
Manager

cc:
David Beck, DP-20, HQ
Walter Von Flue, OAK
Jean Moore, AAO
Adelene Esquibel, KAO
Jim Howard, LAAO
Elizabeth Romero, LAAO
Nancy Romero, LAAO
Patty Wagner, OMA, AL
Frank Baca, OFCFO, AL
John Arthur, OEPM, AL
Mark Baca, ONDP, AL
Larry Kirkman, OSS, AL
Earl Whiteman, OTSP, AL
Debbie Monette, WSD, AL
Calvin Irvin, TSD, AL
Eileen Lacour, TSD, AL
Karen Boardman, SASD, AL
Connie Soden, ESHD, AL
Gene Runkle, ISRD, AL
Jane Clute, HRD, AL
Pat O'Guin, WPD, AL
Steve Erhart, WPD, AL
Tim Dwyer, DNFSB, AAO
Jim McConnell, DNFSB

625 Indiana Avenue, NW
Suite 700
Washington, DC 20004



u.s. Departnlent of Energy
Albuquerque Operations Office

SUBJECT: SAFETY OF NUCLEAR EXPLOSIVE OPERATIONS

SUPPLEMENTAL
DIRECTIVE

AL 452.2A

June 30, 1999

PURPOSE. This Supplemental Directive (SO) includes clarifications, extra details, and additional requirements, in
addition to those in DOE 0 452.2A, applicable to the Albuquerque Operations Office (AL) activities as necessary to
implement DOE 0452.2A. This Directive is supplemental to the DOE Order and assigns responsibilities in support
of the DOE Order. In conjunction with DOE 0 452.2A, this SO establishes the DOE/AL requirements for Safety of
Nuclear Explosive Operations. AL activities include nuclear explosive operations and associated activities and
maintaining facilities used for nuclear explosive operations and associated activities.

For ease in cross-referencing, the paragraph numbering from DOE 0 452.2A was preserved in this SO; for
corresponding paragraphs, the SO may clarify, add detail, or add requirements. Only those sections of DOE 0
452.2A, which required clarifications, etc., are addressed in this SO. Whenever paragraph numbers have been
omitted, the corresponding paragraphs and requirements in DOE 0 452.2A apply as written without clarifications,
etc. For each paragraph number included, the corresponding paragraphs and requirements in DOE 0 452.2A apply
in addition to the associated clarifications, extra details, and additional requirements in this SO. Attachment I
includes supplemental defmitions. This SO does not delete order requirements.

2. CANCELLATION. AL SO 452.2, SAFETY OF NUCLEAR EXPLOSIVE OPERATIONS, dated 1-16-98
and AL SO 5610.IIA, SAFETY OF NUCLEAR EXPLOSIVE OPERATIONS, dated 10/27/95 are
canceled. Cancellation of the above SDs does not, by itself, modify or otherwise affect any contractual
obligation to comply with the SDs. Canceled SDs that are incorporated by reference in a contract shall
remain in effect until the contract is modified to delete the reference to the requirements in the canceled
SDs.

3. APPLICABILITY.

a. DOE Elements. This SO applies to AL and AL field elements that manage, oversee, or conduct
nuclear explosive operations and associated activities.

b. Contractors. This SO applies to all contractors and subcontractors that manage, oversee, or
conduct the DOE/AL Nuclear Explosive Weapons Safety Program activities, nuclear explosive
operations, associated activities, and facilities for which AL is responsible, as provided by law
and/or by contract as implemented by the appropriate contracting officer. Responsibilities are
delineated for Contractors and Federal employees with the SDs, Orders, referenced Rules,
Technical Standards, and Implementation Guides. Responsibilities are in sufficient detail such
that an additional document, such as a Contractor Requirement Document, would not be
beneficial and may hamper implementation.

4. REQUIREMENTS.

a. General.

(3) The safety program shall integrate Nuclear Explosive Safety (NES) requirements from
the 452- and applicable 561O-series Orders and Environmental, Safety, and Health
(ES&H) requirements from other Orders if applicable under their own terms or invoked
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in this SO. ES&H requirements shall be integrated into nuclear explosive operations and
associated activities without compromising nuclear explosive safety. The objective is to
satisfy all nuclear explosive safety requirements and ES&H requirements.

(4) (a) Safety Hierarchy. An overriding policy based on the differing severity of the
potential consequences of the hazards present in nuclear explosive operations
will govern implementation of all requirements. Hazards may be associated
with:

• Nuclear explosive detonation;
• High explosive detonation or deflagration;
• Firing of Electroexplosive and pyrotechnic devices;
• Rupture of high pressure vessels, with and without radioactive gases;
• Criticality; and
• Occupational hazards (industrial, radiological, and chemical).

b. Operational Safety Program.

(2) Conduct of Operations. The guidelines in Attachment I to DOE Order 5480.19 shall be
applied ina graded approach commensurate with their potential ES&H impact, their
potential NES impact, and the facility's programmatic importance.

In accordance with DOE Order 5480.19, the production agency shall develop and
implement a Conduct ofOperations Program to ensure safe, uniform, and reliable
operations. All 18 chapters of Attachment I of the Order must be considered during
program development.

The Conduct ofOperations Program shall also include unique practices that have been
developed for nuclear explosive operations and associated activities.

The production agency shall establish staffmg requirements for positions important to
safety based on relevant safety analyses. The area office and design agencies shall also
determine the minimum required staffing levels for their personnel at the production
agency site, and ensure that they are met. Adequate and appropriate staff shall be
available to provide the required organizational representation for responding to
abnormal conditions or incidents at all times that nuclear explosive operations and
associated activities are being conducted.

(4) Training and Qualification of Personnel. Each organization responsible for and/or
involved in nuclear explosive operations and associated activities shall develop and
implement a training and qualification program for their respective personnel that
manage, oversee, perform, or directly support these operations and activities.

(b) Responsible AL organizations shall develop and implement training and
qualification programs for AL and support contractor personnel (including line
management, oversight, review, and appraisal personnel) involved with the
safety of nuclear explosive operations, associated activities, and associated
facilities. These programs shall contain the following key elements:

• Training and qualification requirements graded to the particular nuclear
explosive safety activity;

• Qualification requirements that include specific criteria for education,
experience, and training;

• A process for certifying review and appraisal personnel;
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• A process for periodic requalification and recertification; and
• Maintenance of training, qualification, and certification records.

In addition, personnel who must routinely enter facilities in which nuclear
explosive operations are performed shall complete the training necessary for
such entry.

Training and qualifying personnel involved in ES&H appraisals and
assessments of facilities in which nuclear explosive operations are performed
shall be conducted in accordance with applicable DOE and AL ES&H Orders,
directives, and procedures.

Training and qualifying Facility Representatives (FRs) for facilities used for
nuclear explosive operations and associated activities shall be conducted"in
accordance with the AL Facility Representative Program Manual and area office
procedures. The training program content for FRs, assigned to facilities in
which nuclear explosive operations are performed, shall include nuclear
explosive safety, explosive safety, and other safety aspects of nuclear explosive
operations and associated activities.

(c) The production agency shall develop and implement a training and qualification
program for all personnel involved with nuclear explosive operations and
associated activities. Responsible design agency managers shall develop and
implement an appropriate personnel training program to qualify individuals who
directly support nuclear explosive operations and associated activities. Design
agency managers shall ensure that personnel assigned to the activities described
in this SD are qualified for them.

(5) Maintenance of Facilities, Tooling, and Equipment. The key requirements of the
plaintenance management program are:

• The production agency shall prepare a Maintenance Implementation Plan (MIP), as
described in paragraph lOa of DOE Order 4330.4B;

• Per paragraph IOd of DOE Order 4330.4B, a graded approach shall be used to
determine the depth of detail required for each program element in Chapter II of the
Order; and

• The MIP shall be submitted to the Area Manager for approval, in accordance with
paragraph 10e of DOE Order 4330.4B.

Consistent with the graded approach concept, the MIP shall specify a higher degree of
detai I and rigor for maintaining safety-c1ass/safety-significant equipment than for
maintaining other equipment. The MIP shall contain a master list of all equipment,
components, and structures in the maintenance program. The list will distinguish safety
class/safety-significant equipment, which will include both installed facility equipment
and equipment used specifically for the nuclear explosive operations and associated
activities (i.e., tooling and equipment).

The MIP should address each element in Chapter II of DOE Order 4330.4B. The
essential elements, for which a detailed description of planned implementation must be
included, are as follows:

• Training and qualification of maintenance personnel;
• Types of maintenance (i.e., corrective, preventive, and predictive);
• Maintenance procedures;
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• Control of maintenance activities;
• Post-maintenance testing; and
• Control and calibration of measuring and test equipment.

The MIP is required to define the equipment to be included in the maintenance program.
The specific tooli~g and equipment used in nuclear explosive operations may be
identified in the MIP, but this will require continual plan revision for new items
developed for new operations. Another acceptable method for complying with this
requirement is to identify only equipment types in the MIP, and include specific tooling
and equipment in other controlled master lists of equipment and components that are
included in the maintenance program.

(6) Configuration Management (CM).

(a) The appropriate design laboratories and/or operating contractors shall develop
and implement an integrated CM program for nuclear explosive operations and
associated activities and facilities to establish and maintain consistency among
design requirements, physical configuration, and documentation. The CM
program shall include activities to:

• Control the physical configuration of the equipment, systems, and facilities
used for nuclear explosive operations and associated activities so they are
consistent with design requirements and the Authorization Basis (AB);

• Ensure that only proper, authorized equipment is used for nuclear explosive
operations and associated activities;

• Review proposed changes to facilities; equipment; operations; and
approved nuclear explosive procedures and drawings in accordance with
the change control process specified in this directive to identify any
necessary safety documentation revision; and

• Incorporate approved changes into all affected documents (such as design
documents, drawings, procedures, and AB documents such as Hazard
Analysis Reports (HARs), Safety Analysis Reports (SARs), Technical
Safety Requirements (TSRs), and Activity Based Control Documents
(ABCDs)) and programs (such as the maintenance and training programs).

(c) CM measures are to be applied using a graded approach, with stricter controls
placed on equipment important to safe operation as identified in the facility
safety analysis and/or the operation's HAR.

(d) The production agency, with input from the design agencies, shall prepare a CM
program plan to defme policy and responsibilities, to describe each program
activity, and to identify or reference where the interfaces with the design
agencies are identified. The CM program plan should function primarily as an
integrating document to identify where essential elements of CM are addressed.
Where CM activities are addressed by other programs (e.g., the quality

assurance procedure for document control), the CM program plan may simply
reference these other programs.

(7) Quality Assurance (QA).

(a) Implementation plans shall be prepared to describe how the criteria of 10 CFR
Part 830.120 will be satisfied. While methods specified for facilities may differ
from those for operations and activities, the program must address any
coordination necessary at interfaces. A graded approach should be used to scale
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the degree of rigor and detail applied to different items and processes depending
on their safety classification. In performing work at the production agency
directly related to nuclear explosive operations, associated activities, and
associated facilities, design agencies shall comply with 10 CFR 830.120 and
QC-I, as described in the production agency's QA Implementation Plan. In
coordination with the production agency, design agencies shall establish a
mechanism to accomplish this. Design agencies may use production agency
processes and procedures, or they may establish their own QA Program for
these activities.

(8) Issues Management. Although DOE and DOE contractor systems may be combined to
avoid duplication, the system(s) must:

• Document the status of each action/commitment;
• Identify the individual(s) responsible for closure;
• Identify the individual(s) responsible for validating closure; and
• Identify the expected completion dates for each item.

Findings, corrective actions, and commitments shall be reviewed periodically to identify
any adverse trends or opportunities for improving the safety of nuclear explosive
operations, associated activities, and associated facilities. Separate laboratory systems
are not required; rather, laboratory corrective actions and commitments will be contained
in the production agency and DOE systems for work at Pantex.

(a) Corrective Action System. This system shall contain all corrective actions from:
internal and external audits; NES Study Group (NESSG) activities; appraisals;
assessments; inspections; reviews; and reportable occurrences.

(b) Commitment Tracking System. This system shall track commitments and
enhancements that are identified by DOE appraisals and assessments, including
NESSG recommendations.

(9) Occurrence Reporting. DOE 0 232.IA requires that contractors develop implementing
procedures for the Occurrence Reporting Program at their facility. The production
agency shall develop an implementing procedure that includes a comprehensive list of
reportable occurrences for nuclear explosive operations, associated activities, and
facilities. The list shall include the minimum set of occurrences that are listed under the
nuclear explosive safety group in DOE M 232.1-IA, the nuclear explosive safety
occurrences in DOE G 452.2A-IA, and any other facility specific types of occurrences.
The procedure shall be submitted to the Area Manager for processing in accordance with
DOE 0 232.IA and applicable AL implementing instructions.

Similarly, Transportation Safeguards Division (TSD) shall develop an implementin.g
procedure that includes a comprehensive list of reportable occurrences for transportation
operations involving nuclear explosives. The procedure shall be processed in accordance
with DOE 0 232.IA and applicable AL implementing instructions.

(10) Performance Indicators.

(b) Production contractors shall identify NES performance indicators, as described
below:

• NES Performance Indicators should include parameters unique to nuclear
explosive operations. In addition, existing site performance indicators
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should be reviewed to identify any that can also be reported on a facility
basis to provide useful data for nuclear explosive operations. Perfonnance
indicators should provide infonnation that can assist in early identification
of potential problems, deteriorating or improving conditions, or lessons
learned; and

• The Assistant Manager, Office ofNational Defense Programs (ONDP), is
responsible for concurring with these perfonnance indicators and specifying
reporting requirements.

c. Safety Analyses.

(I) Process and Documentation.

(b) The results of facility safety analyses shall be documented in a SAR or
equivalent interim document (e.g., Basis for Interim Operations (BIO)).
Controls derived from facility and operation-specific analyses shall be
documented in a single operation-specific authorization basis document.
Documentation of facility controls (including site-wide TSRs) may be
accomplished by reference. This document will be referred to as the Program
specific (e.g. W56) ABCD. The AB requirements for Nuclear Explosive
Operations and associated activities conducted at the Pantex Plant are delineated
in the AL Development and Production (D&P) Manual AL 56XB Chapter 11.4.

(d) AL, AL field elements, contractors, and subcontractors shall comply with the
safety analysis requirements of this section.

I A safety analysis of facilities used for nuclear explosive operations and
associated activities shall be perfonned and shall be documented in a
SAR or equivalent interim document (e.g., BIO).

4 Hazards analyses for nuclear explosive operations and associated
activities shall be perfonned, documented, reviewed, and approved in
accordance with AL 56 XB, D&P Manual, Chapter 11.4. The HAR as
described in this D&P Manual chapter includes the Nuclear Explosive
Hazard Assessment requirements specified in DOE 0452.2A. The
HAR shall be submitted to NESSG as part of the input document for
the study.

6 TSRs shall be reviewed and recommended in DOE HAR reviews. The
ABCD documents facility and operation-specific TSR controls for a
nuclear explosive operation. Approval of the ABCD constitutes
approval of the TSR-Ievel controls required for a nuclear explosive
operation. Chapter 11.4 of the AL 56XB D&P Manual specifies the
requirements for the ABeD.

(2) Criticality Safety.

(a) Criticality safety analyses of the facility and general nuclear explosive
operations and associated activities shall be documented in the SAR or
equivalent interim document (e.g., BIO).

(c) The safety analyses and the facility AB document shall address the criticality
protection policy and program for handling and staging nuclear explosives and
components.
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(3) Change Control. The Pantex Plant Management and Operating (M&O) Contractor shall
establish a documented Nuclear Explosive Operations Change Control Process for
nuclear explosive operations, associated activities, and associated facilities that shall
comply with the requirements established in D&P Manual Chapter 11.7.

(b) The required NES evaluations are in addition to any Unreviewed Safety
Question Determination (USQD) evaluations. Section 4.d (4)(d) identifies the
circumstances that require NES change evaluation. D&P Manual Chapter 11.7
specifies the various NES approval levels and the criteria for selecting an
appropriate level for a proposed change.

(d) Offsite Transportation Change Control. A USQD process as established in D&P
Manual Chapter 11.7 shall be used, augmented by the additional NES
evaluations (see D&P Manual Chapter 11.7). NES evaluations shall be
completed prior to implementation of the change. All proposed changes to
offsite nuclear explosive transportation shall be evaluated against applicable
nuclear explosive safety documents by TSD personnel assigned nuclear
explosive safety responsibilities.

A USQD safety evaluation shall be performed for the following circumstances:

• Temporary or permanent changes in offsite transportation operations or
associated procedures, as described in the existing safety analysis; and

• New information not described in existing safety analysis. .

Proposed changes of a trivial or strictly administrative nature with no likelihood
of significance to nuclear explosive safety may be approved by TSD. Other
proposed changes require further DOE NES evaluations as defined in 4.d (4)(d)
and D&P Manual Chapter 11.7.

The change control process shall include provisions for incorporating approved
changes into the appropriate safety documents.

d. Nuclear Explosive Safety Program.

(2) General Nuclear Explosive Safety Rules.

(f) AL General Nuclear Explosive Safety Rules. The general Nuclear Explosive
Safety Rules (NESRs) in this section supplement those provided in DOE 0
452.2A. They are mandatory for all nuclear explosive operations conducted
under the cognizance of AL. Exemptions from the following AL General
NESRs shall be approved in advance by the Manager, AL.

The following are the AL general NESRs.

I All nuclear explosive operations shall be performed in accordance with
approved written procedures or released drawings.

a Changes to approved procedures or drawings shall be
processed through a system designated for that purpose, as
prescribed in section 4.c (3).
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b Any proposed changes that would affect matters already
considered by a NES Study shall be reviewed for nuclear
explosive safety implications by personnel assigned nuclear
explosive safety responsibilities in accordance with the
process described in section 4.d (4)(d)l and D&P Manual
Chapter 11.7.

2 Any nuclear explosive returned to DOE because of an abnormality or
for repair shall not be processed by the production agency until written
instructions have been received from the design agency and
coordinated with the Weapon Programs Division (WPD).

a These instructions shaH be coordinated with the design agency
nuclear explosive safety organization and with AL's Weapon
Surety DivisionlNuclear Explosive Safety Program
(WSDINESP) prior to implementation by the production
agency. Such special instructions shall follow the
requirements for procedures in section 4.e.(5).

b Only procedures authorized in an approved NES Study or
approved by a NES review performed in accordance with
paragraph 4.d (4)(d)1. of this SD shall be used on a nuclear
explosive that has an abnormality or that is to be repaired.

3 Electrical testing of nuclear explosives shall be kept to a minimum.

~ Nuclear explosives shall not be subjected to redundant
electrical tests.

b Electrical troubleshooting shall not be performed on nuclear
explosives; that is, to confirm the existence of a fault or to aid
in fault isolation.

c Any proposed deviations from this general NESR shall be
referred to the design agency nuclear explosive safety
organization and to WSDINESP for appropriate action prior to
implementation.

4 Slippery high explosive shall not be handled manually.

5 No unauthorized energy sources shall be available in a nuclear
explosive area (NEA) during nuclear explosive operations.

6 Combustible and flammable material quantities in NEAs shall be
minimized, justified, and documented; reviewed by fire protection
personnel; and approved by line management. Ignition sources in
NEAs shall be identified and eliminated where possible.

(3) Supplemental NESRs. Program specific NESRs are published under separate cover by
WSD (Specific Nuclear Explosive Safety Rules for the Pantex Plant). Specific NESRs
together with the general NESRs support the nuclear explosive safety standards.

(a) Immediate-Action Procedures. Immediate-action procedures specify the
procedures for specific nuclear explosive operations that shall be performed
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~hen test or other conditions indicate the possibility of a reduced state of
nuclear explosive safety. The AL Immediate-Action Procedures are published
under separate cover by WSD.

(4) NES Studies. Surveys, and Revalidations. The cognizant AL line management
organization, in coordination with WSDINESP, shall detennine when an NESSG
evaluation is required (Le., when desired nuclear explosive operations are not covered by
a current, approved NES Study). The type ofNESSG evaluation shall be determined by
AL NESP personnel based on the criteria in DOE 0 452.2A and DOE-STD-3015.

(a) AL NES Study Process.

I Planning Meeting. The cognizant line management organization shall
conduct a planning meeting with the principal participants
(WSDINESP, design agencies, the Pantex Plant M&O contractor, and
Amarillo Area Office (AAO». The purpose of the planning meeting is
to define the scope and objectives of the NES Study; identify required
input document contents; assign organizational responsibilities for
input document preparation; develop a schedule for input document
preparation and submission; identify organizational points of contact;
and plan briefmgs, demonstrations, and resources as required to
support the study.

2 AL NES Study Prerequisites

~ A program-specific NES Study may not begin until preparatory
work on the operation has been completed, including completion
of the HAR (DOE approved) for the operation, and an Engineering
Release.

b A Master NES Study may not begin until preparatory work on the
facilities and operations has been completed and the safety
analysis for those facilities/operations prepared.

3 NES Study Input Document. The agency responsible for the studied
operation shall integrate all required NES Study inputs into a single
input document. Technical data requirements are specified in DOE
STD-3015-97. For a program-specific NES Study, inputs will
nonnally be provided by the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
or Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL), Sandia National
Laboratories (SNL), and the Pantex Plant M&O contractor. For
operations that include DOE quality inspection, these procedures will
be provided by DOE/AAO as part of the input. Attachment II provides
asample fonnat for the input document. The specific format and
content will be established during the NES Study Planning Meeting.
Input documents shall be internally reviewed and certified by the
preparing organization(s) to verify technical accuracy and adequacy,
prior to submittal.

In accordance with DOE-STD-3015, an adequacy review of the input
document shall occur prior to commencing the NES Study. Nonnally
this review will occur I to 2 weeks following delivery of the input to
the NESSG. The primary objective of the meeting is to detennine if
sufficient infonnation is provided in the input document to commence
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4

the study. This review, normally conducted as a meeting at the Pantex
Plant, is also an opportunity to finalize plans and schedules for the
study (e.g., expected briefings and demonstration arrangements).
Typically, the NES Study will begin 2 to 3 weeks following the
adequacy review.

Conducting the NES Study. A NES Study shall include reviewing
documents, receiving briefings, examining the facility and equipment,
and observing proposed activities, as appropriate to the scope of the
study. A program-specific study shall include observation of the
operation on a trainer. These activities and NESSG fmdings are
documented in a NES Study Report.

NESSG members shall evaluate nuclear explosive safety and the
adequacy of positive measures to satisfy the nuclear explosive safety
standards. NESSG advisors shall contribute to the NES Study in their
areas of expertise.
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5 NES Study Report. A NES Study Report shall be prepared in
accordance with DOE-STD-3015-97. The input document mayor may
not be physically part of the NES Study Report, depending on the size
of the input and the media in which it is produced. Ifnot included as
an Appendix of the NESSG report, the input document will be
identified in the report.

The NESSG Chairperson shall coordinate the report with the cognizant
AL line management Division Director; the Director, WSD; and
Assistant Manager, ONDP; and formally present the report to the
Manager, AL, for review and action in accordance with this SD, DOE
o 452.2A, and DOE-STD-3015-97.

6 Validation of NES Studies. After approval of a program NES Study, or
following other studies for which the NESSG deems appropriate, and
soon after completion of the pilot lot (if applicable), a subgroup of the
NESSG shall observe the nuclear explosive operation to assure there is
consistency between the safety study demonstrations and the actual
operation. The subgroup shall be designated by the NESSG
Chairperson, and will normally consist of the Chairperson and
members representing the AAO, the Pantex Plant M&O contractor, the
applicable nuclear laboratory, and SNL. Videotapes of the safety study
demonstrations can be used to prepare for this validation. The
validation shall be documented in a memorandum to the Manager, AL.

l£2 AL NES Survey Process. The purpose of the NES Survey is to evaluate a
proposed operation by comparative analysis with a similar nuclear explosive
operation in a specified approved NES Study. Except for the approval of the
report, requirements and responsibilities for conducting a NES Survey are the
same as for a NES Study and are specified in DOE-STD-3015-97. The
Manager, AL, shall approve the NES Survey Report, and provide a copy to
DP-20.

(c) AL NES Study Revalidation Process. The purpose of the NES Study
Revalidation is to verify that a nuclear explosive operation has not significantly
changed since the NES Study. A NES Study may be revalidated for a maximum
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f. Assistant Manager. Office of Safety and Security is responsible for:

(1) Assisting the Assistant Manager, ONDP, concerning the safety of nuclear explosive
operations and associated activities and facilities, as requested;

(2) Notifying the Director of the cognizant AL line management organization and WSD of
ch~ges in ES&H requirements or activities that may have an impact on nuclear
explosive safety; and

(3) Performing internal safety review and readiness review activities in accordance with the
requirements of this directive.

h. Weapon Surety Division, Nuclear Explosive Safety Program Manager is responsible for:

(1) Developing and implementing procedures for conducting oveTsight of nuclear explosive
operations;

(2) Managing the accomplishment ofNESSG activities in accordance with DOE o 452.A
and this directive;

(3) Qualifying WSDfNESP members of the NESSG and recommending their certification by
the Director, WSD;

(4) Appointing the Chairperson of the NESSG; and

(5) Reviewing NESSG reports, preparing recommendations for disposition of any minority
opinions, and forwarding these to the Assistant Manager, ONDP

i. Director, Weapon Programs Division is responsible for:

(1) Providing guidance to the Area Manager, AAO, and design agencies regarding
assignment of specific responsibilities for planning and implementing the requirements
of this and referenced directives;

(2) Acting as the lead line management for support ofNESSG activities, including:

(a) Ensuring the required input documents are completed prior to the NESSG
activity;

(b) Coordinating with WSDfNESP to schedule NESSG activities consistent with
programmatic needs; and

(c) Participating in the NESSG activities to provide line management input;

(3) Providing line management for actions resulting from NESSG activities for weapon
programs under the division's cognizance;

(4) Notifying the WSDfNESP Manager of concerns that may have an impact on nuclear
explosive safety;

(5) Approving HARs and ABCDs as delegated by the AL Manager;
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(6) Chartering SBRT internal safety reviews and DOE Readiness Reviews for nuclear
explosive operations; and

(7) Providing quarterly reports to Headquarters (DP-20) on the status of outstanding NES
Study recommendations.

j. Director, Safeguards and Security Division, is responsible for:

(I) Establishing and reviewing the positive measures to satisfy the surety standard for
nuclear explosive security specified in AL SD 452.IA;

(2) Notifying the WSDINESP Manager, of changes to security operations that may have an
impact on nuclear explosive safety;

(3) Acting as the lead line management for support ofNESSG activities covering security
operations; and

(4) Ensures PAP responsibilities assigned to SSD are implemented.

k. Director, Safety Analyses Support Division is responsible for:

(I) Performing nuclear explosive operation internal safety review activities as chartered by
the WPD Director.

1. Director, Independent Safety Review Division is responsible for:

(I) Performing nuclear explosive operation readiness review activities as chartered by the
WPD Director.

m. . Director, Transportation Safeguards Division, is responsible for:

(I) Applying applicable provisions of this directive;

(2) Ensuring that DOE assignments of responsibility and the delegations of authority for this
directive are clearly dermed and implemented;

(3) Informing the WSDINESP, of proposed operations that involve nuclear explosive safety
considerations so that necessary NESSG activities may be scheduled and performed;

(4) Ensuring an adequate training and qualification program is established for TSD
employees assigned to nuclear explosive duties;

(5) Acting as the lead line management for support ofNESSG activities covering nuclear
explosive operations under the division's cognizance;

(6) Managing actions assigned to the division as a result ofNESSG activities, and providing
quarterly (March, June, September, and December) reports on the status of actions to the
cognizant WPD Program Engineer and WSD NESP Manager;

(7) Administering the PAP for division personnel in conformance with 10 CFR Part 711 and
this SD; and

(8) Developing an implementing procedure that includes a comprehensive list of reportable
occurrences for transportation operations involving nuclear explosives.
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n. Area Manager, Amarillo Area Office, is responsible for:

(I) Ensuring that the requirements of this directive are invoked through the contract with the
Pantex Plant M&O contractor;

(2) Developing and issuing such procedures and guidelines as are necessary to implement
this and referenced directives;

(3) Monitoring contractor compliance with the nuclear explosive safety requirements in this
and referenced directives;

(4) Ensuring appropriate safety awareness and training programs are developed,
documented, and implemented to ensure activities covered by this directive are
conducted safely;

(5) Providing qualified individuals to serve as NESSG members;

(6) Managing actions assigned to AAO or the Pantex Plant M&O contractor as a result of
NESSG activities, and providing quarterly (March, June, September, and December)
reports on the status of actions to the cognizant WPD Program Engineer and WSD NESP
Manager;

(7) Approving temporary use of MEL-type electrical equipment prior to that equipment
being used in a NEA;

(8) Administering the PAP for DOE and DOE contractor personnel in conformance with 10
CFR Part 711 and this SO; and

(9) For operations that include DOE quality inspections, providing procedures as input for
NES Studies covering these inspections.

o. Area Manager, Kirtland Area Office, and Area Manager, Los Alamos Area Office, are responsible
for:

(I) Applying applicable provisions of this directive;

(2) Ensuring that area office and contractor assignments of responsibility and the delegations
ofauthority for this directive are clearly defmed and implemented;

(3) Monitoring contractor performance to the requirements of this directive and keeping the
Director, WSD, advised of any areas of concern;

(4) Ensuring an adequate training and qualification program is' established for DOE
contractor employees assigned nuclear explosive duties; and

(5) Administering the PAP for contractor personnel under their direction in conformance
with 10 CFR Part 711 and this SO.

p. Los Alamos National Laboratory, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, and Sandia National
Laboratories are responsible for:

(I) Complying with the applicable provisions of this directive and assigning specific
responsibility and delegating necessary authority for nuclear explosive safety to
management and supervisory levels;
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(2) Providing qualified individuals to serve as NESSG members and advisors;

(3) Providing the NESSG with technical data, safety analyses, and briefings, as required;

(4) Managing and accomplishing, if appropriate, assigned actions resulting from NESSG
activities, and providing quarterly (March, June, September, and December) reports on
the status of actions to the cognizant WPD Program Engineer and WSD NESP Manager;

(5) Within the assigned scope, ensuring that the safety standards, objectives, and
requirem'ents in this and referenced directives are incorporated into procedures for
nuclear explosive operations;

(6) Ensuring appropriate safety awareness and training programs for Laboratory personnel
are developed, documented, and implemented to ensure activities covered by this
directive are conducted safely;

(7) Providing safety design requirements, with technical data and analyses, as requested;

(8) Providing technical experts to support, as required by AL, its area offices, or the
production agencies, the nuclear explosive safety activities described in this and
referenced directives; and

(9) Assisting production agencies in performing hazard analyses and nuclear explosive
hazards assessments of nuclear explosive operations and associated activities and in
preparing associated safety documentation,

q. Pantex Plant M&O Contractor is responsible for:

(I) Complying with the applicable provisions of this directive and assigning specific
responsibility and delegating necessary authority for nuclear explosive safety to
management and supervisory levels;

(2) Informing the Area Manager, AAO, of proposed operations so that timely decisions may
be made regarding the need for NES Studies, Evaluations, Surveys, or Revalidations;

(3) Managing and accomplishing, if appropriate, assigned actions resulting from NESSG
activities, and reporting the status of actions to the Area Manager, AAO, quarterly
(March, June, September, and December);

(4) Providing technical experts to support, as required by AL or AAO, the nuclear explosive
safety activities described in this and referenced directives;

(5) Performing hazard analyses and nuclear explosive hazards assessments of nuclear
explosive operations and associated activities, and preparing associated safety
documentation;

(6) Providing qualified individuals to serve as NESSG members and advisors;

(7) Planning, designing, and conducting nuclear explosive operations and associated
activities in accordance with the requirements in this and other referenced directives;

(8) Providing the NESSG with technical data, safety analyses, and briefings, as required;
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(9) Developing and implementing appropriate safety awareness and training programs to
ensure the activities covered by this directive are conducted safely; and

(10) Administering the PAP for contractor personnel in conformance with 10 CFR Part 71\
and this SD.

6. REFERENCES.
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rNFORMATION, dated 9-27-95, with Change 2 dated 5-1-96.
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INFORMATION, dated 7-21-97.

f. DOE 0 420.1, FACILITY SAFETY, dated 10-13-95, with Change 2 'dated 10-24-96.

g. DOE 0 425.1, STARTUP AND RESTART OF NUCLEAR FACILITIES, dated 9-29-95, with
Change I dated 10-26-95.

h. DOE 0 440.1, WORKER PROTECTION MANAGEMENT FOR DOE FEDERAL AND
CONTRACTOR EMPLOYEES, dated 9-30-95, with Change 2 dated 10-21-96.
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q. DOE 5480.22, TECHNICAL SAFETY REQUIREMENTS, dated 2-25-92, with Change 2 dated
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INFORMATION, dated 7-21-97.

z. DOE M 440.1-1, DOE EXPLOSIVES SAFETY MANUAL, dated 3-29-96.
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qq. DOE N 441.3, EXTENSION OF DOE N 441.1 RADIOLOGICAL PROTECTION FOR DOE
ACTIVITIES, dated 9-27-97.
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99.
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n. DOE Order 5610.12, PACKAGING AND OFFSlTE TRANSPORTATION OF NUCLEAR
COMPONENTS, AND SPECIAL ASSEMBLIES ASSOCIATED WITH THE NUCLEAR
EXPLOSIVE AND WEAPON SAFETY PROGRAM, dated 7-26-94.

uu. AL SD 5610.12, PACKAGING AND OFFSITE TRANSPORTATION OF NUCLEAR
COMPONENTS, AND SPECIAL ASSEMBLIES ASSOCIATED WITH THE NUCLEAR
EXPLOSIVE AND WEAPON SAFETY PROGRAM, dated 8-17-95.

vv. DOE Order414.1, QUALITY ASSURANCE, dated 11-24-98.

ww. DOE Order 6430.lA, GENERAL DESIGN CRITERIA, dated 4-6-89.

xx. DOE-STD-1027-92, Hazard Categorization and Accident Analysis Techniques for Compliance
with DOE Order 5480.23, dated 12-92, with Change Notice No.1, dated 9-97. .

zz.. DOE/AL Quality Criteria (QC-l), Revision 9, dated 7-17-95.
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7. CONTACT. AL, Office of National Defense Programs, (505) 845-6666.
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DEFINITIONS

12. Hazard Analysis. Largely qualitative techniques used to pinpoint weaknesses in facility design and in the
design of nuclear explosive operations and associated activities.

19 Nuclear Explosive Area (NEA). Any area that contains a nuclear explosive or collocated pit and main
charge high-explosive parts. These components are considered to be collocated if high explosive
detonation or deflagration could result in fissile material dispersal.

23 Nuclear Explosive Operation (NEO). Any activity involving a nuclear explosive, including activities in
which main charge high-explosive parts and pit(s) are collocated. These components are considered to be
collocated ifhigh explosive detonation or deflagration could result in fissile material dispersal.

30. Nuclear Weapon. A nuclear explosive configured for operational use by the DOD.

41. Safety Analysis Report (SAR). A report that documents the results and adequacy of safety analysis for
facilities in which nuclear explosive operations and associated activities are performed to ensure that such a
facility can be constructed, operated, maintained, shut down, and decommissioned safely and in
compliance with applicable laws, regulations, DOE Orders, and SDs.

43. Safety-Class Structures, Systems, and Components (safety-class SSCs). Structures, systems, or
components including primary environmental monitors, portions of process systems, and features of
nuclear explosive operations and associated activities and facilities, whose failure could adversely affect
the environment or safety and health of the public as identified by safety analyses.

47. Technical Safety Requirements (TSRs). Those requirements that define the conditions, the safe
boundaries, and the management or administrative controls necessary to ensure the safe operation of a
nuclear explosive operation, associated activities, and associated facilities. These requirements are also
necessary to reduce the potential risk to the public, environment, and workers from inadvertent nuclear
detonation, high explosives detonation/deflagration resulting in dispersal of fissile material, fire resulting in
dispersal of fissile material. uncontrolled releases of radioactive materials from the facility(s), radiation
exposures due to inadvertent criticality, and other non-standard industrial hazards that could result in
significant worker injury.

50. Accident Analysis. Accident analysis is a follow-on effort to hazard analysis and entails qualitative
(quantitative when necessary) assessment of likelihood of occurrence range and consequence analysis.
Bounding analyses are selected for inclusion in the facility SAR and in the HARs for specific nuclear
explosive operations and associated activities.

51. Activity Based Controls Document (ABCD). An ABCD documents the controls for nuclear explosive
operations that DOE relies on to prevent or mitigate accidents with consequences that meet or exceed the
NEO Evaluation Guidelines. The goal of the ABCD for a nuclear explosive operation at the Pantex Plant
is consistent with the goal for TSRs specified in DOE Order 5480.22.

52. Authentication. Using a die stamp or template of a unique pattern to show that obliterating a permanent
marking has been authorized.

53. Authorization Agreement (AA). The AA documents the DOE and Contractor agreement to the conditions
of operation and as a minimum will:

• Define the scope of operations,
• List the applicable Authorization Basis documents,

.1)
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• List other documents that support the decision to authorize operations, such as S/RIDs, applicable
readiness review reports, NES review reports, National Environmental Policy Act documents, and
certification that all nuclear explosive surety standards are met, and

• Define any other terms and conditions.

54. Authorization Basis (AB). For nuclear explosive operations, the AB is defined as the applicable Safety
Evaluation Report, SAR (or equivalent interim document), Pantex Plant TSR, HAR, and ABeD. These
documents control the aspects of the operation relied upon by DOE.

55. Basis for Interim Operations (BIO). The BIO is the documented establishment of a safety basis (SB) for
current facility operations and operational controls until more detailed documentation, fully compliant with
the requirements of DOE Order 5480.22 and DOE Order 5480.23, is developed and approved by DOE. An
approved BIO serves as the interim DOE SB until the upgraded safety documentation is developed and
approved.

56. BIO Upgrade Program. A program for upgrading existing SB documentation by developing and approving
safety documentation that is fully compliant with the requirements of DOE Order 5480.22 and DOE Order
5480.23.

57. Design Agencies. Weapon design laboratories (LANL, LLNL, and SNL).

58. Dummy Pit. A component, or set of components, designed to simulate a live pit, but which does not
contain fissile material and cannot therefore create a nuclear explosive if placed in the central cavity of an
implosion system.

59. Engineering Release. Technical approval ofa nuclear explosive operation issued jointly by the appropriate
weapon design laboratories.

60. Fail-Safe Design. Tooling, equipment, and facility designs that have considered possible points of failure
(physical failure and human error) and have provided hardware compensation for these failures in order
that the operation remains safe.

6\. Human Factors. A discipline concerned with designing machines, operations, and work environments to
match human capabilities, limitation, and needs.

62. Layout. How tooling, equipment, nuclear explosives, waste receptacles, and similar items are placed
within a NEA.

63. Mock High Explosive. A non-detonable material used to simulate one or more properties of HE.

64. Nuclear Explosive Safety Tester Evaluation (NESTE). A formal evaluation of a proposed replacement for
a tester previously authorized through a NES Study.

65. Nuclear Explosive Safety Survey (NES Survey). A formal evaluation based on a comparative analysis of
the operation with the nuclear explosive operation evaluated in a current and approved NES Study Report.

66. Obliteration. Removing or defacing the permanent marking on a nuclear explosive or NELA when the
marking is no longer valid.

67. Production Agency. A DOE M&O contractor responsible for assembling or disassembling nuclear
explosives, components of nuclear explosives, or NELAs.

68. Safety Basis (SB). For the purposes of this document, the SB consists of the AB and all information
serving as the foundation for the AB, such as the Weapon Safety Specification (WSS), design information,
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engineering analyses, fire hazard analyses, contractor safety program documentation, and technical
background information for both the facility and the weapon.

69. Safety Structures, Systems, and Components. The set of Safety-Class SSCs and Safety-Significant SSCs
for nuclear explosive operations and associated activities and facilities.

70. Significant Modification. Changes to facilities, systems, or components that may result in a significant
increase in risk from a hazard beyond that previously analyzed and reviewed, or a significant reduction in
the reliability of any item for which credit has been taken for reducing or controlling a hazard. These
changes may include introducing a new hazard, applying of new regulations, or receiving new information
indicating an increased hazard associated with an existing operation.

71. Tooling. Commercially procured or custom designed and fabricated devices, such as stands and fixtures,
used in performing nuclear explosive operations or associated activities.
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SAMPLE FORMAT - NES STUDY INPUT DOCUMENT

The following is a fonnat that has evolved over time. This should continue to change as the state of the AB
documents evolves. If topics are presented in sufficient detail in documents provided in the input (e.g., WSS), this
infonnation need not be repeated elsewhere in the input document.

Executive Summary (If applicable)

Volume IA - Nuclear Laboratory Input

I. Descriptions

A. Nuclear System
(I) Primary
(2) Secondary
(3) Gas Systems

B. Special Processes
C. Quality Tests

2. SafetyfHazard Evaluations

A. One-point Safety
B. High Explosive Safety
C. High Explosive Deterioration
D. Chemical Compatibility
E. Pressure Safety
F. Command Disable
G. Special Processes
H. Quality Tests
I. Significant Controls

3. Specific Nuclear Explosive Safety Rules

Evaluation of current specific NESRs and any recommended changes.

4. Immediate-Action Procedures

Evaluation of current immediate-action procedures and any recommended changes.

Volume I.B - Sandia National Laboratories Input

1. Descriptions and SafetyfHazards Evaluation

A. General Description of Warhead/Bomb
B. Warhead Electrical System
C. Gas Systems
D. Nuclear Explosive Safety Theme
E. Non-DOE Components
F. Telemetry Considerations
G. Other Hazards (including energy sources/potential effects)
H. Shipping Configurations
I. Tie-down Specification
J. Pennissive-Action Link
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K. Command Disable
L. Special Processes
M. Quality Tests
N. Significant Positive Measures

2. Electrical Tester Equipment

A. List Testers Required
B. Evaluation of Testers and Nuclear Explosive/Electrical Tester Interface with respect to DG 10001
C. Independent Tester Analysis

3. Specific NESRs

Evaluation of current specific NESRs and any recommended changes.

4. Immediate-Action Procedures

Evaluation of current immediate-action procedures and any recommended changes.

Volume IC - Pantex Plant M&O Contractor Input

I. Sequence of Operations

A. Description of Operations
(I) Disassembly & Inspection
(2) Reassembly/assembly
(3) Onsite Transportation
(4) Special Processes
(5) Quality Tests
(6) Facility Interface

B. Process Flow Diagram Nuclear Explosive Operating Procedures/Process flow Diagrams
(I) Process photos and videotapes

C. Significant Positive Measures

2. Description of Process Tooling, Equipment, and Materials

A. Mechanical Tooling (special, commercial, hand tools) and equipment
B. Electrical Equipment (MTL, MEL, Pink Labeled)
C. Materials (support and expense)

3. Specific NESRs

Evaluation of current specific NESRs and any recommended changes.

4. Immediate-Action Procedures

Evaluation of current immediate-action procedures and any recommended changes.

Volume 2 - Authorization Basis Documentation

I. Weapon Safety Specification
2. Hazards Analysis Report and/or applicable facility safety analysis documents
3. Applicable control documents
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Volume 3 - Tooling

Volume 4 - Addendum

I. Briefings to the NESSG
2. Additional document not previously included in the Input Document
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AA
AAO
AB
ABCD
AL
ALARA
ASME
B
BIO
CHE
CFR
CM
D&P
DOD
DOE
ES&H
FR
HAR
HE
HFE
HRD
IHE
IVAN
LANL
LLNL
MEL
MIP
M&O
MTL
NEA
NELA
NEO
NES
NESP
NESR
NESSG
NESTE
ONDP
PAP
QA
QC-l
SAR
SB
SBRT
SD
SNL
SOMD
SIRID
SSC
SSD
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Authorization Agreement
Amarillo Area Office
Authorization Basis
Activity Based Control Document
Albuquerque Operations Office
As-Low-As-Reasonably-Achievable
American Society of Mechanical Engineering
Bomb
Basis for Interim Operations
Conventional High Explosive
Code of Federal Regulations
Configuration Management'
Development and Production
Department of Defense
Department of Energy
Environmental, Safety, and Health
Facility Representative
Hazard Analysis Report
High Explosive
Human Factors Engineering
Human Resource Division
Insen,sitive High Explosive
Independent Vulnerability Analysis
Los Alamos National Laboratory
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
Master Equipment List
Maintenance Implementation Plan
Management and Operating
Master Tester List
Nuclear Explosive Area
Nuclear Explosive-Like Assembly
Nuclear Explosive Operation
Nuclear Explosive Safety
Nuclear Explosive Safety Program
Nuclear Explosive Safety Rule
Nuclear Explosive Safety Study Group
Nuclear Explosive Safety Tester Evaluation
Office of National Defense Programs
Personnel Assurance Program
Quality Assurance
Quality Control-l
Safety Analysis Report
Safety Basis
Safety Basis Review Team
Supplemental Directive
Sandia National Laboratories
Site Occupational Medical Director
Standards/Requirements Identification Document
Structure, System, or Component
Safeguards and Security Division
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SST
TSD
TSR
USQD
W
WPD
WSD
WSS
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Safe Secure Trailer
Transportation Safeguards Division
Technical Safety Requirement
Unreviewed Safety Question Detennination
Warhead
Weapon Programs Division
Weapon Surety Division
Weapon Safety Specification
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INDEX OF KEY TERMS AND PHRASES

Attachment IV

Adherence, 37

APPLICABILITY
Contractors, I
DOE Elements, I

Authorization Basis, 4, 6, 34, 35, 36, 49

Blue Decal, 18

CANCELLATION, I

Change Control, 4, 7, 12,38

Commitment Tracking System, 5

Computer-Controlled Testers, 19

Conduct of Operations, 2

Configuration Management (CM)
Equipment, 32
Facility, 35
General Requirements, 4
Procedures, 38 0

Program Plan, 33
Tooling and Equipment, 33

CONTACT, 47

Corrective Action System, 5

Criticality Safety, 6

Defense-in-Depth,29

DEFINITIONS, 48

Human Resources Division, 15

Electrical Equipment, 18,20,21,32,44.

Electrical TesterslEquipment, 16, 18,32,35
Configuration Management, 32
Control,I8

Equipment
Design Criteria, 29
Electrical Testers, 32
Human Factors Engineering, 3 I
Limit Energy, 31
Positive Verification, 33
Reliability,30
Tooling and Mechanical, 29

Exemption, 7, 40, 41

Facility
Authorization Basis, 36
Conduct of Operations, 2
Configuration Management, 33, 35
Occurrence Reporting, 4
Performance Indicators, 5, 6
Readiness Reviews, 40
Safety Analysis, 4, 6

Fitness for Duty, 34

High Explosive, 8, 18,48
Bare, 18, 19
Conventional, 16
Insensitive High Explosive (lHE), 16
Main Charge, 16, 17,23,24,25
Mock,23,24,25,26,49
NELA, 23, 24, 25, 26, 28

Human Factors, 38, 49

Human Factors Engineering, 29, 3 1,32

Inspection, 9,30,38,44

Internal Safety Reviews, 40, 42

Issues Management, 5
Commitment Tracking System, 5
Corrective Action Systel!l, 5

Limit Energy, 31

Live Pit Introduction Sequence, 24

Maintenance
Criteria, 31
Facilities, Tooling, and Equipment, 3, 30,33
Implementation Plan (MIP), 3, 4
Preventative, 31, 35
Post-Maintenance Testing, 31
Training, Qualification, and Certification Records, 3

Marking
Authentication, 28
Exception, 27
Instructions, 26
Nuclear Explosive, 26
Nuclear Explosive-Like Assembly (NELA), 26
Obliterating, 27
Permanent Marking Legend, 26
Permanent Marking Location, 26
Permanent Marking Method, 27
Temporary Marking, 28
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Master/Golden Copy, 20

Master Equipment List (MEL), 18,20,21,32,44

Master Tester List (MTL), 16, 18, 19,21,32

Metrology Laboratory Operations, 19

Mock High Explosive, 23, 24, 25, 26, 49

Nuclear Explosive-Like Assembly (NELA)
AssemblylDisassembly , 22, 24, 25
Categories, 25
Concurrent AssemblylDisassembly Restrictions, 24, 25
High Explosive, 23, 26
Inert, 22, 26
Inert-with-Live-Pit, 24,25, 26
Offsite Transportation, 25
Permanent Marking Legend, 26
Qualifications, 22
Requirements, 22
Survey Prior to Transfer, 25
Survey Upon Receipt, 25
Technical Criteria, 22
Temporary Marking, 28
Transfer Prohibition, 26
Verification ofComponents Prior to Assembly, 22

Nuclear Explosive Safety Program, 7, 8

Nuclear Explosive Safety Rules (NESRs)
Deviations, 8 .
Exemptions, 7, 41
General, 7, 37, 38
Supplemental, 9
Training, 28

Nuclear Explosive Safety Study Group (NESSG)
Activities and Responsibilities/Qualifications, 11,42,
43,44,45
Annual Briefing, 12, 13
Change Approval, 11, 12
Evaluation, 9
Evaluation of Electrical Testers, 18
Hazard Analysis, 6
Interface with Security Operations, 12
Nuclear Explosive Safety Study, 10, II
Recommendations, 12
Urgent Nuclear Explosive Safety Concerns, II

Nuclear Explosive Safety Study
Change 8, 12
Electrical Tester, 18
Input Document Format, 51
Master Equipment List, 21
Procedures, 8
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Process, 9, 10, 11
Roles, 41, 42

Nuclear Explosive Safety Studies, Surveys, and
Revalidations,9

Nuclear Explosive Safety Survey, 10, 41, 49

Nuclear Explosive Trainers, 39

Occupational Safety and Health Program, 40

Occurrence Reporting, 5

Orrsite Transportation
Change Control, 7
Nuclear Explosives, 21
NELAs,25

Onsite Transportation of Nuclear Explosives, 21

Operational Safety Program, 2

Orange Decal, 18

Other Electrical Equipment, 18,21,32

Performance Indicators, 5, 6, 41

Personnel Assurance Program (PAP), 13,14,15,17,19,
22,23,24,28,34,35,37,41,43,44,45

Person-to-Person Coverage, 15,16, 17, 19,37

Physical Protection, 17, 23

Positive Verification
Facility, 35
Nuclear Explosive Operations, 38
People, 34
Procedures, 38
Tooling and Equipment, 33
Training, 39

Procedures
Adherence, 37
ALARA,30
Configuration Management, 4, 7, 8, 38
Electrical Tester, 18
General,36
Human Factors, 38
Immediate Action, 8, 9,29,38
Maintenance, 31
Master Equipment List, 20, 21
Nuclear Explosive Operations, 7, 8
NESSG,11
Occupational Safety and Health, 40
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Occurrence Reporting, 5
PAP, 13, 19,37
Positive Verification, 38
Quality Assurance, 5, 36
Reader Worker Procedure and Check-off, 17,37
Security, 12
Special Instructions, 8
Surveillance 39
Training 28, 32, 39
Transportation, 5, 7, 21
Waste Minimization, 36

Quality Assurance (QA), 4, 5, 36

Reader Worker Procedure and Check-off, 17

Red Decal, 19

REFERENCES, 46

REQUIREMENTS
General, 1
Operational Safety Program, 2
Safety Analysis, 6
Nuclear Explosive Safety Program, 7
Process Design, 29
Internal Safety Reviews, 40
Readiness Reviews, 40
Occupational Safety and Health Program, 40
Exemptions, 40

RESPONSIBILITIES
Area Manager, Amarillo Area Office, 43
Area Manager, Kirtland Area Office, 44
Area Manager, Los Alamos Area Office, 44
Assistant Manager, Office of National Defense

Programs, 41
Assistant Manager, Office of Safety and Security, 41
Director, Independent Safety Review Division, 43

• Director, Safeguards and Security Division, 43
Director, Safety Analyses Support Division, 43
Director, Transportation Safeguards Division, 43
Director Weapons Program Division, 42
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, 44
Los Alamos National Laboratory, 44
Manager, AL, 40
Sandia National Laboratories, 44
Pantex Plant Management and Operating Contractor, 45
Weapons Surity Division, Nuclear Explosive Safety
Program Manager. 42

Safety Analyses
Change Control, 7
Criticality Safety, 6
Process and Documentation, 6

Safety Basis, 49
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Safety Envelope Control, 35

Safety Evaluation, 7, 49

Safety Hierarchy, 2

Safety Margin, 39

Safety Rules (See NESRs)

Selection, Training, and Qualification, 2, 3, 4, 9, 15, 23,
28,34,39,43,44,45

Surveillance, 35, 39

Technical Safety Requirements (TSRs), 4, 6, 28, 31, 35,
48,49

Tooling and Mechanical Equipment, 29

Transportation Requirements, 25

Two-Person Concept, 15, 16, 19,28,37

Urgent Nuclear Explosive Safety Concerns, II

Yellow Decal, 18

Zone Coverage, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19,37
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The purpose of the chapter is to describe the change control process for nuclear explosive operations (NEOs)
performed at the Pantex Plant. The NEO Change Control Process is to be applied to all requested changes to
NEO procedures, tooling/equipment items, or facility interfaces. The proposed changes are to be evaluated
from the Authorization Basis (utilizing the USQ process, with criteria tailored from DOE 5480.21 criteria)
and from the Nuclear Explosive Safety (NES) perspectives (utilizing the NES change evaluation process). In
each of these areas, the level of review and implementation approval for the change is determined by the
application of specific evaluation criteria. Review/approval levels may range from the M&O contractor to
DOEIHQ, depending upon the safety implications of the proposed change.

2.0 POLICY

It is U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) policy that nuclear explosive operations be developed with safety as a
primary consideration. A formal process is required to ensure that all proposed changes to NEOs at the
Pantex Plant are subject to a formal and rigorous evaluation. Line management at the M&O contractor and
DOE offices must ensure that all proposed changes have merit. do not adversely affect the safety of the
operation, and fall within the scope of the existing authorization basis or are documented in an approved
revision to the existing authorization basis as determined by the USQ process. In addition to the line
management function, an independent NES evaluation will be performed on all proposed changes to NEO
procedures, tooling/equipment items, and facility interfaces.

For those programs not yet having an approved HAR and ABeD, the USQ evaluation will be performed only
if the subject of the proposed change is addressed in the existing AB documents (SAR or equivalent, and
Pantex Plant TSRs). If the subject is not addressed in the existing AB documents, only the NES evaluation
will be performed on the proposed change.

The M&O contractor and DOE offices are to maintain auditable records of the change request evaluations for
which they have approval authority.
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A detailed implementation plan will be developed by the M&O contractor for implementation of this change
control process at the Pantex Plant. The plan will be submitted for DOE review and approval.

3.0 DEFINITIONS

See Chapter 11.0 for Definitions

4.0 NEO CHANGE CONTROL PROCESS FLOW

The NEO Change Control process flow is illustrated in Figure 1.

The process is divided into seven parts based upon organizational roles and responsibilities. Each part is
comprised of individual steps, identified by letter. Any particular step is denoted by a part number (1-7) and
a step letter (A-Z).

The process is initiated when a change is proposed to an existing operation. Proposed changes can be
generated from essentially any level, from M&O Contractor production technicians to laboratory technical
specialists. All proposed changes will be referred to the M&O Contractor program engineer, who will
evaluate the proposed change for merit. If the proposed change has merit, the M&O Contractor program
engineer will initiate the NEO Change Control Process by proceeding with Step I.

5.0 RESPONSIBILITIES

PARTl

STEP IA

M&O CONTRACTOR ACTIONS

Every proposed change that will affect a NEO procedure, tooling/equipment item, or facility interface is to be
documented on an M&O Contractor Change Request Fonn. The form must include a complete description of
the proposed change, justification for implementation of the proposed change, and concurrence with the
change request by the following individuals: M&O Contractor program engineer; M&O Contractor facility
manager, and design agency technical representative. The concurrence signatures (and review signatures, see
Step 1B, 1C below) are depicted in Attachment 1.

STEP IB, IC

The M&O Contractor Change Request Form will also reflect the results of the independent evaluation by an
M&O Contractor NES representative (for the NES perspective on proposed changes) and an independent
safety evaluation screen by an M&O Contractor Authorization Basis representative (for the Authorization
Basis (AlB) perspective on proposed changes), see Attachment 1.
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The criteria utilized in the screens and the associated evaluation results are to be attached to the Change
Request Fonn. The required Criteria are shown on Attachment 2. The NES criteria were adopted from the
AL/WSD NES change evaluation process (described in more detail in Attachment 6, "Detailed Guidance on
NES Change Evaluation Process"). The M&O Contractor provided the AlB safety screen criteria

If the NES screen indicates "Trivial", proceed to Step 10 (or to Step 1H if the AlB screen proceeds to Step
IH). If the NES screen indicates "Not Trivial", proceed to Stepl!.
AND
If the AlB screen indicates "Negative" (-) proceed to Step 10. If the AlB screen indicates "Positive" (+),
proceed to Step IE.

STEPID

If, and only if, the NES screen is "Trivial" and the AlB screen is "Negative", then M&O Contractor is
authorized to approve implementation of the proposed change. M&O Contractor is to define the appropriate
M&O Contractor approval level for this situation in the development of detailed implementing instructions
for this change control process. MHC shall maintain auditable documentation of these approvals.

STEP IE

The AlB· safety evaluation screen has resulted in a "positive" detennination. M&O Contractor now perfonns
a detailed USQ evaluation of the proposed change. The basis for the USQ evaluation is the seven questions
shown on Attachment 3, "Basis for M&O USQ Evaluation on Authorization Basis".

If the detailed USQ evaluation indicates "Negative", proceed to Step IG.
If the detailed USQ evaluation indicates "Positive", proceed to Step IF.

STEP IF

The detailed USQ evaluation is "Positive", and therefore a change to the existing Authorization Basis is
required. The M&O Contractor compiles the documentation associated with the requested change, to include
proposed revised pages to the existing AlB, and transmits the results of the USQ evaluation and the requested
AlB change to M&O Contractor's Director, Mission Programs Division (MPD) for review (Step 11).

STEP IG

If the USQ evaluation is "Negative" and therefore no change to the existing Authorization Basis is necessary,
the M&O Contractor Director, ?vIPD reviews and validates the results of the USQ evaluation prior to
proceeding with Step lH. The Director, ?vIPD will redirect the evaluation back to Step IE if the negative
detenninationis not validated.
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STEP IH

If and only if the result of the M&O Contractor NES screen was "Trivial", M&O Contractor is authorized to
approve implementation of the proposed change at this point in the process.

If the result of the NES screen was "Not Trivial" M&O Contractor is not authorized to approve
implementation, but must continue the process by proceeding to Step 1I.

STEP 1I

If the M&O Contractor NB USQ evaluation is "Positive" and/or the M&O Contractor NES screen has
resulted in a "Not Trivial" detennination, the result now requires DOE involvement.

The M&O Contractor's Director, tv1PD is charged with the responsibility of reviewing the results of the NB
USQ evaluation (and associated proposed revisions to the Authorization Basis) and/or the M&O Contractor
NES screen prior to forwarding a request for action to DOE. In addition to ensuring the safety evaluations
are complete and support a detennination that the proposed change is safe, the Director, tv1PD is to ensure
that sufficient documentation on the proposed change, its safety implications, and justification for
implementation, are forwarded for DOE action, as per Step 11. The Director, tv1PD is authorized and may
elect to abandon a change proposal. The Director, tv1PD is not authorized to reverse a NES screen
determination that a proposal is "Not Trivial" or reverse a "Positive" USQ determination.

STEP 1J

The M&O Contractor's Director, tv1PD forwards the change request documentation, associated safety
evaluations, and implementation justification to DOE for action, in the following sequence:

1. If the proposed change resulted in an NB change request only, the requested change will be sent to the
Manager, Amarillo Area Office for BIOrrSR approvals with copy to DOE/AL, or to the Director,
Weapon Programs Division, DOEIAL for HARIABCD approvals with copy to AAO.

2. If the change resulted in a "Not Trivial" NES detennination only, then the M&O Contractor Director,
MPD will send a fonnal request to the Director, AUWSD, with copy to the Director, ALIWPD, to
conduct a WSDINESP-led NES review, to support Step 3A.

3. If the change resulted in both a requested NB change and a "Not Trivial" NES detennination, then steps
one and two above are to be executed simultaneously.
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PART 2

STEP2A

DOE LINE MANAGEMENT ACTIONS

The Area Manager, AAO is the review/approval authority for BIOITSR changes and the Director,
DOE/AUWPD, is the review/approval authority for HARlABCD changes.

Upon approval of the Authorization Basis change, DOE Line Management proceeds to Step 2B.

STEP 28

DOE Line Management reviews the results of the M&O Contractor NES screen, completed earlier in the
process (Step lC).

If Step lC detennined that the proposed change was "Trivial", then in combination with the approved AlB
revision, proceed to Step 2C for Line Management authorization for implementation of the proposed change.

If the NES screen detennined the proposed change to be "Not Trivial", then Line Management cannot
approve implementation of the change at this time, pending results of the AUWSD-led NES evaluation in
Step 3A.

STEP 2C

DOE Line Management has approved the AlB change request and has verified that the M&O Contractor
NES screen resulted in a "Trivial" detennination.

DOE Line Management (AAO for BIOITSR changes and ALIWPD for HARlABCD changes) transmits the
approved AlB change request to the M&O Contractor and authorizes implementation of the proposed change.

PART 3

STEP3A

DOE NES ACTIONS

Upon receipt of a proposed change request and supporting documentation from the M&O Contractor, the
Director, AUWSD, initiates a WSD-led joint NES review of the proposed change. Additional requirements
and guidance for this review are detailed in Attachment 6.

The joint NES review team will make one of the following detenninations:

a. The proposed change is "Trivial" and should be referred back to the M&O contractor for NES
approval.

b. The proposed change is "Minor" and may be NES-approved by ALIWSD.
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c. The proposed change does not qualify for a lower approval level and should be evaluated using a NES
Study for approval by DP-20.

Notes: The joint NES review team determines an appropriate approval level; it does not approve
changes. Unanimous agreement of the NES Review Team is needed to categorize a proposal as
"Trivial" or "Minor. "

The criteria for the NES Minor screen are reflected in Attachment 4. The "NES Minor Screen Criteria" were
adopted from the ALIWSD change evaluation process, see Attachment 6.

The NES review team may advise the proposing agency of any additional information needed above and
beyond the initial submittal. The AL member will inform the Director, WSD, of the results of the joint review
prior to obtaining that official's NES decision.

The Director, ALlWSD, will formally notify the Manager, AAO, and the Director, ALlWPD, of the NES
approval of the change as "Minor" (or reason for disapproval, or conclusion that the change is actually
Trivial).

If the change is approved as "Minor", proceed to Step 3B of the process.

Note: It is also possible that the Joint NES Review Team will categorize the proposed change as
"Trivial". In this case the Director, WSD, will formally notify AAO, WPD, and the M&O Contractor
that the' change proposal was determined to be "Trivial" from a NES perspective, and process
reverts to Step IH ifUSQ evaluation was negative.

If the change is not "Trivial" or "Minor", proceed to Step 4A.

STEP3B

ALIWSD has approved the proposed change as."Minor" (from a NES perspective). AAO is authorized to
approve implementation of the change after ensuring that any and all necessary Authorization Basis changes
have been approved by line management as per Step 2A.

PART 4

STEP4A

ALACTIONS

ALIWSD and AL/WPD will reach agreement on the need for a NESTE or a NES Study (See Attachment 5,
"NES Criteria for NESS versus NESTE," for changes involving testers) and will initiate preparations for the
NESSG evaluation. At this step it is possible that DOE will determine that the benefit of the proposed
change does not warrant further obligation of resources.
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PARTS

STEP5A

LINE MANAGEMENT ACTIONS

The appropriate review and approval level having been detennined, the M&O Contractor will then lead the
development of the necessary safety support documentation for the change request. The M&O contractor will
be responsible for compiling the safety package, with appropriate input from M&O contractor, the design
agencies and other DOE offices as appropriate. The AL PM, responsible and accountable for ensuring the
completeness of the documentation prior to submittal of the documentation to review entities, will submit the
safety package to the appropriate review entity for approval, in support of Attachment 6, "Detailed Guidance
on NES Change Evaluation Process."

PART 6

STEP6A

DOE NES ACTIONS

The proposed change will be evaluated by the NESSG via a NESS (as specified in DOE 0 452.2A and DOE
STD-3015-97) or a NESTE (as specified in Attachment 6, Section I.C).

PART 7

STEP 7A

AL, HQ ACTIONS

The Manager, DOE/AL has approval authority for NESTEs.

STEP 7B

The Deputy Assistant Secretary for Military Applications and Stockpile Management: DP-20. DOEIHQ has
approval authority for NESSs.

6.0 RESPONSIBLE ORGANIZAnONS

WPD and WSD are responsible for this chapter.

7.0 ATTACHMENTS

Attachment I: Concurrence and Review Signatures for M&O NEO Change Request Form
Attachment 2: M&O Safety Evaluation Screen Criteria
Attachment 3: Basis for M&O USQ Evaluation on Authorization Basis
Attachment 4: NES Minor Screen Criteria
Attachment 5: NES Criteria for NESS versus NESTE
Attachment 6: Detailed Guidance on NES Change Evaluation Process
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Attachment 1

Concurrence & Review Signatures
For M&O NEO Change Request Fonn

Apply to proposed change to a weapon system's procedures, tooling/equipment, or facility interface
NES and Authorization Basis are to be screened
Independent M&O determination of safety impact is required and is to be attached to form
Attach the Screen Criteria, a Chan e Descri tion, and a Chan e Justification

Concurrence Initials:
Concurrence Date:

Apply to proposed change to a weapon system's procedures, tooling/equipment, or facility interface
NES and Authorization Basis are to be screened
Independent M&O determination of safety impact is required and is to be attached to form
Attach the Screen Criteria, a Chan e Descri tion, and a Chan e Justification

~!~;.'C~pctirr~~~~~m~~~#~~~:':~~~~:Sl<~;";,::'~
Program Engineer:
Name:
Title:
Remarks:
Facility Manager:
Name:
Title:
Remarks:

Concurrence Initials:
Concurrence Date:

Design Agency:
Name:
Title:
Remarks:

Concurrence Initials:
Concurrence Date:

Trivial:

Design Agency:
Name:
Title:
Remarks:

NES Representative:
Name:
Title:
Remarks:

Concurrence Initials:
Concurrence Date:

Concurrence Initials:
Concurrence Date:

A/B Representative:
Name:
Title:
Remarks:

Negative: Positive:

Concurrence Initials:
Concurrence Date:

11.7-9



U.S. Department of Energy Albuquerque Operations Office

AL Appendix 56XB

Development and Production Manual
AL56XB, Date Title: NUCLEAR EXPLOSIVE OPERAnONS CHANGE Chapter

Rev. 1, 06/30/99 CONTROL PROCESS 11.7
Change 32

Attachment 2

M&O Safety Evaluation Screen Criteria

NES (Performed by M&O NES Rep)

DD

Any YES Means NO
"Not Trivial"

A. Does the change have any NES implications? 0 0
B. Is the change outside the scope of an existing study? D D

1. Does proposed change increase likelihood of failure of a control relied
upon to meet any of the three DOE NES Standards? D D

2. Does proposed change create possibility of accident or failure of a
different type than any evaluated previously and which could lead to a
violation of any of the three DOE NES Standards? D D

3. Does the proposed change reduce the margin ofassurance that any of
the three DOE NES Standards is met?

4. Does the proposed change require a process modification that is
significantly different from the previously studied and approved
process and that may affect NES?

Narrati\'e:

D D

AlB (Safety Evaluation Screen Performed by M&O AlB Rep)
Any YES Means NO

"Positive"
A. Could the proposed change place the operation outside of the existing

authorization basis?

B. Could the proposed change adversely affect structures, systems, or
components; tooling/equipment; or materials identified in a safety basis
document?

C. Does tile proposed change involve a new procedure (operating, facility, or
other) or a modification to a current procedure that could--

I. reduce the effectiveness of a control identified in a safety basis
document?

2. alter how a major task is performed?

3. introduce a new or increased hazard into the process?

Narrative:

D

D

D
D
D

D

D

D
D
D
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Attachment 3

Basis for
M&O USQ Evaluation on Authorization Basis

(perfonned by M&O Risk Management)

"Yes" answer to ANY question means evaluation is "Positive"
"No" answ-'er to ALL questions means evaluation is "Negative"

1. Could the proposed change increase the probability of an accident previously identified in the safety
analysis?

2. Could the proposed change increase the consequences of an accident previously identified in the safety
analysis?

3. Could the proposed change increase the probability of the occurrence of a malfunction of equipment
important to safety previously evaluated in the safety analysis?

4. Could the proposed change increase the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to safety
previously evaluated in the safety analysis?

5. Could the proposed change create the possibility of an accident of a different type then any previously
evaluated in the safety analysis?

6. Could the proposed change create the possibility of a different type of malfunction of equipment
important to safety than any previously evaluated in the safety analysis?

7. Could the proposed change reduce the margin of safety defined in the basis for any TSR or ABCD?
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Attachment 4

NES Minor Screen Criteria
(performed by Joint NES Review Team led by AUWSD)

Any YES Means NO
Change is "Not Minor"

A. Is the Change "Trivial"? 0 0

B. Is the change outside the scope ofan existing study?

1. Does proposed change increase likelihood of failure
of a control relied upon to meet any of the three
DOE NES Standards? 0 0

2. Does proposed change create possibility of accident
failure of a different type than any evaluated
previously and which could lead to a violation of any
of the three DOE NES Standards? 0 D

3. Does the proposed change reduce the margin of
assurance that any of the three DOE NES Standards
is met? 0 D

4. Does the proposed change require a process
modification that is significantly different from the
previously studied and approved process and that
may affect NES? 0 D

c. Does the change have any significant adverse NES
implications? 0 D
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Attachment 5

NES Criteria for NESS versus NESTE

If the answer to both of the following questions is "Yes." a proposed replacement tester may be evaluated by a
NESTE and approved by the Manager, AI. Otherwise, the proposal is evaluated in a NES Study for approval by
DP-20.

1. Will the proposed tester replace one that is
authorized through an approved NES Study?

2. Will the proposed replacement tester perform the
same tests on the same nuclear explosive circuits as
the approved tester it replaces (or a subset of the
previously approved tests)?

YES
NESTE

D

D

NO
NESStudy

D

D
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Attachment 6

Detailed Gu idance on
NES Change Evaluation Process

This attachment provides detailed requirements and guidance for achieving NES approval of proposed changes to
approved nuclear explosive operations. Section I describes what must be done to gain NES approval for each of
the authorized approval levels. Section II describes how to select an appropriate NES approval level.

In the context of this guidance, "NES Approval" refers to the determination that a proposal is acceptable from a
NES perspective. Actual approval authority for implementation of a proposed change rests with the appropriate
line management official, subject to appropriate safety reviews such as the NES reviews described below.

I. Requirements for NES Approval of Changes

NES approval of proposed changes may be granted at one of four levels, depending on the nature
(complexity, NES implications, analysis needed, etc.) of the proposal.

A. Trivial Changes

The Pantex Plant M&O contractor (based on concurrence of the contractor's NES personnel) may
approve proposed changes of a trivial or strictly administrative nature with no likelihood of significance
to nuclear explosive safety. The M&O Contractor shall establish a process for NES review and
approval of "trivial" changes that is consistent with the requirements of this directive.

B. Minor Changes

The Director, WSD (based on evaluation by a joint NES review team as described below) may approve
proposed changes that have no significant adverse NES implications and that do not cause the operation
to be outside the scope of the approved NES Study. Such changes are characterized as "minor" (using
the guidance in Section II below). A joint NES review team composed of NESSG-eertified personnel
from WSD (chairman), AAO, and the Pantex Plant M&O contractor shall review proposed changes that
the proposing agency believes might fall in this category. NESSG personnel from the national
laboratories or other organizations may participate, as deemed appropriate by the chairman.

The proposing agency shall assemble and.submit appropriate information, documentation, and analysis
to support the proposal. Unanimous agreement of the NES review personnel is required to seek NES
approval as a "minor" change.

ALlWSDINESP will keep an auditable record of these NES reviews and approvals until the applicable
NES Study is either superseded or no longer needed.
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C. Replacement Testers

Review and approval of electrical tester replacements is a unique category of the NES change evaluation
process. Electrical testers used with nuclear explosives require special consideration because nuclear
explosives are designed to operate from electrical signals, and these testers intentionally apply electrical
energy to the nuclear explosive. For that reason, DOE 0 452.2A requires NESSG evaluation of any
new testers proposed for addition to the Master Tester List (MTL) of authorized nuclear explosive
electrical testers.

A replacement tester that performs the same electrical test on the same nuclear explosive circuits as is
already approved in a NES Study is a process change that is within the scope of the applicable NES
Study. Therefore, it is within the authority of the Manager, AL to approve. (By contrast, a proposal to
perform a new electrical test is not "in-scope" and must be evaluated in a NES Study for approval by
DP-20.)

NES approval of proposed replacement testers wiJl be based on a NES Tester Evaluation (NESTE)
performed by an NESSG. The NESSG report and associated approval correspondence provide the
necessary auditable record of the NES review and approval. A copy of AL-approved NESTE reports
will be provided to DP-20 for information. A NESTE approval is valid only as long as the NES Study
on which it is based remains valid.

Line management preparation for a NESTE should include at least one planning meeting with the
principal participants, similar to those required for NES Studies, to determine and document the
specific approach and expectations for each NESTE. To obtain NES approval of proposed replacement
testers using the NESTE process, the following are required:

I. Convening the NESSG.

2. A tailored input document covering the NES Study topics identified in DOE-STD-3015-97 that
are relevant to the tester operations. The focus should be on the tester design and analysis, the
specific electrical tests to be performed, the specific nuclear explosive configurations during the
tests, and any associated safety basis information.

a. The input shall include:

• A description of the similarities and differences between the proposed tester/operation
and the tester/operation being replaced.

• Tester Nuclear Safety Specification
• Analysis of the tester design with respect to established nuclear explosive tester design

criteria.
• Analysis of the tester output in single-fault conditions.
• Vulnerability of the configuration under test to the worst-case, single-fault tester output.
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• Vulnerability of the configuration under test to the occurrence of any abnormal
environments for which electrical tester requirements have been established.

• SNL's independent safety assessment.

b. Preparation and Distribution

• The NESTE input document shall be prepared by the organization(s) having
responsibility for the infonnation (Le., design agency or Pantex Plant M&O contractor).

• Infonnation prepared by a design agency shall be provided to the Pantex Plant M&O
contractor.

• The input document will be consolidated and published by the Pantex Plant M&O
contractor.

• The input document will be provided to the NESSG members at least two weeks before
the start of the NESTE.

3. Briefings by the responsible design agencies and the Pantex Plant M&O contractor on the
infonnation in the input document, with emphasis on the proposed replacement tester, its use,
and the configuration under test. The briefings should also cover basic nuclear explosive
infonnation (type of explosive, safety features, etc.), process flows, and any other background
infonnation needed to put the proposed replacement tester in context.

4. Realistic demonstration of the electrical test configuration with the proposed replacement tester
and trained technicians, using the proposed written operating procedure.

5. Deliberations by the NESSG to assure that the proposed replacement tester is not a threat to
nuclear explosive safety and to detennine if use of the proposed replacement tester meets the
three DOE NES Standards and other NES criteria specified by DOE 452-series directives.

6. Preparation of an NESSG report following the general guidelines in DOE-SID-3015-97 for
preparation of other NESSG reports.

7. Coordination of the report with the cognizant AL line management Division Director, theWSD
director; and the Assistant Manager, ONDP; followed by submission of the NESSG report to the
Manager, AL for approval.

D. All Other Changes

Proposed changes that do not qualiJ)' for one of the lower levels of approval will be evaluated in an
appropriately scoped NES Study and submitted to DP-20 for approval. NES Studies will be perfonned
in accordance with DOE-SID-3015-97 and AL SD 452.2A. The NESSa report and associated
approval correspondence provide the necessary auditable record of the NES review and approval.
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When a NES Study is used for evaluation of proposed changes, the study process and requirements are
essentially the same as for a full program NES Study. The only difference is that a NES Study for
change evaluation will be limited in scope to the specific processes affected by the change proposal.
Therefore, input documents and analyses should be similarly limited in scope and tailored to the subject.

While most NES Studies expire five years after approval, an earlier expiration may be appropriate for a
NES Study of a process change. If the scope of the NES Study is such that the activity being evaluated
cannot be performed without .other operations covered by the .associated program NES Study, it will
expire with the NES Study on which it is based. In these cases, the input document may reference
applicable portions of the existing NES Study input to the extent that the existing input is relevant and
remains accurate with respect to the change proposal. If the scope of the study is such that establishing
a new 5-year expiration is meaningful and desired, the input for the study should be complete enough so
that the study can stand on its own without reference to the previous program study input.

E. Supporting Data

Regardless of which NES review and approval path is used, it is the responsibility of line management
and the proposing agency(ies) to develop and present information to support the independent NES
evaluations.

For all changes that do not rise to the level of a NES Study, the supporting data should include
sufficient information to show that (1) the proposed modified process is within the scope of the
applicable NES Study(ies), and (2) the proposed change is not a threat to nuclear explosive safety. The
approach chosen to support those two necessary conclusions may be tailored to the nature of the change
and availability of applicable safety analyses. For example, a comparative analysis may be used to show
that the existing approved process bounds the proposed operations, from a NES perspective. Or, a
complete (stand-alone) analysis may be used to show that implementation of the proposed change is not
a threat to NES. In the second approach, some comparison with the unmodified process will still be
necessary to show that the modified process remains "in-scope."

Additionally, briefings and/or demonstrations may be needed to support any NES evaluation. This
should be determined through planning discussions between the proposing organization(s) and the
applicable NES reviewer(s).

n. Choosing a NES Approval Level for Proposed Changes

A. M&O Contractor Screen

1. The Pantex Plant M&O contractor may approve proposed changes of a trivial or strictly
administrative nature, with no likelihood of significance to nuclear explosive safety. NESSG
certified personnel from the M&O contractor will determine whether a proposal qualifies as
"trivial." If the answer to both the following questions is clearly "No," then the change is
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categorized as a trivial change. If either of these questions is answered "Yes" or "Maybe," then
the change will most likely not qualify as a trivial change.

a. Does the change have any NES implications?

b. Is the change outside the scope of an existing study? If the answer to any of the following
questions is "Yes" then the proposed change is outside the scope of the existing study:

1) Does the proposed change increase the likelihood of failure of a control relied upon to
meet any of the three DOE NES Standards?

2) Does the proposed change create the possibility of an accident or failure of a different
type than any evaluated previously and which could lead to violation of any of the three
DOE NES Standards?

3) Does the proposed change reduce the margin of assurance that any of the three DOE
NES Standards is met?

4) Does the proposed change require a process modification that is significantly different
from the previously studied and approved process and that may affect NES?

2. Answering the questions above is a judgment detennination based on the experience of the NES
personnel involved. and their efforts to gain understanding of the proposed change. Applicable
and existing safety basis infonnation should be used where helpful in making a determination, but
no significant analysis should be needed for truly "trivial" changes. If the questions cannot be
confidently answered, the NES reviewer should request additional input and/or elevate the NES
evaluation to the DOE.

3. The Pantex Plant M&O contractor will keep an auditable record of the NES review and approval
until the applicable NES Study is either superseded or no longer needed. Decisions made by the
M&O contractor are subject to later DOE review during NEWS Program appraisals and other
DOE (AL and AAO) oversight activities.

B. Joint NES Review Screen

For proposed changes judged by the Pantex Plant M&O contractor NES personnel to be non-trivial, a
second screen is perfonned by a joint NES review team composed of NESSG-certified personnel from
WSDINESP, AAO, and the M&O contractor. NESSG personnel from other organizations (e.g.,
national laboratories) may participate, as deemed appropriate by the Chainnan.

I. The proposing agency shall assemble appropriate infonnation, documentation, and analysis to
support the proposal. The joint NES review team will make one of the following detenninations:

a. The proposed change is trivial and should be referred back to the M&O contractor for
approval.
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b. The proposed. change is minor and should be submitted to the Director, ALIWSD for NES.
approval.

c. The proposed change does not qualify for a lower approval level and should be evaluated
using a NES Study for approval by DP-20.

Note: The joint NES review team detennines an appropriate approval level; it does not approve
changes.

2. If the answer to all of the following questions is clearly "No." then the change is categorized as a
minor change.

a. Is the change trivial? (Note: The joint NES review team may accept a slightly higher
threshold than tlle contractor was required to use in categorizing a change as trivial. That is,
the proposal may have some small NES implications and still be considered trivial by the joint
NES review team.)

b. Is the change outside the scope of an existing study? (See A.l.b above)

c. Does the change have any significant adverse NES implications?

Answering the questions above is a judgment determination based on the experience of the NES
personnel involved and their efforts to gain understanding of the proposed change. Applicable
existing safety basis information should be used where helpful in making a detennination. For
truly "minor" changes. it should be relatively easy to answer the questions from available
information and appropriate inquiry by the NES personnel. If the questions cannot be confidently
answered. the joint NES review team should request additional input and/or elevate the NES
evaluation to the NESSG.

Questions A.l.b.(l) and (3) ask about increased "likelihood offailure ... " and reduced "margin of
assurance ...." These are intended to be qualitative and do not require strict quantitative or
probabilistic interpretation. For example. a small decrease in a large safety margin would not
necessarily disqualify a proposal as "minor." The NES review team should consider the impact of
the proposed change as a whole.

The NES review team should also consider the relative uniqueness of the proposal. For example,
the adoption or adaptation of proven concepts from other nuclear explosive programs may qualify
as "minor" from a NES perspective, even though the propoSal is a significant departure for the
specific application being evaluated. Such a proposal may not need extensive analysis to
demonstrate that it would be a safety enhancement becauSe of experience gained in ether
applications and NES Studies. On the other hand, a proposal to use a new, unproven concept that
requires significant or complex safety analysis should be elevated to a NES Study.
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3. Unanimous agreement of the NES review team is required to seek NES approval as a "minor"
change or to refer it back to the contractor as "Trivial". In the course of the review, the NES
review team may advise the proposing agency on any additional information required above and
beyond the initial contractor package submittal. The AL member will inform the approval
official of the results of the joint review. If unanimous agreement is achieved, the Director,
ALIWSD, may approve of the change (from the NES perspective) as "Minor." ALIWSDINESP
will keep an auditable record of the NES review and approval until the applicable NES Study is
either superseded or no longer needed.

4. Although the joint NES review screen may 'appear from its screening questions to be quite similar
to the M&O contractor screen, there are three important differences. First, the joint NES review
tearn may accept a slightly higher threshold than the contractor was required to use in
categorizing a change as trivial. That is, the proposal may have some small NES implications and
still be considered trivial by the joint NES review team. Second, the M&O contractor screen will
elevate (to DOE) proposals that have any NES implications, no matter how small. The joint NES
review team will then determine whether those NES implications are adverse or otherwise
significant. Third, the joint NES review screen is a collaborative effort by NES personnel from
multiple organizations, while the M&O contractor screen is limited to the single organization.
This collaborative effort enables the tearn to deal effectively with more complex issues.

5. A proposed change that is not categorized as "trivial" or "minor" must be evaluated by an NESSG.
Most types of changes that reach this level will be evaluated in a NES Study for approval by Dp·
20. The exception is a proposed electrical tester replacement, which may qualify for evaluation in
a NESTE, and approval by the Manager, AL. (See paragraph C below.) In either case, the
NESSG report and associated approval correspondence provide the necessary auditable record of
the NES review and approval.

C. Electrical Tester Changes

The criteria for selecting an approval level for proposed electrical testers are simple and unambiguous.
It is not necessary to apply the NES screens described above to determine the appropriate approval level
for a new electrical tester. If the answer to both the following questions is "Yes," a proposed tester may
be evaluated by a NESTE and approved by the Manager, AL' Otherwise, the proposal is evaluated in a
NES Study for approval by DP-20.

I. Will the proposed tester replace one that is authorized through an approved NES Study?

2. Will the proposed replacement tester perform the same tests on the same nuclear explosive circuits
as the approved tester it replaces (or a subset of the previously approved tests)?

Documentation of the decision will be in the NESSG report.
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D. Checks and Balances

The NES change evahcition process is designed with checks and balances to prevent misuse and abuse.
The most complex changes, or changes that require complex analyses, are reviewed in a NES Study by
the full NESSG and submitted to DP-20 for approval. This provides the same degree of rigor and
management review as for a new nuclear explosive operation.

The initial judgment that a proposed replacement tester qualifies for approval by the Operations Office
Manager is subject to three reviews. First, by the NESSG during the NESTE. Second, by the
Operations Office Manager during his review and approval. Third, if approved, the NESSG report and
Manager's approval correspondence are provided to DOE HQ for infonnation. HQ can thus be assured
that the Operations Office Manager has not exceeded his authority.

At the next lower approval level (Director, WSD), unanimous agreement of a team of experienced
NESSG-eertified personnel from at least three specified organizations is needed. Because changes
approved at this level have no significant adverse NES implications, the additional collaborative efforts
of a full NESSG are not needed. But the requirement for unanimous agreement among the NESSG
certified personnel involved helps ensure that an approval recommendation is well supported and non
controversial. Appropriate supporting technical data is included with the request for approval and all
documentation is kept for later audit.

At the lowest approval level, the M&O contractor is severely limited in his ability to approve changes to
nuclear explosive operations without prior DOE review. His approval authority is limited to changes of
a trivial or strictly administrative nature, with no likelihood of significance to nuclear explosive safety.
Decisions made by the M&O contractor are subject to later DOE review during NEWS Program
appraisals and other DOE oversight activities.

E. The following page summarizes the NES approval level selection criteria. See the text above for
detailed requirements and guidance.

11.7-21



U.S. Department of Energy Albuquerque Operations Office

AL Appendix 56XB

Development and Production Manual
AL56XB, Date Title: NUCLEAR EXPLOSIVE OPERATIONS CHANGE Chapter

Rev. 1, 06/30/99 CONTROL PROCESS 11.7
Change 32

Nuclear Explosive Safety Change Evaluation Process
Approval Level Decision Matrix

M&O Contractor Screening Questions

1. Is the change outside the scope of an existing study? •
2. Does change have any NES implications?

Answers ADDroval
Both clearly "No" M&O Contractor
Either answer ~'Yes" or "Maybe" Present to joint NES review to answer

questions below.

Joint NES Review Screening Questions

1. Is the change trivial?
2. Is the change outside the scope of an existing study? •
3. Does the change have any significant adverse NES implications?

Trivial? Outside Scope? Significant Approval Level
Adverse NES
Implication?

Yes No No M&O Contractor
No No No ALlWSD
No Either answer = Yes or Maybe DP-20 (NESS)

• Proposed change is "outside the scope" if the answer is "Yes" to any of the following questions:

1. Does the proposed change increase the likelihood offailure of a control relied upon to meet any of the
three DOE NES Standards?

2. Does the proposed change create the possibility of an accident or failure of a different type than any
evaluated previously and which could lead to violation ofany of the three DOE NES Standards?

3. Does the proposed change reduce the margin of assurance that any of the three DOE NES Standards
is met?

4. Does the proposed change require a process modification that is significantly different from the
previously studied and approved process and that may affect NES?
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NES Tester Evaluation Criteria

If the answer to both the following questions is "Yes," a proposed replacement tester may be evaluated by a
NESTE and approved by the Manager, AL. Otherwise, the proposal is evaluated in a NES Study for approval by
DP-20.

I. Will the proposed tester replace one that is authorized through an approved NES Study?

2. Will the proposed replacement tester perform the same tests on the same nuclear explosive circuits as the
approved tester it replaces (or a subset of the previously approved tests)?

11.7-23



SEPARATION

PAGE



.0

..
In.
In

LLJ
....J
a::l

~
LLJ
>....J
LLJ
C

\,

Nuclear Explosive Safety
Study Group (NESSG)

Workshop

Panel Discussion

June 24, 1999

-\1. ",,-,

~ 1",\ '

o \.0:z: \,.Q

" <-V> c::: ;:0
.l> r- rTf
-r, - 0
r~ W Pl--, ----e'" ""0 __

~ ~ -co _ fT1
a I~ 0:l> _
:::0 _

o

CD

co.
~

1 (0

w
o



9:00

9:15

9:45

10:15

10:30

10:45

11: 15

12:00

Agenda

Welcome

Opening remarks

Intro DNFSB 98-2 Sub-Rec #5

DOE Implementation Plan actions

Current NES Study program

AL perspective

NV perspective

Break

NES Study Group options

using DOE structures,

ACRS-like structures

Panel discussion

Adjourn

DASMASM

DNFSB, Other panel members

Stan Puchalla

Stan Puchalla

Rick Glass

Travis Hunsaker

Stan Puchalla

Panel members

2



NESSG Workshop Objectives

Understand the NESSG process and the issues
identified in DNFSB 98-2.

Examine possible alternatives to the NESSG as
suggested in sub-recommendation #5.
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DNFSB 98-2 Sub-Rec 5

"Therefore, the Board recommends that:

...DOE establish a standing committee ofNESS reviewers
to replace the ad hoc groups now used; the membership of
this body being centered on individuals of emeritus status
with experience and proven stature in the nuclear weapons
field. This body would be expected to conduct the safety
reviews of the future."
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Nuclear Safety and Nuclear Explosive
Safety External Reviews

(1986-1993)
• 1985 Blue Ribbon Panel on Nuclear Weapons Management (Judge Clark's Panel) -

Questioned DOE nuclear safety program effectiveness.

• 1987 Advisory Committee on Nuclear Facility Safety (Ahearne Report) - Nuclear
safety management and nuclear safety evaluations. Emphasized risk assessment
and management techniques to enhance safety criteria, analysis and evaluation
methods.

• 1988 Nuclear Weapons Safety Management Process Review (The Moe Committee)-
recommended increased line management responsibility, accountability and
emphasized DOE's role in DOD-DOE NWC safety and plutonium scatter
matters.

• 1989 Drell Report - Enhance safety of deployed/fielded weapons systems. Addressed
Plutonium Dispersal concerns in DOD and DOE. Recommended quantative risk
assessments for weapons activities and operations.

• 1993 DNFSB Recommendations 93-1 Standards Utilization in Nuclear Explosive
Operations.

• 1993 DNFSB request for independent review of the NESS process.
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DOE-DNFSB Actions Concerning
Nuclear Explosive Safety

Since 1993

• DNFSB Recommendation 93-1 Standards Utilization
- Increased formalization of the NES Program

- Incorporated conventional nuclear safety guidance into safety program
for nuclear explosive operations

• NES Independent Review (1993-94)

- Commissioned by DNFSB to be independent of Defense
Programs (DP)

- Confinned current 9 member NESSG program and process

Resulted in the NESS Corrective Action Plan requiring a
fonnalized NES training program

.• Policy Changes (1995-1999)
- DP revised previous NES directives, developed NES standards

and processes which were implemented program-wide 6



Current NESSG Membership

Nine Organizations Represented

AL LANL DP-21

NV LLNL MHC

OAK SNL AAO

All member organizations are specifically assigned the
NESS function and are independent of line
management responsibilities.

Training and Qualifications

All NESSG members must meet the requirements of
DOE-STD-3015-97, NES Study Process

7



NESSG Activities
Independent review of the line management safety case.

The following technical areas are evaluated to assess the adequacy of
positive measures (controls) to satisfy the three DOE nuclear
explosive safety standards:

8

• Isolation from unwanted energy
sources

• One-point detonation safety

• High-Explosive safety

• Design safety features

• Nuclear Explosive Safety
Theme

• Electrical Tester design and
safety

• Unique NES threats

• Material, tooling, mechanical
and electrical equipment design,
safety and use

• Adequacy of written procedures

• Human error threats

• Threats from security
operations

• Transportation procedures and
equipment

• Potential threats from
associated equipment



SUMMARY OF DNFSB 98-2
Sub-Rec #5 (NESSG Membership)

• NESSG Issues
- Erosion of numbers &

experience ofNESSG pool

- Conflict of interest
(Independence)

Lack of institutional memory

- Lack of conformity &
uniformity of standards &
procedures

• DNFSB Proposal
- Standing committee

- Emeritus status

- ACRS Model

• Implementation Plan
- 5.5.1: Senior level workshop

to review NEssa membership
options; issue report; revise
STD-3015-97

- 5.5.2: Revise current T&Q
standards process; certification
process; revise STD-3015-97
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ACRS-NESSG Comparison
NRC ACRS Membership

1. Eleven Members, Chairman is selected by
ACRS peers.

2. Members drawn from external sources
independent of the NRC.

3. Members are appointed for four year terms
and normally serve no more than three terms.

4. Members are qualified by professional

expertise in selected technical areas.

DOE NESSG Membership

1. Nine Members, Chairman is selected by
DOE/AL management.

2. Members drawn from the independent non
line, nuclear explosive safety organizations:
DP-21, DOE/AL, DOEINV, DOE/OAK, MHC,
LANL, LLNL, and SNL.

3. Full-time permanent function.

- Once certified, members have no

time restriction on service

- Members must be annually certified

4. Members qualified by nuclear explosive
experience and specific NES training and

certification requirements of DOE- SID-3015.
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ACRS-NESSG Comparison

ACRS Charter

Reviews and advises the NRC on licensing and
operation of commercial nuclear facilities and
related safety issues.

On its own initiative, may conduct reviews of
specific safety-related items.

Upon DOE request, reviews and advises on
hazards of DOE nuclear facilities (lOCFR 1.13)

Advises DNFSB (PL 100-456)

ACRS Work Process

Expert-based review process.

Conducts (open) public meetings under the
Federal Advisory Committee Act
Portions ofmeetings closed during review of
Proprietary & National Security Information
such as: Naval Reactors

Disseminates work product to the public.

NESSG Charter

Evaluates the NES aspects ofproposed
and existing DOE nuclear explosive

. operations and recommends to DP-20
final approval/ disapproval.

..

NESSG Work Process

Review process defined by DOE Order
452 Series.

Conducts classified meetings not open
to the public due to National Security
considerations.

Work product is restricted to DOE use.

11



Erosion of Numbers/Experience*

"...The board is aware that the absence of design and
testing of new nuclear weapons and the associated
reduction in size of research and development staffs in the
field are substantially reducing the numbers and experience
of individuals available for membership in NESS groups."

* DNFSB 98-2, Sub Rec 5, Page 5 12



Independence/Conflict of Interest*

"...The membership of the groups is now drawn from
a relatively small pool of qualified persons. Many of
these individuals are subject to conflict of interest since
they are involved in actions and decisions that the groups '
they join are called to review."

* DNFSB98-2, Sub Rec 5, Page 5 13



Institutional Memory*

"...Moreover, few members ofNESS groups have an
institutional memory covering the safety process conducted
in the past on the weapon system they are now reviewing."

" ...On the other hand, individuals with institutional memory
and with extensive history in the nuclear weapons field are
still available, for instance, as retirees from the nuclear
weapons program. The thought naturally arises that safety
reviews might take advantage of the existence of this pool of
expertise in a manner that also provides future continuity to
the process."

14
* DNFSB 98-2, Sub Rec 5, Page 5



Continuity/Uniformity of
Procedures*

" ... Such a group would contain institutional memory
important to safety, would avoid conflicts of interest that
presently exist, and would provide continuity and
uniformity of standards and procedures."

"...A standing NESS group of this kind might resemble in
many features, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's
Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards (ACRS),
which has provided guidance and continuity to safety of
the commercial nuclear industry for half a century..."

* DNFSB 98-2, Sub Rec 5, Page 6
15



Framing the Issues
Erosion of Number & Experience

• DOE acknowledges the diminishing opportunity for the types of
experience that produce NESSG candidates

• Current status:
- The NESSG uses national laboratory subject matter experts and other

outside experts to augment and provide advice on specific technical issues

- NESSG training and certification programs are improving

- Mentoring and archiving programs

• Potential additional steps:

Expand Technical Advisor Corps (TAC) base to include more
disciplines and training

- Increase internal recruiting (incentives for NESSG service)
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Framing the Issues
Independence/Conflict of Interest

• DOE recognizes the challenge to have NESSG remain objective and
retain independence of actions

• Current status:

- All NESSG members are assigned to independent non-line
organizations

- What level of organizational independence is acceptable?

• Potential Additional Steps:

- Further split the organizational tie within DOE

- External options (ACRS, etc.)
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Framing the Issues
Institutional Memory

• DOE acknowledges few NESSG members have institutional memory
covering nuclear explosive operations from earlier decades
- Is this a major problem, as past processes were different?

- Is current NES state-of-the-art emphasis more important?

• Current status:
- TAC provide current and historical knowledge augmentation

- Archival efforts provide a process for accessing historical data

- Today's Pantex operations and processes are different from those of the past.

• Potential Additional Steps:
- Augment the NESSG with individuals possessing institutional memory/

emeritus status

- Further enhance existing training and qualification programs by increasing
awareness of historical data and lessons learned
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Framing the Issues
Continuity/Uniformity of Procedures

• DOE acknowledges that many changes have occurred to the Pantex
safety management process over the last several years

• Current status:
- The NESSG has provided a consistent safety back stop

- The rigor and formality of the NESS Process have improved (DOE-STD-
3015)

- Acceptability of input documentation is being tightened

- Increased line management role in designing NES into nuclear explosive
operations

19



NESSG Options

• DOE NESSG Options *
NESSG-I: 5 member (AL, DP-21, LANL, LLNL, SNL)

NESSG-2: 7 member (NESSG-I + AAO + MHC)

NESSG-3: 9 member (NESSG-2 + NY + OAK)

• Standing Committee (ACRS model)
NESSC-I: Replaces NESSG

NESSC-2: NESSG+Emeritus Group *
NESSC-3: Pilot ofNESSC-1

* All options include a Technical Advisor Corps (TAC)
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Framing the Options
NESSG-I NESSG-2 NESSG-3: LANL, LLNL, SNL,· AL,
LANL, LLNL, SNL; AL, DP-20 LANL, LLNL, SNL,· AL, DP-20, MO, MHC, NV, OAK

DP-20; MHC, MO
(Minimum capability) (Enhancecapabilffie~ (Current Structure)

Erosion ofnumbers/ Emphasizes design experience. Increases manufacturing, production Supports the retention of expertise for
experience understanding and emphasis. NES and NTS related activities.

Limited production and/or plant
perspectives Enhanced on-site knowledge Diversity enhanced

Highest level of weapons experience

Conflict ofInterest! Independent of both production and line AAO and MHC members are NV & OAK provide functional and
Independence management organizations functionally independent of the work, organizational independence.

but organizationally, could be
considered as lacking sufficient
independence from site management.

Institutional Memory Potential access to original design team Add AAO and MHC practical (hands- Adds supplemental R&D/Testing
and design data not available elsewhere on) experience perspective. perspectives and knowledge base.

Limited production expertise Increased access to on-site information
for desired depth or background.

-Well established and documented process

ContinuitylUnijormity of
- Qualitative/expert based evaluation with some standard-based input

Procedures Standards
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Erosion of
Numbers!
Experience

Conflict of
Interest!
Independence

Institutional
Memory

Continuity/
Uniformity of
Procedures
Standards

Framing the Options

NESSC #1 (Totally replace the NESSG)

Population base for recruitment needs to be evaluated

Currency and relevance of work experience needs to be assessed

Expert-level nuclear explosive safety personnel may require introduction to NES-unique issues and attributes

Solved by defmition

Prior experience for direct/indirect review or oversight needs to be evaluated

May be subjected to fiscal or legal limitations concerning independent boards and committees

Unique proficiency/training or orientation may be required to achieve desired NES expertise/ knowledge

May have to depend on external/additional technical support staff to act as institutional memory

Standards based evaluations require extensive testing and database, not currently available

Administrative support required to standardize NES information for evaluations/final reports

Timeliness and responsiveness may require additional dedicated administrative and support staff

22



Framing the Options
NESSC-#2

(Current NESSG with Emeritus augmentation)

Erosion of
Numbers! IDepth and breadth may be strengthened over current process
Experience:
(Fewer IAllows real time mentoring ofNES personnel by emeritus members
NESSG
members with
weapon design
experience)

Conflict of IManagement must plan assignments to avoid potential future conflicts of interest
Interest!
Independence IBuilds strengths of existing NESSG organizational capabilities and expertise

Institutional I Institutional memory enhanced by using emeritus augmentation
Memory

Promotes real time mentoring, interaction and exchange between NESSG and emeritus
personnel on safety expertise, ideas and concepts

Continuity/
Uniformity of ISimilar to current NESSG technical advisor usage
Procedures
Standards IConsistency improved by feedback on qualitative expert-based process
(Consistency
from NESS-to- INESSC supported by existing HQ and field NES personnel
NESS)
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Modified NESSG Options NESSC Options
(Standing Committee)

NESSG-l NESSG-2 NESSG-3 NESSC-l NESSC-2
(5) (7) (9) (NEW) (NESSG +TAC)

Erosion of
Numbers/
Experience

Conflict of
Interest

Institutional
Memory

Continuity/
Uniformity of
Procedures/
Standards
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NESSG Participation
(1997- 1998)

• Federal

- HQ 2 AL 4

- OAK 3 NV 3

- AAO 2

• National Laboratories

- SNL 5

- LLNL 3

- LANL 3

• Support Contractors

- MHC 3

- Others 5

• Technical Advisors: HE, Risk Assessment, Tooling, Chemical, Electrical, etc

- W69 (5)

- W79 (6)

- Electrical MS (2)

- Security MS (2)
34



NESSG MEMBERSHIP (1996-1998)

NESS Completion LANL LLNL SNL Pantex OAK AAO NV AL HQ
Date

W76 NESS Revalidation 2/1/96 Simonsic Devlin Lewis Keith Plencner Kellogg Owens Rider Stcpan

SGT Over-The Road Add 2/16/96 Simonsic Devlin Cates Galloway Duarte Kellogg Luette Thompson Stepan
Morrison

B61-314/10 Revalidation 3/19/96 Sinonsic Devlin Mauldin Keith Kontaxis Thompson Luette Peesok Weidman

W70 "Cracker" 9/5/96 Sinonsic Devlin Cates Keith Kontaxis Kellogg Owens Rider Weidnam

NY DAF AS&T MS 9/10/96 Kelly Devlin Konnick Keith Lovell Kellogg Owens Nichols Weidman

B83 Revalidation 9/20/96 Simonsie Devlin Lewis Keith Duarte Thompson Owens Pecsok Stepan

W87 Revalidation 1/16/97 Morris Winstanley Cates Rinella Duarte Thompson Luette Peesok Morrison

W80 Revalidation 2/20/97 Morris Devlin Lewis Rinella n1a Thompson Hunsaker Peesok Weidman

W69NESS 6/5/97 Simonsie McGee Mauldin Keith Lovell Kellogg Owens Rider Morrison

Pantex Security NES MS 9/26/97 Stepan Winstanley Mauldin Keith Wilhelm Thompson Hanson Rider Morrison

PT4172/.4030 NES Eval 12118/97 Simonsic Devlin Mauldin Keith Plenener Kellogg Behne Peesok Weidman

W79NESS 4/9/98 Simonsie Devlin Mauldin Keith Behne Thompson Owens Rider Morrison

B61·11 NES Evaluation 4/24/98 Stepan Winstanley Lewis Rinella Wilhelm Kellogg Hanson Pecsok Weidman

Electrical Equip Control NES 9/11/98 Stepan Winstanley Cates Keith Wilhelm Kellogg Owens Rider Hagan
MS

W62 NESS Revalidation TBD Morris Winstanley Wolcott Keith Wilhelm Kellogg Behne Peesok Westfall
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Nuclear Explosive Safety

• Prevent adverse national security consequences (ND,
REDID, Pu dispersal).

• Provide high level assurance of the safety of nuclear
explosives operations.

• Develop, implement, and maintain integrated system of
positive measures to maintain safety and control of the
stockpile during all life cycle phases.

26



Nuclear Explosive Safety Standards

All DOE nuclear explosive operations shall meet the following qualitative safety
standards to prevent unintended nuclear detonation, fissile material dispersal from
the pit, or loss of control. There shall be positive measures to:

(1) minimize the possibility of accidents, inadvertent acts, or authorized
activities that could lead to fire, high explosive deflagration, or
unintended high explosive detonation;

(2) minimize the possibility of fire, high explosive deflagration, or high
explosive detonation, given accidents or inadvertent acts;

(3) minimize the possibility of deliberate unauthorized acts that could lead to
high explosive deflagration or high explosive detonation.
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Evaluation Techniques
DNFSB RECOMMENDATION 93-1 Increased formalization of the NBS Program

DNFSB RECOMMENDATION 98-2 Revert Rec 93-1 back to expert-based system

Formality-based Expert-based
• Knowledgeable personnel employ

standard objective criteria, processes and • Experts employ personal knowledge
procedures (focused experience, education)

• Fonnalized evaluation criteria with • Expert subjective evaluations based on
documented procedures and conclusions individual/personal evaluation criteria

• Objective evaluations and criteria achieve • Lack of consistency and repeatability
consistency and repeatability over time over time

• Minimize subjectivity • Highly subjective

• Tends to extensive documentation and • Highly efficient (fast) with little
time requirements documentation

• Breadth of knowledge • Depth of knowledge

• Promote effective and efficient training • Transfer of knowledge and experience
(Mentoring/On-the-job Training)
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Scheduled Reviews (1999)

• PT4171 Study

• PT4183 Study

• Lightning Master Study

• Onsite Transportation Master Study

• W62 Revalidation

• W88 Revalidation

• Fire Protection Master Study

• W76 Study

• Bays Master Study

• Tooling Master Study 29



Expiring NES Studies
• 1999 (or earlier)

- B53

- W62

- W76

- W78

- W88

• 2000
- Over-the-Road Master Study

• 2001
- Processing Facilities Master Study

- Handling and Transportation Master Study

- Operations and Staging Facilities Master Study

- B61-34 10, ,

• 2002
- B61-711,
- W80

- B83
30



ACRS Activities - 1999

Full committee 10-11 meetings per year

Subcommittee meetings to date
Reliability & PRA

Plant Operations /Reliability

Planning & Procedures
Plant Operations/Fire Protection

Thermal-Hydraulics Phenomena

Materials & Metallurgy

Reliability + Regulatory Polices

.Human Factors

Plant License Renewal

Severe Accident Management

Safety Research Program

Joint ACRS/ACNW Working Group

Jan 25

Jan 26

Jan 27-29, Feb 2, Mar 10, Apr 6, May 5,
Jan 20-21, Jun 22-23

Feb 23, Mar 23

Mar 24-25

Apr 7 & 21, May 5

May 27

Apr 28-29

Apr 30

May 4

May 11
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Restructuring Concerns

• Mode and location of operation

- Pantex; Albuquerque; other?

• Organizational structure

- Full or part-time (Fed/contractor)

- Consultant status

- Contractual relationships

• Reporting relationships

- MHC, AAO, AL, DP

• Administrative & logistical support

- Centralized/Task MHC/other?
32
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DNFSB Recommendation 98-2

Accepted Nov 20,1998

- IP forwarded April 1999

- Commitments

• Implement'effective management structure

• Streamline process & tooling development and enhance
safety improvements Authorization Basis Structure and
approval

• Streamline review process and proper roles for reviewers

• Enhance NES Review Group structure and continuity

• Improve integration ofNEO and ISM initiatives

• W62 specific recommendation



Effectiveness Impact
Erosion ofNumbers/Experience

Considerations for all NESSG and NESSC options

• Staff turnover and attrition are routine

• Requires continuing recruitment and training program

• Build on existing experience-base, where available

• Limited pool of emeritus experts with desired skills,
experience, and interests

• Develop and retain a strong training & qualification
program

36
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Effectiveness Impact
Conflict ofInterest

Considerations for all NESSG and NESSC options

• Control/management ofNESSG members

• Independence in assigning and managing members

• Reduce management emphasis for rapid evaluations,
reactions and decisions affecting those in subordinate
positions (performance appraisals)

• Clarify limit of independence to prevent schedule driven
pressures

• Do not review the work you prepared or supervised
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Effectiveness Impact
Institutional Memory

Considerations for all NESSG and NESSC options
• Build on knowledge base from previous NES reviews

• Programmatic, organizational & individual stability

• Long term personnel availability for extended projects

• Management, supervision and/or mentoring personnel stability

• Technical support, records and report system stability

• Long term operational & administrative support organizations

• Avoid "ad hoc" revisions to ground rules and techniques

• Employ documented processes and techniques

• Evaluators should not have to invent or develop new processes or
procedures for each program
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Effectiveness Impact
Continuity/Uniformity

Considerations for all NESSG and NESSC options
• Develop and employ standard evaluation concepts which do not

depend on individual pet-topics;

• Acceptable scope and family of desired expectation should be provided
or written.

• Desire to employ individual expertise to accept or rej ect standard
evaluation methods and means; enhance the limited state of
institutional memory

• Aim for reproducibility of results (results independent of members)

• Conduct performance evaluations by NES technical experts

• Continued line management role in designing NES into NEOs
• Limit arbitrary use of frequency or probability data to avoid consideration of

safety concerns "outside some preconceived limits." (re-visit)
39





NESSG WORKSHOP CONCLUSIONS

1. Issue 1 - Erosion of numbers/experience

2. Issue 2 - Independence/Conflict of interest

3. Issue 3 - Institutional memory

4. Issue 4 - Continuity ofprocedures

5. NES Study Group and ACRS options

6. Path forward
- Near-term goals

- Long-term goals
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MASON & HANGER CORPORATION

,JUN 25 1999
__ , :- '='--".~ -"'J'~..',.

~~::~~~~~!. -.-~ ~.

Mr. W. S. Goodrum, Area Manager
USDOE
Amarillo Area Office
Amarillo, Texas '79120

Re: Compensatory Measures Based on the SWOT Analysis

Dear Mr. Goodrum:

99 "1930

RECEIVED
99 JUL r3 PH (2: , I

DNF SAfETY SOARD

After review and concurrence from DOE/AAO, a final Action Plan which meets the intent of98-2,
Task #5.8.1.b "Prepare a compensatory measure project management personnel plan based on the
SWOT analysis," has been attached.

MHC considers this portion ofTask 5.8.1 closed and will proceed with Task 5.8.I.c, "Prepare a long
term project management personnel plan based on the SWOT analysis."

Ifyou have any questions concerning this matter please contact Jim Angelo ofmy staff at extension
7401.

Very truly yours,

W.A. Weinreich
General Manager

mm

Attachment: as stated

cc: D. D. Schmidt, DOE/AAO

GM99-00534-165

., ... " ~

'.1.,

Pantex Plant " p.o. Box 30020 " Amarillo, Texas 79120-0020 " 806-4n-3OOO " Info@http://www.pantex.com



Mr. W. S. Goodrum
Compensatory Measures Based on the SWOT Analysis

bee: J. W. Angelo, MPD, 12-69
L. L. Mayes, MPO, 12-69
R. L. Wright, MFa, 12-69
file

S:\ 165\MISCMJM\PROGRAMS\compmsr2.wsg.ltr.wpd

Page 2



DNFSB 98-2 Recommendation
DOE Implementation Task 5.8.3.b

STATEMENT OF CONCERN:

The Strength, Weakness, Opportunity, and Threat (SWOT) analysis for Weapons Program
Managers indicated a need to provide compensatory measures until completion of an upgraded
training program.

STATEMENT OF ACCEPTANCE:

MHC agrees that compensatory measures should be provided based on the SWOT analysis for
Weapons Program Managers.

CAUSE ANALYSIS

A SWOT analysis for the Weapons Program managers had not been completed. A clear
definition of the required skills needed to effectively and efficiently lead projects was not well
defined in the training and qualification documentation. In addition, the flow down of the
required skills outlined in the Technical Qualification Standard (TQS) were not sufficiently
linked to the Qualification Card and the Individual Training Plan (ITP) for each manager.
Finally, Pantex-specific courses of"instruction in the areas of Project Risk Management and the
Pantex Management Control System did not exist.

GENERIC IMPLICATIONS:

This deficiency is inclusive of all weapon project/program managers in the Mission Programs
Office. For the purpose of this action plan, the terms Program Manager, Weapons Project
Manager and Weapons Project Team Leader are all equivalent.

TECHNICAL RATIONALE FOR CORRECTIVE ACTION:

The Mission Program Office is developing a new Technical Qualification Standard (TQS) that
will clearly define the required skill set for the We~pon Programs Director and all Program
Mangers. This skill set will include general management skills and project management skills.
Each required skill will be further defined to include statements which delineate a competency
for that skill. The skill set defined in the TQS will flow down to a Qualification Card for each
Weapon Program Manager and the Weapon Programs Director. This qualification card will be
MHC Weapon Program Manager specific and include activities required to demonstrate
competency in each skill. Included in these activities must be a demonstration of knowledge in
the areas of Project Risk Management and the Pantex Management Control System.
Compensatory measures and associated completion criteria have been established and are
included in this document. These compensatory measures will address deficiencies until the
Weapon Programs Director and all Weapon Program Managers have completed the required
training and qualification.



CORRECTIVE ACTIONS:

Appendix A provides a table which correlates weaknesses from the SWOT analysis with compensatory
measures. Appendix B provides additional analysis based on training and experience which identified
weaknesses and compensatory measures. All compensatory measures have been included below.

RESPONSIBLE
ID TASK (Comp Measure) DATE INDIVIDUAL

1 Weapon Program Director meet with all Program Ongoing Mayes
Managers to review scope of task

2 Reorganize Program Management Team to Complete Mayes
optimize skill set

3 Initiate action to bring in selected new Program Complete Mayes
Managers to inject new ideas and to expand
experience base

4 Meet with Program Managers to review existing Complete Mayes
qualification cards and existing TQS. Identify
shortfalls.

5 Meet with selected Program Managers to identify Complete Angelo
weaknesses and to establish remediation path
forward.

6 Meet with all Program Managers to review 7/16/99 Angelo
Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and
Threats (SWOT) Analysis

7 Meet with Program Managers associated with Ongoing Angelo
highest project risk on weekly basis

8 Meet with Program Managers to discuss status of 7/16/99 Angelo
the Project Risk Management Course of
Instruction and to establish qualification
objectives.

9 Establish qualification due dates 8/25/99 Mayes

10 Include the following documents in Weapon 7/31/99 Mayes
Programs Department's Required Reading
program:

DOE D&P Chapter 11 Series
TBP901
DOE Order 425.1
DOE AL Supplemental Directives 452.1A

and 452.2A
MHC Plant Standard 7401,
MHC Plant Standard 7403



RESPONSIBLE
ID TASK (Comp Measure) DATE INDIVIDUAL

II Program Engineering provide training on 8/25/99 T. Jones
engineer functions and process to Dept. 165

12 Schedule Brody Course as part of Program 8/25/99 Mayes
Manager qualification
Note: Completion ofBrody Course is dependent on the
availability ofthe' course

13 Continue weekly Program Manager meetings to Ongoing Mayes
share information and experience

14 Fund PMIcertification for Program Managers 7/30/99 Mayes

15 Develop perfonnance indicators for 8/31/99 Mayes

program/project perfonnance, quality, and

cost.

16 Perfonn program/project assessment at end of 10/31/99 Mayes
fiscal year to identify any other areas for and aimually
improvement. thereafter

COMPLETION CRITERIA:

1. Continuance of bi-weekly staff meetings.

2. Issuance of memo and organization chart, May 18, 1999, Subject: Reorganization of
Mission Programs Office, Mission Programs Division. '

3. Completion will be documented by letter to AAO when all desired personnel are in place.

4. Publication of Technical Qualification Standard, associated Qualification Card, and
Individual Training Plan for the Weapon Programs Director and each Program Manager.

5. Meeting held May 19, 1999; path forward documented in letter from W. A. Weinreich to
W. S. Goodrum, dated May 24, 1999, Subject: Program Management Strengths,
Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats (SWOT).

6. Issuance of letter to AAO documenting results of Program Manager review of SWOT
Analysis.

7. Report status ofhighest risk projects in weekly meeting between Weapon Programs Director
and AAO (Darrell Schmidt).

8. Issuance of letter to AAOdocumenting results and action plans derived from Program
Manager meeting on Project Risk Management Course of Instruction.

9. Publication of qualification due dates to W. A. Weinreich and DOE/AAO.

10. Issuance ofmemo to J.W. Angelo upon completion ofRequired Reading by all departmental
personnel.

11. Documentation of course completion to 1. W. Angelo and DOEIAAO.



12. Document scheduling Brody course for those Program Managers who have not yet attended.

13. Continuance ofbi-weekly staff meetings

14. Process Change Control Request to transfer funds to support cost of formal project
management training course and Project Management Institute testing/certification.

15. Submit Performance Indicators for approval.

16. Issuance of self-assessment report in the form ofan updated SWOT Analysis on an annual
basis.



Responsible Manager:

Responsible Individual:

REFERENCE DOCUMENTS:

DNFSB 98-2 Recommendations
DOE Implementation Plan for 98-2

ApPROVALS:

Jfa~c/~__~(P:.....--~:.....:...:..5_-1:........:.-q
ff'" G. E. PJJ Date

t:::~ %Se~f
Responsible Division Manager:~~L (.~

~gelO Date

DOE/AAO:
W. S. Goodrum

tJ}A-
Date



ApPENDIX A

Weakness Compensatory Measure

1 Focus is primarily on creating and tracking the Project Plan 1,4,5,6,7,12
elements rather than driving schedule and cost control.
Performance is left to Production.

2 Over-reliance on status reports at the expense of real-time 8, 12
verification.

3 Shallow understanding of details of the process flow/just-in- 10, 13
time principles.

4 Unable to quantify unit cost other than for direct and direct 4, 12, 13
support labor, supplies, and contracts.

5 Variance is not tracked in real-time; therefore, cost is 4, 12, 13
recovered, not controlled.

6 Authority is not exercised; it is yielded due to perceptions and 1,2,3,4,5,6,8, 12, 13
real shortfalls in clarity of authority assignments.

7 Lack of assertiveness results in poor scope control. 1,2,3,4,5,6,8, 12, 13

8 Business risk is not assessed; as a result, risk is not managed. 7,8, 13

9 While customer requirements are known, customer expectations 1,2,4, 12
are not well understood and clarification is often not sought.

10 Information is not adequately shared between Program 12
Managers. As a result, lessons from one project are not
adequately considered in others.

11 Most Program Managers ·are internally supportive but 2,3, 12
externally neutral. This stovepipe mentality severely limits
innovation and process breakthroughs.

12 Within the ISM framework, the elements of feedback and 1,5, 7, 8, 11, 12
process improvement are frequently left to others within the
Project Team to perform. ..

13 Issues affecting Project Team discussions are poorly 1,5, 12
documented or are buried in Team Meeting minutes.

14 Program Managers do not have a good grasp on how to deal 1,2,4,5,6, 12, 13
with the next-in-line customer.

15 Program Managers use only those metrics required by senior 4,5, 8, 12, 13
managers to track project progress. Unit progress and process
metric~, statistical process controls, and process checklists are ,

typical management tools which are not used.

16 Project Plans are not standardized. 4, 12, 13

17 Project Status Reports are not standardized. 4, 12, 13



Weakness Compensatory Measure

18 Program Managers are not meeting with or communicating with 1,2,3,4,5,6,8, 10, 12
sufficient clarity of purpose to ensure all of the critical project
resources to adequately status projects. As a result, status of
procurements, craft work, tooling, tooling repair, calibration,
and Receiving & Inspection are frequently not understood and
readiness preparations typically fall short of expectations.

19 Program Managers do not have Mission and Vision Statements. 1,2,3,4, 12, 13

20 Program Managers have not completed a formal qualification All
program.

21 Program Managers are not thinking on a strategic plane. Their 1,3,4,5,6, 12, 13
focus is on tactical issues.

22 Program Managers have not established a reporting relationship 1,3,5,6, 12, 13
with their Operations Managers. As a result, programmatic
issues often reach the customer before they reach the Program
Manager, and an element of ownership is lost.

23 Project Team meetings have no standard agenda. As.a result, 1,5,6, 12
some maintain minutes while others do not.

24 Program Managers do not typically take into consideration the 1,6, 10, 12
Manufacturing details such as MRP II and container flow in
their planning.

25 Program Managers have received no formal training in 1,3,4,6, 10, 12, 13
Concurrent Engineering concepts. As a result, a good deal of
the planning process is conducted serially rather than in
parallel.



ApPENDIXB

Program Manager SWOT Assessment Data

Operational Other Weapon PMI FY99
Weapons Attended # Yrs as Related Position Certification YTD

Prog Experience Brody or Weapon PTor in Mfg or Prog or Working Casual
Engr (000) Equivalent Prog Mgr QAT Engr Toward Time

PMI .I 5.5 .I 312.5

PM2 .I .I 5.5 .I .I 163.5

PM3 .I 6 .I .I 52.5

PM4 .I .I 8 .I .I 107.5

PM5 3 .I .I 79.5

PM6 .I .I 2 .I 89.5

PM7 10 .I 0.0

PM8 .I .I. 4 149.0

PM9 .I IS .I 100.0

PMIO .I 3.5 .I 56.0

PMII .I .I 4 .I .I N/A

PMI2 .I 3.5 .I .I 18.5

Using the above SWOT Assessment data, the following weaknesses and compensatory actions were identified:

Weakness Compensatory Action

Not all Program Managers have· Engineering experience Program Engineering to provide trairiing to
Dept. 165

Not all Program Managers with DoD experience None

Not all Program Managers have attended Brody Course or Schedule all to attend Brody Course
equivalent

There is wide variation in amount of Weapon Program Continue weekly Program Management
Manager experience meetings to share information and

experience

No Program Managers have Production Technician or Quality Complete qualification program
Assurance Technician experience

Only 4 Program Managers are PMI certified (additional 5 Fund PMI Certification efforts
working toward certification)

Observations

Success in a program does not require weapon engineering experience



..;- ..

• PMI certification does not guarantee project success

• Years of experience as a weapon Program Manager is not directly proportional to achieving success as a
Program Manager

Conclusion

• Success in Weapon Program Management requires a combination offundamental skills~ lessons from
experience of others, innovative and creative thinkin~. flexibility, and strong leadership. While no
qualification card can capture all of these factors, a comp~ehensive training and qualific'ation program can.
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MASON & HANGER CORPORATION

-"C. - : ...:~ '.,

JUN 2 5 1999

Mr. W.S. Goodrum, Area Manager
Amarillo Area Office
U.S. Department of Energy
Amarillo, Texas 79177 .

"" ...
9 9 •.L9 3 a

Re: Compensatory Measures for Strengths. Weaknesses. Opportunities. and Threats
(SWOn Analysis for Authorization Basis Personnel

Dear Mr. Goodrum:

Attached is a copy of Compensatory Measures for Strengths. Weaknesses. Opportunities.
and Threats (SWOT) Analysis for Authorization Basis Personnel. This analysis was
performed to fulfill Task 5.8.3.b in the 98-2 deliverables and milestones.

Ifyou have any questions, please contact Jeff Yarbrough at extension 3281.

Very truly yours,

~a t!.J_..........~ ,9
W.A. Weinreich
General Manager

die

Attachments: As Stated

cc: S.L. Young, Risk Management, 12-127
R.A. Leffel, Risk Management, 12-127
D.R. Turcotte, IAA&Q, 12-6
P.K. Howard, Risk Management, 12-127
D.R. Walsh, Risk Management, 12-127
File Copy

GM99-OOS36-98S

Pantex Plant· P.O. Box 30020 • Amarillo. Texas 79120-0020 • 806-477-3000 • Info@hltp://www.panlexcom
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Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats
(SWOT) Analysis

for
Authorization Basis Personnel

Prepared By:

Kelly Howard
Rick Leffel

June 21, 1999
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Compensatory Measures for AB Personnel
SWOT Analysis

STATEMENT OF CONCERN:

June 21, 1999

On November :20, 1998, the Department of Energy (DOE) accepted Defense Nuclear Facilities
Safety Board (DNFSB) Recommendation 98-2, which addressed the need to improve the safety
management of nuclear explosive operations conducted at the Pantex Plant. Since that time, DOE
has published several versions of an implementation plan entitled U. S. Department of Energy
Implementation Plan for Improving Safety Management at Pantex Plant (Board Recommendation
98-2). Corrective actions were then derived from this implementation plan and assigned to various
Mason & Hanger division managers. Specific actions to address Authorization Basis personnel
were identified as follows:

I) 5.8.3.a Complete Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunity, and Threats (SWOT) analysis for
personnel preparing Authorization Basis document.

2) 5.8.3.b Prepare a compensatory measures action plan based on the SWOT analysis.

3) 5.8.3.c Prepare a long-term project plan for authorization basis personnel.

On May 28, 1999 a SWOT analysis which addresses corrective action 5.8.3.a was submitted to
DOE/AAO . Corrective actions 5.8.3.b and 5.8.3.c will be addressed in this document.

STATEMENT OF ACCEPTANCE:

"Authorization Basis (AB) personnel" was defined in the SWOT. AB personnel consist of those
Risk Management Department (RMD) employees who develop Basis for Interim Operation (BID)
documentation, Hazard Analysis Reports (HARs), and Activity Based Controls Documents'
(ABCOs). Also included are those RMD employees who provide change control capability in the
form ofUnreviewed Safety Questions (USQs), BIO maintenance, and Technical Safety

.Requirements (TSRs) main~enance. RMD also employs support personnel that provide direct
tl!chnical and clerical support on AS work; therefore, they also are considered AB personnel.

The weaknesses identified in the AS personnel SWOT are:

W.I AS personnel staffing levels are inadequate and can not effectively meet the
increase in workloads projected for FY99 and FYOO.

W.2 RMD lacks technical writers, reviewers, and clerical staff in its pool of AB
personnel. Simple documentation problems such as consistent format and
grammatical errors are occurring in AS documentation, which is symptomatic
of this weakness.



Compensatory Measures for AB Personnel
SWOT Analysj s

June21,1999

W.3 R.1\;ID has a high turn-over rate of AB personnel. The net result is inexperienced
AB personnel performing the work and high reliance on outside contractor
personnel.

WA No long-term commitment has been made to keep staffing levels at any
identified level. For example:

I) The current FYOO, at the $233 million, an AB work is listed as
"requirements over target" (ROT).

2) The FYOO budget, if set at $258 million, will necessitate 98 RMD
employees, most of whom are AB staff. The current hiring plan will fall
considerably short of this number.

W.5

W.6

W.7

A budget for training .and continuing professional development for technical AB
employees is not present. New employees require training and current
employees require professional development if they are to remain productive.

Attaining proper funding for AB work is arduous and sometimes delayed. FY99
funds to perform AB work in RMD was received at mid-year. AJso, current
guidelines do not allow functional support groups, such as RMD, to charge
weapons and other programs for items necessary for AB employees to do the
work. Examples include training, supplies, equipment, and travel necessary to
maintain the employees level of competence.

AB personnel are rarely integrated in decisions involving due dates and scopes
of projects. While project plans have recently been employed for AB projects,
rarely is the plan done prior to establishing due dates. Furthermore,· project
scopes are allowed to change during project execution without properly altering
the project plans.

W.8 There are currently many high-profile "number one priorities" that involve AB
personnel. Thus, rather than properly prioritizing and planning activities, the AB
staff works in a reactive mode. Knowing that staffing is low, integrated
priorities should be developed, rather than having numerous "number one
priorities."

W.9 It has not been evident that the Plant readily addresses the AB as an MHC
commitment. This especially becomes apparent during review and
implementation of AB documents, and when trying to meet a due date. If AB
development and maintenance is to be successful and on time. it must become a
Plant-wide commitment.

2



Compensatory Measures for AS Personnel
SWOT Analysis

June 21, 1999

"';...~
,

WI0 l'vIHC, specifically the AB personnel, has no formal work agreement with the
national laboratories for participation on AB project teams. Laboratory
participation on AB project teams without this agreement will continue to cause
project delays and missed due dates.

W.ll MHC currently has no form and content guides for AB documentation. With no
form and content guides, and numerous cyclical reviews from various customer
organizations, AB personnel will continue to struggle with completion and
approval of AB projects.

W.12 The image of AB personnel has been tarnished due to the problems identified as
weaknesses in this SWOT. Variable scopes, "tight" due dates, and inadequate
staffing levels have resulted in missed due dates and poor quality documents.

W.l3 Morale of AB personnel is low. While morale shifts are common in virtually all
organizations in all industries, morale in RMD is at a steady-state low. The
combination of many of the weaknesses in this SWOT perpetuates this problem.

W.14 The Mason & Hanger Corporation (MHC) merit system hampers MHC's ability
to retain experienced AB personnel. Hiring new AB personnel at industry
average grade levels and salaries has resulted in new, inexperienced AB
employees starting work at a higher grade and much higher salary than well
tried, experienced AB personnel. The current merit system perpetuates this
disparity.

The SWOT that contained these weaknesses was signed by the f\.rnC General Manager and
formally submitted to DOE/AAO on May 28, 1999: therefore, they are accepted.

CAUSE ANALYSIS:

1he causes of the identified weaknesses will be analyzed and discussed as part of the long-term
corrective action plan, which is due on September 31, 1999.

GENERIC IMPLICATIONS:

There are no generic implications of this compensatory measures action plan outside of RMD.

TECHNICAL RATIONALE FOR COMPENSATORY MEASURE:

This plan was written from the AS development perspective to address weaknesses identified in
the AB personnel SWOT. It specifically addresses compensatory measures which have already
been instituted. Corrective actions will be addressed in the corrective action plan which is due on
September 3 I, 1999.
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Compensatory Measures for AB Personnel
SWOT Analysis

COMPENSATORY MEASURES:

June 21. 1999

..~

The compensatory measures are presented in the following table for areas in which short-term
compensatory measure are feasible. Long-term corrective actions to address all of the weaknesses
will be provided in the corrective action plan due on September 31, 1999.

Number Compensatory Measure Status

1 RMD has developed a hiring plan to hire 13 new Complete
employees. Twelve have been hired, with an other out
to the 13th.

2 An inner-divisional transfer of seven personnel in Complete
E&DD to supplement the AB staffhas occurred

3 Mid-year special merit increases were given to Complete
superior AB personnel

4 MHC has established an AB task force and initiated Complete
action plans based on the findings

5 RMD has identified the skill mix necessary to support Complete
FYOO staffing

6 An implementation plan has been written and Complete for this
submitted to DOE. which includes AB training for SWOT action plan
lv1J-IC personnel to instill AB ownership and (will be tracked as
knowledge throughout the Plant. part of the

implementation plan
for TSRs)

7 An action plan has been written to develop form and Complete (will be
1 content guides for AB tracked as part of the

implementation plan
for AB task force

findings)

REFERENCES:

1) "Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats (SWOT) Analysis for Authorization Basis
Personnel", Howard, Kelly and Leffel, Rick, Mason & Hanger Corporation, Pantex Plant.
Amarillo, Texas, May 27, 1999.
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APPROVALS:

Date:

Department Manager·__-=3J~~",d.~__-=_?"f- Date:

Originating Division Manager_~~'97.~.L-':"""":-'--I-::""- __+J.:"""":=---_ Date:

•
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since 1827

MASON & HANGER CORPORATION

JUN 2 5 1999

Mr. W. S. Goodrum, Area Manager
USDOE
Amarillo Area Office
Amarillo, Texas 79120

RECEIVED
" I'

99 JUL r3 PH 12: I I

DNF SAFETY BOARD

99 °1930

Re: Strengthen Program Managers' Skills Through Training

Dear Mr. Goodrum:

After review and concurrence from DOE/AAO, a final Action Plan which meets the intent of98-2,
Task #5.8.2.a "Strengthen Skills ofPantex Team Leads (Program Managers) through Training," has
been attached. The Weapons Program Director will not be required to demonstrate proficiency since
this aspect is evaluated during the normal performance evaluation cycle. All other comments have
been incorporated into the attached Action Plan.

MHC considers this portion ofTask 5.8.2 closed and will proceed with Task 5.8.2.b, "Complete the
required actions necessary to strengthen the experience level of Pantex Team Leads."

Ifyou have any questions concerning this matter please contact Jim Angelo ofmy staffat extension
7401.

Very truly yours,

W.A. Weinreich
General Manager

mm

Attachment: as stated

cc: D. D. Schmidt, DOE/AAO

GM99-00535-165

Pantex Plant • p.o. Box 30020 • Amarillo, Texas 79120-0020 • 806-477-3000 • Info@http://www.pantex.com



Mr. W. S. Goodrum
Strengthen Program Managers' Skills Through Training

bee: 1. W. Angelo, MPD, 12-69
L. L. Mayes, MPO, 12-69
R. L. Wright, MPO, 12-69
file

S:\165\MlSCMJM\PROGRAMS\pmtraing2.wsg.ltr.wpd
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DNFSB 98-2 Recommendation
DOE Implementation Task 5.8.2.a

STATEMENT OF CONCERN:

The skills of the Pantex Weapon Project Team Leads (Program Managers) need to be
strengthened through the application of an upgraded training program.

STATEMENT OF ACCEPTANCE:

MHC agrees that the management skills of the. Program Managers ·should be strengthened
through application of improved training.

CAUSE ANALYSIS

A clear definition ofthe required skills needed to effectively and efficiently lead projects was
not well defined in the training and qualification documentation. In addition, the flow down
of the required skills outlined in the Technical Qualification Standard (TQS) were not
sufficiently linked to the Qualification Card and the Individual Training Plan (ITP) for each
manager. Finally, Pantex-specific courses of instruction in the areas of Project Risk
Management and the Pantex Management Control System must be developed.

GENERIC IMPLICATIONS:

This deficiency is inclusive ofall weapon Program/Project Managers in the Mission
Programs Office. For the purpose ofthis action plan, the terms Program Manager, Weapons
Project Manager and Weapons Project Team Leader are all equivalent.

TECHNICAL RATIONALE FOR CORRECTIVE ACTION:

Weapons' Program Managers and Director will develop a new TQS that will clearly define
the required skill set for all Program Mangers and the Program Director. This skill set will
include general management skills and project management skills. Each required skill will
be further defined to include statements which delineate a competency for that skill. The
skill set defined in the TQS will flow down to a Qualification Card for each Weapons
Program Manager and the Director. This qualification card will be MHCWeapons Program
Manager-specific and include activities required to demonstrate competency in each skill.
Included in these activities must be a demonstration of knowledge in the areas of Project
Risk Management and the Pantex Management Control System. Each skill and the required
competency will be reviewed by the Weapons Program Director for each Program Manager
to determine a level of competency. When the Program Manager has demonstrated
proficiency in the skill, the Weapons Program Director will sign-off on that skill. If the
Program Manager is not proficient in a particular skill, additional training will be added to
the Program Manager's ITP. Competency for the Weapons Program Director will be
evaluated during normal performance review by the Mission Programs Director.
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CORRECTIVE ACTIONS:

DOE Implementation Task 5.8.2.a
Page 2

ID TASK DATE RESPONSIBLE INDIVIDUAL

1 Submit Draft TQS to PMs and 6/22/99 R. L. Wright
Director in Depts 165 & 167 for
reVIew

2 Submit Draft Qual Card to PMs 7/20/99 R. L. Wright
and Director in Depts 165 & 167
for review

3 Develop a Pantex specific Project 7/20/99 J. W. Angelo
Risk Management course of
instruction ,

4 Submit Draft ITP to PMs and 8/3/99 R. L. Wright
Director in Depts 165 & 167 for
reVIew

5 Submit TQS to Plant for review 7/22/99 R. L. Wright

6 Submit TQS, Qual Card, and ITP 8/11/99 R. L. Wright
for Senior Management Approval

7 Obtain approval of TQS, Qual 8/25/99 R. L. Wright
Card, and ITP

8 Develop proficiency criteria and 8/31/99 R. L. Wright
measurement method for
qualification and develop Plant
Standard to govern this process.

9 Develop a course of instruction for 8/25/99 R. 1. Barton
the Pantex Management Control
System

NOTE: This schedule assumes that the TQS will be well received by all and will be approved with
minor changes. If any significant change is required during any review of the TQS it will directly
affect all work in parallel (Qual Card and ITP).

COMPLETION CRITERIA:

1.. Draft TQS submitted to PMs and Director in Depts 165 & 167

2. Draft Qual Card submitted to PMs and Director in Depts 165 & 167

3. Issued Project Risk Management course of instruction

4. Draft ITP submitted to PMsand Director in Dept 165
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5. TQS submitted to Plant for review

DOE Implementation Task 5.8.2.a
Page 3

6~
Date .

6. TQS, Qual Card, and ITP submitted to management for approval

7. TQS, Qual Card, and ITP approved

8. Issued Plant Standard for Program Managers/Director qualification criteria and
measurement

9. Issued Pantex Management Control System course of instruction

REFERENCE DOCUMENTS:

DNFSB 98-2 Recommendations
DOE Implementation Plan for 98-2

APPROVALS:

Responsible Individual: .J'I~~ c;'?t.~ ~_-~__-_q_q
~ R. L. Wrltht Date

Responsible Manager: .d'A'h'~n - .

fr".fMaYes~

Responsible Division Manager:~-~£
~

DOE/AAO: _---'--'fJl-,--,---A- ------,------:-tJ----!..-1~_
W. S. Goodrum Date


