
Department of Energy
Albuquerque Operations Office

P.O. Box 54O O

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87185-5400

JuL2i~

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

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Consistent with the Department’s implementation plan (1P) for the Defense Nuclear
Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB) Recommendation 98-2, the following provides an
update on deliverables.

1.

2.

3.

Deliverable 5.6.1, #3 - Approved iSMS Description. The Department approved the
description on May 12, 2000 (Enclosure W ). This completes all of the actions
under commitment 5.6.1.

Commitment 5.6.2 xl and X2– Develop a plan for and conduct an ISMSV  Phase II
Review and submit Report. The iSMSV Phase II Review was performed at the
Pantex Plant during June 19-27’,  2000. The completed report is provided as
Enclosure 2. This completes all of the actions under commitment 5.6.2.

Deliverable 6.2.1 – Quarterly Briefings and Written Report. Attached is the
Quarterly Progress Report (or the period January I through June 30, 2000. The
quarterly briefing is in process of being scheduled during late July or early August
2000.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (505) 845-6050 or have your staff
contact Karen Boardman at (505) 845-6045,

@zL
. .

Manager
Enclosures (3)

cc: See Page 2
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cc w/enclosures:
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board
625 Indiana Avenue, NW
Suite 700
Washington, DC 20004
Attn: J. McConnell, DNFSB Staff
Ann: W. Andrews, DNFSB Staff

M. Whitaker, S-3.1, HQ
D. Beck, DP-20, HQ
K. Boardman, WPD
D. Glenn, AAO
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1.0 Introduction

The Department of Energy (DOE) issued the Implementation Plan for Defense Nuclear
Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB) Recommendation 98-2, Acce/erafhg  Safety Management
/rnprovernenfs at the Panfex P/ant,  in April 1999. On June 16, 1999, the Department received
a letter from the DNFSB accepting the Implementation Plan.

This quarterly report for the period January 1 through June 30, 2000 focuses on progress
made towards completing the deliverables outlined in the 98-2 Implementation Plan
Commitments.

2.0 General Progress

The 98-2 implementation plan is approaching its one-year anniversary. During this time
the Department has been reporting the status of individual actions. As a result, the
Department and the DNFSB staff have identified several opportunities to enhance the
focus and usefulness of this document.

A revision to this implementation plan would provide the mechanism to (1) apply
lessons learned, (2) remove redundancies, and (3) better target the actions that are
most essential to SS-21 implementation. Therefore, during the last two quarters, the
Department has worked closely with your staff and deve{oped a revised implementation
plan. The Revision 1 has been completed and is in process for delivery to the Board
within the next week.

During this reporting period the following occurred:

– The Department delivered 17 actions.
– Deliverables 5.2.3#2, 5.3.l-#3,  5.4.2#3, 5.5.l-#4, 5.6.3-#3, 5.6.4#1,  5.8.1 -

#3, and 5.8.2 -#2 due during the April 1, 1999 through June 30, 2000, remain
incomplete. Discussion regarding incomplete deliverables is provided within
the Task Area Status section of this report

During the period beginning April 1, 1999 through April 30, 2000, a total of 42 out of 50
actions were delivered to the Board.
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3.0 Task Area Status

The following provides a status corresponding to the task areas defined within the 98-2
Implementation Plan (1P) for those actions due within the January 1, 2000 to June 30,
2000 reporting period and any outstanding deliverables from previous reporting periods.
A summary of the commitments and their associated deliverables for 98-2 is provided
as Attachment A to this report.

98-2 Commitments and Deliverables

5.1 Implementation of Effective Management Structure

Commitment 5.1 .3—Replace EP40110 with Technical Business Practice (TBP)
901 to define roles of design agency project team members and eliminate
mandated sub-teams.

Deliverable to issue TBP 901 was delivered for publication on August 27,
1999, and published on February 7, 2000. Notification of completion was
provided to the Board at the quarterly briefing on February 10, 2000, and
through the Department’s letter to the Board on April 28, 2000.

The Department has added a commitment 4.1.2 within Section 4.1 of
impending revision to the 1P for Recommendation 98-2 to address
remaining organizational comments or issues.

Commitment 5. 1.4—issue project plans with improved project definitions for
each weapon program and BIO improvement initiative. Resolve scope and
resource conflicts. Issue schedule for Pantex operational improvement
initiatives:

Deliverable to provide the project plans and schedules are complete. The
integrated weapons activity plan (IWAP) Issue F was approved on
February 7, 2000. Notification of completion was provided to the Board
through copy of the February 7, 2000 memo to DP-20 and through the
Department’s letter to the Board on April 28, 2000. Future updates will be
provided to the Board as they are approved for information purposes.

5.2 Streamline Process and Tooling Development, and Improve Transfer
of Safety Improvements

Commitment 5.2.l—issue updated definition of DOE expectations for SS-21 and
laboratory/contractor implementation guidance.

Deliverable #2 to issue TBP 901 was mailed to the Board on September
7, 1999, and published on February 7, 2000. See commitment 5.1.3

January 1- June 30,2000 3



Commitment 5.2.2—lmplement concurrent engineering activity based tooling
design, multiple program-use tooling and improved built-in review processes.

Deliverable to modify associated plant documents to meet the new TBP
901 standards. The operating contractor completed their impact analysis
on March 8, 2000 and contractual documents are in modification.
Notification of completion was provided to the Board through the
Department’s letter dated April 28, 2000.

Commitment 5.2.3—Compiete  an assessment of Pantex practices for tooling
design, tooling procurement, and procedure development. Issue a report with
recommendations and implement adopted actions.

Deliverable #2 to implement the process improvements as a result of the
tooling recommendation report issued May 1999. The operating
contractor is reporting that one correction action plan remains from the
four identified in the long-term corrective action plan submitted to the
Board in through the Department’s letter dated September 7, 1999. The
estimated completion date for all corrective actions is July 2000. An
update regarding the status of this deliverable was provided to the Board
through the Department’s letter dated April 28, 2000.

The Department suggests removal of this item in section 4.0 of the
impending revision to the 1P for Recommendation 98-2.

5.3 Improve Authorization Basis Structure and Approval Process

Commitment 5.3.1—Complete Task Force and Management Action Plan.

Deliverable #3 to complete the actions defined within the May 1999 Task
Force Report and June 1999 Action Plan. The Pantex Plant Integrated
Safety Management Authorization Basis Manual (MNL-254543) Revision
1, was approved on February 21, 2000. Training associated with the
referenced manual is expected to be completed June 30, 2000. An
update regarding the status of this deliverable was provided to the Board
through the Department’s letter dated April 28, 2000.

The Department addresses carrying the action forward as Commitment
4.2.4 to include assessment of the USQ process as discussed in Section
4.2 of the impending revision to the 1P for Recommendation 98-2.

Commitment 5.3.2—issue AL SD 452.2A to establish the line management role
(see 5.4) in change control activities. Revise D&P Manual Chapter 11.4 with
expectations for ‘USQ’ process.
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Deliverable #3 to combine requirements in one manual. The Department
issued Albuquerque Operations Office (AL) supplemental Directive 56XB,
Development and Production (D&P) Manual Chapter 11.7, Nuclear
Explosive Operations Change Control Process in June 1999. Chapter
11.7 provides requirements and guidance on how the unreviewed safety
question (USQ) and nuclear explosive safety change control processes
(AL SD 452.2A) are integrated. Since the D&P Manual Chapter 11.7
combined the requirements into a single document, the Department
considers the actions associated with commitment 5.3.2 complete.
Notification of completion was provided to the Board through the
Department’s letter dated April 28, 2000.

The Department has added a commitment 4.2.6 within Section 4.2 of
impending revision to the IP for Recommendation 98-2 to address
remaining organizational comments or issues.

Commitment 5.3.3—Assess effectiveness of review process for proposed
authorization basis documents.

Deliverable #1 and #2 for the assessment of the review of the W88 HAR
and Transportation BIO upgrade. The Office of Oversight, Environment,
Safety and Health (EH-2) is conducting an authorization basis evaluation
specific to the Pantex Plant. The review is a follow-up evaluation by the
Office of Environment, Safety and Health stemming from “opportunities for
improvement” identified during an earlier review (/nc/epenc/ent  Oversight
Evaluation of Headquarters and Albuquerque Operations Office
Management of Environment, Safety, And Health Programs at the Pantex
P/ant, October 1996). in light of the extent and scope of the EH-2
evaluation, and the earlier assessment performed by the Office of
Defense Programs in April 1999, the Department does not consider
further evaluations of the authorization basis review process warranted.

The Department addresses this issue through Section 4.5 of the
impending revision to the 1P for Recommendation 98-2.

5.4 Streamline Review Processes and Ensure Proper Roles for
Reviewers

Commitment 5.4.2—Define changes to NES and readiness review processes.

Deliverable #3 to issue DOE order 452.2. Department personnel are
currently working with your staff to resolve remaining comment on the
order. The schedule for completion is addressed in the impending
revision to 98-2. An update regarding the status of this deliverable was
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provided to the Board through the Department’s letter dated April 28,
2000.

The Department has carried this commitment forward by adding
Commitments 4.4.1 through 4.4.4 within Section 4.4 of impending revision
to the [P for Recommendation 98-2 to address remaining organizational
comments or issues and combining it with DOE-STD-3015.

5.5 Enhance NES Review Group Structure and Continuity

Commitment 5.5.1 —Provide  recommendations for NES review group structure
and membership. Provide a senior level workshop to discuss and review
recommendations. Issue a report documenting DP-20’s decision. Issue revised
requirements.

Deliverable #4 to issue DOE-STD-3015. Department personnel are
currently working with your staff to resolve remaining comments on the
standard. The schedule for completion is addressed in the impending
revision to 98-2. An update regarding the status of this deliverable was
provided to the Board through the Department’s letter dated April 28,
2000.

The Department has carried this commitment forward by adding
Commitments 4.4.1 through 4.4.4 within Section 4.4 of impending revision
to the 1P for Recommendation 98-2 to address remaining organizational
comments or issues and combining it with DOE Order 452.1A and
452.2A.

5.6 Improve Integration of NEO and ISM Initiatives

Commitment 5.6.1 – Develop a plan for Pantex Plant ISMSV Phase I review.
Conduct the ISMSV Phase I review and issue a report. Upon satisfactory results
from the ISMSV phase I review, approve the ISMS Description.

Deliverable #1 and #2 to conduct the ISMSV review and issue a report is
complete. The ISMSV  Phase I review and resulting report was completed
on April 13, 2000. Notification of completion was provided to the Board
through the Department’s letter dated April 28, 2000.

Deliverable #3 to approve ISMS Description was completed on May 12,
2000. An update regarding the status of this deliverable was provided to
the Board through the Department’s letter dated April 28, 2000, and a
copy of the approval letter is provided with this report.
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Commitment 5.6.2—Develop a plan for the ISMSV Phase II review and conduct
the review.

Deliverable #1 to develop an ISMSV Phase Plan II is complete. An
update regarding the status of this deliverable was provided to the Board
through the Department’s letter dated April 28, 2000. Subsequent to that
letter, the Department completed the review on June 19-27, 2000.

Deliverable #2 to provide a ISMSV Phase II Report is complete. A copy of
the final report is included with the transmission of this quarterly report to
the Board.

Commitment 5.6.3 – Demonstrate implementation of the safety management
process by approving the TSR conversion and BIO Upgrade modules.

Deliverable #1 to convert the pIant’s Critical Safety System Manual
(CSSM) to the Technical Safety Requirement (TSR) is complete. On
March 13, 2000, the operating contractor submitted a declaration of
readiness to operate in accordance with the Master Authorization
Agreement (AA) for the Pantex Plant. The declaration of readiness and
change to the Master AA reflects implementation of the TSR. Notification
of completion was provided to the Board through the Department’s letter
dated April 28, 2000.

Deliverable #2 to approve BIO/TSR Upgrade for lightning hazards is
complete. The Lightning BIO was approved on April 17, 2000. The TSR
stemming form the Lightning BIO will be fully implemented by May 11,
2000. Notification of completion was provided to the Board through the
Department’s letter dated April 28,2000.

Deliverable #3 to approve BIO/TSR Upgrade for transportation hazards
remains incomplete. The Transportation BIO scope has been modified to
include partial weapon configurations. An update regarding the status of
this deliverable was provided to the Board through the Department’s letter
dated April 28, 2000.

The Department is carrying this action forward through Commitments
4.3.3 and 4.3.4 within Section 4.3 of the impending revision to the 1P for
Recommendation 98-2.

Commitment 5.6.4 – Demonstrate implementation of the safety management
process established for nuclear explosive operations. Evaluate effectiveness of
safety management process improvements.
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Deliverable#l tore-authorize theexisting W88process in accordance
with the tasks and schedule identified in the IWAP is incomplete. An
update regarding the status of this deliverable was provided to the Board
through the Department’s letter dated April 28, 2000.

The Department discusses this issue and suggests replacing this action
with Commitment 4.4.5 and 4.4.6 within Section 4.4 of the impending
revision to the 1P for Recommendation 98-2 to demonstrate the
Department’s commitment to achieving accelerated safety improvements
that affect multiple weapon programs.

5.8 Enhance Capacity to Complete Program Management and Safety
Analysis Tasks

Commitment 5.8. l—Complete Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunity and Threats
(SWOT)  analysis for project management skills. Prepare a long-term project
management personnel plan.

Deliverable #3 to provide a long-term personnel plan for project
management is incomplete. The final action is development of a course
and conduct of training. An update regarding the status of this deliverable
was provided to the Board through the Department’s letter dated April 28,
2000.

The Department suggests removing this action in Section 4.5 of the
impending revision to the 1P for Recommendation 98-2.

Commitment 5.8.2—Strengthen skills and experience level of Pantex Team
Leads.

Deliverable #2 to complete the defined actions necessary to strengthen
the experience level of the Pantex Team Leads is incomplete. Not all
personnel have completed the training. The estimated date for
completion is October 2000. An update regarding the status of this
deliverable was provided to the Board through the Depar&ment’s letter
dated April 28,2000.

The Department suggests removing this action in Section 4.2 of the
impending revision to the 1P for Recommendation 98-2.

Commitment 5.8.4—Staff authorization basis review positions as AAO and DOE-
AL. Complete qualification for individuals with authority to approve authorization
basis documents.
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Deliverable #3--to complete qualification is complete. Notification of
completion was provided to the Board through the Department’s letter
dated April 28, 2000.
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APPENDIX

98-2 Deliverables and Milestones Matrix ‘

The attached Matrix provides a summary of the outstanding 98-2
Commitments and associated deliverables in numerical order by the
original deliverable number.

The first section displays the outstanding actions that are being proposed
for carry over as a result of the impending revision to the 1P for the 98-2
Recommendation. This section also lists the proposed new commitments
as a result of the revision.

The second and shaded section displays the outstanding actions that are
being proposed for removal as a result of the impending revision to the 1P
for the 98-2 Recommendation.

The third and darker shaded section displays the actions that the
Department considers complete.
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Summary of 98-2 Actions as of 6/30/00

Outstanding Actions C: ied Over or Revised as a Result of 98-2 Revision
Revised 98-2 Implementation Plan (June 2000)

I
98-2 Implementation Plan (April

1999)

~

98-2 Revision
Status

Deliverable
No.

New Description
:ommitment

Number
2.4 Assessment of USQ process
4.1 DOE Order 452.1A and 452.2A Revisions Submitted
4.2 Formal Review Cycle & Orders Issued
4.3 Issue Revised Site Directives, Impact Analysis &AL Approved

1P
4.4 Revisions to NV Orders Issued, Impact Analysis, NV Approved

1P
4.1 DOE-STD-3015-97 Revisions Submitted
4.2 Formal Review Cycle & Orders Issued
4.3 Issue Revised Site Directives, Impact Analysis &AL Approved

1P
4,4 Revisions to NV Orders Issued, Impact Analysis, NV Approved

1P
3.3 DOE-Approved BIO Module/TSR for On-Site Transportation

and DOE-Approved 1P for On-Site Tran.$mortation  Controls

j.3.l-#3
i.4,24#3

B Actions Complete Forward
sue revised DOE Order 452.2 Forward

See Section 4.2
See Section 4,4

i.5.l-f#4 sue DOE-STD-3015 Forward See Section 4.4

i,6.3-#3

i6,4-#2

;.6.541  & 2

See Section 4.3

See Section 4,4
3.4 DOE RA Re~rt  for On-Site Transportation
4,5 W78 SS-21 Start-up Authorizationuthorization of an SS-21 process Forward

Ir the W78 in accordance with
e tasks and time interval
entified in the IWAP
eview plan and criteria for final Forward
ssessment of 98-2 actions and
Inal report
ew Commitment New
ew Commitment New
ew Commitment t+w
ew Commitment New

~

1P 98-2 Final Assessment Repori See Section 4.5

1.1 BIO/SAR Program Plan
1.2 Assessment of TBP-901 Implementation
2.1 D&P Manual Chapter 11.8--Weapon Response Guidance
2.2 TBP Guidance on expectations & documentation of weapon

response (Follows 11,8)
2.3 11,8 & TBP Impact Analysis& DOE-Approved Implementation

Plan
2.5 Revise ISM AB Manual
2.6 Revise D&P 11 .7—Nuclear Explosive Operations Change

Control Process
3.1 DOE-Approved BIO Module~SR for Fire Protection and DOE-

dA See Section 4.1
See Section 4,1
See Section 4,2
See Section 4.2

1

ew Commitment New See Section 4.2

See Section 4,2
See Section 4,2

1

ew Commitment New See Section 4.3
Approved Implementation Plan for Fire Protection Controls

3.2 DOE Readiness Assessment Report for Fire Protection
3.5 Additional DOE-Approved TSR controls derived from the NES

See Section 4.3
See Section 4.3

\masterStudies

3.6 Flammable Solvent and Combustible Material Reduction Plan
3.7 Plan for Transportation Carts
3.8 PDS for 12-44 Fire Protection Upgrade
3.9 Completion of physical Modifications to Bldg. 12-44 Completed
3.10 Conceptual Design for Fire Detection and Suppression

Systems Upgrades
3.11 ESAAB Authorization for Title 1
4.6 B83 SS-21 Start-up

ew Commitment I New
ew Commitment I New
ew Commitment \New‘JA

See Section 4.3

See Section 4.3
See Section 4.4

Iew Commitment I New
Iew Commitment ] New

O~t of ~b= 12 remaining Open Actions, 7 will be carried over and 5 are being proposed

for removal/replacement.
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Summary of 98-2 Actions as of 6/30/00

Outstanding Actions Suggested for Removal—Dependant  on another processor implemented
98-2 Implementation Plan (April 1999)
Deliverable I Descridion I.Status lRemarks
No. I I I
5.2.3-#2 Implement process Remove 90% complete as of 6/30/00. 98-2

improvements Revision addresses this and suggests
(tooling/procedure removal of this item.
processes)

5,3.342 Assessment for review of Remove EH-2 is conducting an authorization
transportation BIO upgrade basis evaluation. In light of the extent

and scope of the EH-2 review and the
April 1999 Once of Defense Program
review, the Department does not
consider further evaluations
warranted. 98-2 Revision addresses

Ithis and suggests removal of this item
5.6.441 lRe-authorization of the I Remove 1 W88 is discussed in 98-2 Revision as

existing W88 process in last revalidation.  Final result will be
accordance with the tasks reported to the Board. However, 98-2
and schedule identified in Revision suggests removal of this item
the IWAP since not effective measure of proces:

improvements.
5.8.l-#3 Long term personnel plan for Remove The course development was

project management. completed on 4/28/00. The core team
has received training. Project and
Program Managers due to complete
training in June. This is the last
action. 98-2 Revision discusses and
suggests removal of this action.

5.8.242 Complete defined actions Remove This is the last action. 98-2 Revision
will discusses and suggests removal c
this action. ECD for completing
training is 10/1/2000

wough another action
:evised 98-2 Implementation Plan (June 2000)
Jew lDescription

JA NA

I

T4A NA

38-2 Revision
Status

See Section 4.0

See Section 4.5

See Section 4.3
md 4.4

See Section 4.5

See Section 4.2

Out of the 12 remaining Open Actions, 7 will be carried over and 5 are being proposed for
removal/replacement.
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Summary of 98-2 Actions as of 6/30/00

Completed Actions Prior to Approval of the 98-2 Revision
98-2 Implementation Plan (April 1999) Revised 98-2 Implementation I

I (June 2000)IT_Deliverable Description Status

I

New Description 98-2 Revision
No. Commitment Status

M,,mber

5.1.1 Plant Standard 7401 &7403 Delivered 5/30/99 NA NA See Section 4,1
5.1.2 Issue D&P Manual Chapter 11.1, Rev. 1 Delivered 6/30/99 NA NA
5.1.3 Issue TBP 901

See Section 4,1
Delivered 2/1 0/00 NA NA See Section 4.1

5.1.4 Project Plans and Schedules (IWAP) D e l i v e r e d  27100 N A NA See Section 4.1
5.2.141 Issue D&P Manual Chapter 11,3 Delivered 4/19/99 NA NA See Section 4.1
5.2.142 Issue TBP 901 Delivered 2/10/00 NA NA See Section 4.1
5.2.2 Modify associated plant dcxuments to meet new TBP Delivered 4/28/00 NA NA See Section 4.1,. -.,,,

Je AL SD 452.2A I Delivered 6/30/99

5.4.7 ID&P  Manual Chapter 11.6 lDelivered 6/30L19
5.4.241 I Initial issue of DOE-AL SD 452.2A I Delivered 6/30/99

YUI s[anaaras 1
5.2.3#1 Review report with recommendations Delivered 5/30/99 NA See Section 4.0

(tooling/procedure processes)
5.3.l-#1 AB Task Force Report Delivered 5/30/99 INA NA See Section 4.2
5.3.1#2 AB Action Plan Delivered 6/30/99 INA NA See Section 4.2
5.3.2-#1 Issu INA NA See Section 4.2
5.3.2-#2 Revise D&P Manual Chapter 11.4 Delivered 6/30/99 INA NA See Section 4.2
5.3.2-#3 Combine requirements into one manual Delivered 6/30/99 INA NA See Section 4.2
5.3.3*I Assessment for review of W88 HAR Delivered 12/13/99 INA NA See Section 4.5

INA NA See Section 4.4
INA NA See Section 4.4

5.4.2-#2 Submit revisions to DOE Order 452.2 Delivered 6/30/99 [NA NA See Section 4.4
5.4.341 Develop NESS process changes & provide Delivered 6/30/99 NA See Section 4.4

recommendations
5.4.3-#2 Revise DOE STD-3015 Delivered 12/10/99 INA NA See Section 4.4
5.5.1-??1 Provide NESS recommendations Delivered 5/28/99 INA NA See Section 4.4
5.5.14/2 Senior level workshop Delivered 6/30/99 INA NA See Section 4.4
5.5.1-W Decision Re@ Delivered 8/23/99 [NA NA See Section 4.4
5.5.241 Recommendations (NESS) Delivered 5/28/99 INA NA See Section 4.4
5,5.2-#2 Revise & IssueDOE-STD-3015 Delivered 12/10/99 INA INA See Secfion 4.4

on 4.5
15.6.142 I ISMSV Phase 1 Review Report lDetivered 4/13/00 [NA INA I.See Section 4.5 i

~5.6.l-#1 I ISMSV Phase  1  Rev iew P lan lDelivered 9 / 1 0 / 9 9  INA INA ]See Secti

5.6.l-#3 lApproved ISMS Description lDelivered 6 / 3 0 / 0 0  [NA INA l.% S e c t i
5.6.2 #1 I ISMSV  Phase II Review Plan lDelivered 6 / 3 0 / 0 0  INA INA lSee Secti

on 4.5
an 4.5

5.6.2 #2 ISMSV  Phase II Report Delivered 6/30/00 M N A See Section 4,5
5.6.341 CSSM to TSR Conversion Delivered 3/13/00 NA NA See Section 4.2
5,6.3+%2 Approved BIO/TSR Upgrade for lightning hazards De fivered  4/17/00 NA NA See Section 4,3

15.7.1 lReauthorization of the existing W62 process in lDelivered 1/6/00 INA INA I.See Executive I
accordance with the IWAP project plan. Summary

5.8.l-#1 SWOT analysis (project management) Delivered 5130/99 NA NA See Section 4.5
5.8.l-#2 Compensatory measure action plan (project Delivered 6/30/99 NA NA See Section 4.5

management)
5.8.241 Revise training programs  and complete training Delivered 6130/99 NA NA See Section 4.5
5,8.3-#3 Long term personnel plan for project management. Delivered 2i7100 NA NA See Section 4.2
5,8.341 SWOT analysis (AB personnel) Delivered 5/30/99 NA NA See Section 4.2

NA See Section 4,2
5.8.4-#1 lComplete staffing actions I Delivered 2Y5100 NA See Section 4.2
5.8.4-#2 lCompIete qualification standards lDelivered 2 / 5 / 0 0  INA NA See Section 4.2

NA See Section 4.2

~5.8.3#2 \AB Compensatory measure action plan I Delivered 6/30/99 I

~5.8.4#3 lCompIete qualification I Delivered 4/28/00 INA
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ENCLOSURE 1“

United States Government Department of Energy

. ..iemorandum Albuquerque Operations Office

DATE: nATi22~

REPLY TO: ISRD
SUBJECT. Pantex  Integrated Safety Management (ISM) System Description

To: Dan Glenn, Area h4anager,  .AAO

I have reviewed Revision 6 of the Pantex  ISM System Description submitted to me on
May 2,2000 from your office. Based on your validation of closure of issues identified
as prerequisites for approval, I am approving the Revision 6 Pantex ISM System
Description.

I look forward to successful resuits fiorn the Pantex Phase 11 ISM verification. If you
have any questions, please call meat 505-845-6050.

R. E. Glass
hh.nager

cc:
D. Beck, DP-20,  HQ
T. Wyka, EH-9,  HQ
R. T, Brock,  A.40
D. C. Brunell,  MO
D. J. Kelly, AAO
D. D. Schmidt, AAO
J. S. Johnson, AAO
D. G. White, AAO
C.. L. Longenbaugh,  ISRD, AL



I ,. ENCLOSURE 2

United States Government Department of Energy

memorandum

DATE:

REPLY TO
ATTN OF:

SUBJECT:

TO:

JUN 2 7  2KU

Albuquerque Operations Office
Amarillo Area Office

DP:E.  D. Morrow:6-5530

Pantex Pant Phase 11 Integrated Safety Management System Verification (ISMSV)  Review
– Final Report

R, E. Glass, Manager, AL

The subject report is attached for your information and use. The review was conducted
June 19-27, 2000. The review identified specific issues organized into opportunities for
improvement (OFI). At the conclusion of the review, the team briefed senior management
within MHC and AJ40 on the results.

The team concluded that ISM was implemented at Pantex and that the OFIS from the Phase
I Verification in April 2000, have been properly closed out. The team also noted significant
improvement from the verifications conducted in 1998,

The following is a summary of the OFI and the team recommendation associated with each
OFI.

1.
7-,

3.

4.

5.

Authorization Basis capability requires improvement. (MHC)
Hazard identification processes at the activity/task level requires
improvement. (MHC)
Consistency of procedures and adherence to procedural processes require
improvement. (MHC)
Feedback and Improvement mechanisms require better integration and
utilization. (MHC)
Five issues were identified as Opportunities for Improvement for DOE AAO

Recommendations

1. DOE AL task DOE A40 to monitor MHC progress in improving MHC AB documentation
capability and to expeditiously pursue an approved basis for Plant TSRS.

~ DOE AL task DOE AAO to conduct an assessment of MHC’s capability to conduct hazard-.
identification at the activity level. This assessment could be conducted in accordance with the
annual assessment by AL in response to the &40 Performance Assessment Matrix.

3. MHC should close issues under OFI 3 as a matter of continuous improvement.
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4.

5.

Both MHC and DOE MO should evaluate tracking and trending to better integrate the various
mechanisms in order to achieve better efficiency and effectiveness.

AL should validate AAO closure of OFI #5.

If you have any questions concerning the attached report, please contact me at (202) 586-5530.

Emil M&row
Review Team Leader
Pantex Plant Phase 11 ISMSV
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Department of Energy (DOE) is committed to conducting ~vork efficiently and in a manner
that ensures protection of ~vorkers.  the public. and the environment. [t is DOE policy that safety

‘ management systems shall be used [o systematically integrate safety into management and work
practices at all levels so that missions are accomplished while protecting the worker, the public.
and the environment (DOE P 450.4).  Contractors responsible for manag~merit  and operation of
DOE sites are required to describe the integrated safety management s:,’stem used to achieve this
objecti~e. including the identification of applicable  la~vs,  regulations. and DOE directives
(DE.-~.R. 48 CFR 970.5204-2 and 970.5204-78).

This Report documents the results of the revie~v  conducted to verify the implementation of the
Pantex Plant’s Integrated Safety \lanagement  Description (PLN-93,  Revision 6). developed by
Mason and Hanger Corporation (NIHC), and that supporting plant documents conform to the
requirements and guidance provided by DOE. The review was also conducted to verifi that
MHC and DOE Amarillo Area Office (t%40) had closed out the Opportunities for Improvement
(OFI) noted in the Final Report of the Pantex Phase I Management Verification Review (dated
.April 25, 2000). The review was conducted consistent with the guidance contained in the
following: (l) the Under Secretary’s Memorandum of March 1997, Profoco[ for Review and
Approva[ of Documented Safey Management System Descriptions Associated with Defense
;Vuclear  Facilities; (2) the Integrated Safety .Mcmagement System Description Gliide (DOE G
450.4- 1); and (3) the Integrated Safety ,Management  Savstem (IS:KS) bkrlj?cation Team Leader’s
.I-Icm~ibook  (DOE-HDBK-3027-99).

The Team was organized into ti~e areas: Management. Hazards, Operations, DOE, and
Validation of Closure of Phme I issues. Additionally. Subject N[atter Experts \vere assigned in
the a.re~s of High Explosives. !vIain[enance  and I\”ork Control,  Training and Qualification. and
Rx!i~tion Health. The team conducted [heir re~ieiv  June 19-27.2000 at the Pantex Plant. The
re~ieit i~~s  conducteci  using  [he Cri[cria Re\ ie~.i  .Approach  Document (C R\D) based on the core
functions and guiding principles 0[ [he DOE policy, associated ~tiidt m-d handbook. Individual
CR+DS are contained in .+ppendix  .4.

RESULTS

The Team noted significant improvement in the conduct of Integrated Safety Management (ISM)
from the first verification conducted Ju!;- =3 ! and August 24-2S,  i W% -The organizational
structure of klHC has improved and roies:-arici responsibilities are mc; u .,.‘*-1 ‘arly defined.
[mpco\-ement  [.vas noted  in the conduct of \vork and in staff  support to the line organizations.

The team icien[iiled  four Opportunities for Improvement for hlHC: 1 ) the ability of MHC to
properly perform in the area of Authorization Basis (.%B) documentation requires improvement.
2) the identification of hazards at the task level is \veak, 3) MHC should improve consistency of
procedures and ensure adherence tc procedural processes, and 4) NIHC mechanisms for feedback
and improvement require better utilization and integration. The Team identified one OFI for
DOE .%40. These OFIS are discussed in the paragraphs below.

. . .
Ill



.

ISM Phase 11 Verification at pantex ‘
June 2000,

Authorization Basis
.

MHC does notyet  possess the indigenous capability to meet AB commitments and to routinely
produce high quality AB documents in a timely manner. This deficiency is compensated
somewhat by the fact that DOE .+.40 has deveioped a rigorous .\B revie~v  and approval
capability. Ho\vever. that fact does not relieve NIHC of the responsibility to develop their own
expertise in this important area of IShl.

Hazard Identification
Hazard identification at the activity level requires improvement. Although the team found some
evidence of implementation of hazard identification at the activity/task level. the team identified
several instances ~vhere proper hazard identification processes \vere not followed in maintenance
evolutions and balance of plant \vork and did not adequately reflect worker involvement.

Consistence of Procedures
The team found areas where procedures were either consistent with the ISM System Description,
or required upgrading to conform to the recent MHC reorganization.

Feedback and Imtxovement
MHC feedback and improvement mechanisms require better integration and utilization. Several
mechanisms are used by NfHC for tracking and trending but do not capture all deficiencies and
corrective actions (i. e.. in some tracking systems those deficiencies anticipated to be corrected or
resolved within 30 days. are not tracked).

~
Five issues wtre identified as an OFI for DOE .4.AO.

YOTEW_ORTHY  PRACTICES

The fol[ot~in:  Xo[e\\orthy  Pmctices  \vere identified.

XP-}IG.1-1

XP-NIG.3.1

\lHC has restructured the financia[ system. enabling budget  allocation and
execution based  upon the DOE Defense Program structure and the structure
required in order to formally manage weapon programs. The Pantex Plant has
recognized the need to manage costs associated with the specific weapon
programs and activities m-d+as  such, has implemented a new financial structure.
trackirig  direct and indirv~~eaponspecific  costs . A=–. .

>lHC has placed I\V.\p  schedules. along  \vith \veapon  budgetary information on
their \\reb site. al[o~ving customers access to planning/status information. This
effort increases >lHC. S customer understanding of current Plant  schedules.
provides a clear statement to DOE on the specific allocation of funds, and reduces
the time required of DOE and MHC program engineers to ans~ver scheduling
budget questions associated with each of the \veapon  systems.

iv
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NP-OP.1-1

NP-i}lE.3-l

ISM Phase 1[ Verification at Pantex
June 2000

Implementation of Early Warning Indicator Program (EWIP) at Pantex, has
enhanced the identification of at-risk behavior. In addition, the process has also
improved contractor safety performance through IShl.

The RST \lentorin:  Program is a notmvorthy  practice for providing feedback and
improvement into both the \vork practices of the individuals mentGred, and into
the overall radiation safety training program.

OPPORTUNITIES FOR 131 PROVE}1ENT

The following Opportunities for Improvement (OFI) \vere identified. The individual Issues
supporting each OF I are provided.

OFI 1: MHC should continue to improve the Plant .4B and upgrade its indigenous
capability to meet authorization basis commitments and process AB
documents in atimely  manner.

HAZ.2-1 The status of the Plant BIO is not clear in that, the parts of the BIO that are relied
upon are not clearly identified, and the status of plant nuclear facilities with
relation to the Price Anderson rules is not correct.

H.4Z.2-2 The TSRS are not in conformance \vith  the criteria of DOE-STD-3009  and Plant
Authorization Basis Manual. There is no DOE approved basis for the TSRS.

H.4Z.2-3 The Pantex training courses for the USQ process and implementation are not in
compliance \vith the Order \vith respect to the treatment of the TSR criteria
relating to increase in consequences to \vorkers.

H.4Z.2--4 The 31HC .+uthorization  Basis Department does not haf-e an organizational pl~n
[c ensure competence commensurate with responsibility: ~n,d to adequatel:  de. tlrie
scope of~vork  md insure balanced priorities to fulfill  the responsibilities of[he
AB organization.

OFI 2: MHC should improve hazard identification processes at the activity/task level and
enhance worker involvement.

== ~.

HAZ.1-i The processes for identifl~ati’on of hazards and irllple~~:~~tion  of controls at the
task !e~ei  are not being utilized in all cases.

OP.1-2 [O P-FO- 1049. lssLle  22 Processing Nlamtenance Work Orders, did not ensure
craftsmen actively participated in the \vork plaming  process.

SNIE.2-1 Planners are not performing sufficient fie!d verifications to become familiar \~i[ti

the job scope and hazards prior to initiating work packages.
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SME.2-2
,(

The Job Safety and Hazard fialysis Program are not an integral part ofjob work ;
orders to improve worker safety. JSHAS are not reviewed \vith the craft at pre-job
briefs.

S} IE.2-3 The procedure v+Titer  did not \valk do~vn a UPS hlonthly Phl procedure as
required by STD-O 143. Technical Procedures System.

OFI 3: NIHC should improve consistency of procedures and  ensure adherence to
procedural processes.

SNIE.1-1

SNIE.2-3

SME.4-1

SME.4-2

OP.1-3

V.+L2.1

OFI 4:

OP.1-1

oP.1--#

OP. I-5

There have been problems noted on program start-ups regarding technician
proficiency.

The procedure writer did not walk down a UPS Monthly PM procedure as
required by STD-O 143, Technical Procedures System.

Operational requirements were found in a Plant standard instead of Technical
Operating Procedures, as prescribed by Plant Standard STD-O 143, Technical
Procedures System.

The exception to the annual review requirement does not ensure the currency and
adequacy of explosives operating procedures and hinders the ability to incorporate
feedback and improvement opportunities.

Conduct of Operations Program deficiencies \vere identified.

The reiision  of plant  standards and procedures that retlect the roles and
responsibilities of the \lHC reorganization of Nlarch 2000 has not yet been
completed. Ten standards. :\\-o IO P-S. t~vo manuals and six O&[-s had not been
re~ised  ~j of June 23.2000. Change requests ha~e been initiated for all items that
ha~e not yet been revised.

YIHC mechanisms for Feedback and Improvement require better integration and
utilization.

Less than adequate ~vork-:a%fi’.’olvement  was iden:lfieci+.the  plaming  of
maintenance \vork orders-and in the PH.< for Building [6-18.

Facility identified deficiencies that are anticipated to be closed \vithin  30 days are
not captured in hlHC Tracking and Trending Systems.

Nlultiple
but \vere

deficiency tracking and trending systems existed \vithin DOE and MHC
not fully integrated at the institutional level.

vi
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OFI 5: Opportunities for [mprovemgnt  exist for DOE &AO

DOE.1-I

.

H.+ Z.2-1

H.4Z.2-2

OP.1-5

-

The .&10  OQ.+ ?rogram~,40  Procedure 101. 1.0) has not been updated as
required by DOE O 4 l-l.@. Qualit:;  Assurance (September 29. 1999)  DOE O
-114.1 A also requires development of an .A.+0 Safety Issue Corrective Action
Process (DOE O 414. &=Mtachment  2). The updated .4.+0 OQA plan \vas
required by December 29=1999.  The current OQ.\ document (dated &lay  14,
1999) has not been upda~d.

The status of [he Plant BIO is not clear in that. the parts of the BIO that are relied
upon are not clearly  identified. and the status of plant  nuclear facilities with
relation to the Price Anderson rules is not correct.

The TSRS are not in conformance with the criteria of DOE--STD-3009  and Plant
Authorization Basis Manual. There is no DOE approved basis for the TSRS.

Multiple deficiency tracking and trending systems existed within DOE and NfHC
but were not filly  integrated at the institutional level.

The exception to the annual review requirement does not ensure the currency and
adequacy of explosives operating procedures and hinders the ability to incorporate
feedback and improvement opportunities.

RECONIMEXDATIONS

1.

.
-.

1.

.=

The Team recommends tha[ DOE AL task DOE .%+0 to monitor \lHC progress in
iinpro~ing \lHC .+B documentation capability and to expedi[ious[y  pursue an approved basis
for Plant T5Rs.

The Tear. r?commendj  t!wr DOE .+L task DOE .-LA(J w conciuc[ an assessme[lt of \[HC’. s
capabilit> to conduct hazard identification at the acti~it}  Ieiel. This assessment could be
conducted in accordance u’i[h the annual assessment by AL in response to the .-\.40
Performance .Assessment  \latrix.

NIHC should close issues under OFI 3 as a matter of continuous improvement.~+.: =_
Both >[HC and DOE .+.40 Should ev~luate  tracking and-trendiri~’~ ~etter  integrate che —

various mechanisms in order [o achieve better  efticien~y and ~ff~~[iyene~s.

AL should \alidate  .%+0 closure of CFI #5.

CONCLUSIONS

● hlHC has implemented [S\l at the Pantex Site.
● The OFI.  S from the Phase [ Verification were satisfactori[} closed.
● Four OFIS for \lHC \\ere identitled..

vii
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1 ) Authorization Basis capability requires improvement.
2 ) Hazard identification at the activity  ;task level requires significant improvement.
3 ) Consistency of proced~ris  and adherence to procedural processes require improvement.
4 J MHC feedback and improvement mechanisms require better integration and utilization.—

“ One OFI ~vas  identified for DOE .A.AO.

. . .
Vlll
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Department of Energ} (DOE) Safet} Ylanagement  System Polic}  (DOE P 450.4’I defines the
expectations that DOE Facilities be opermed  in accurciance  with an integrated Safety
Ylanagemenr System (1 S3+[S). The DE.+R, 48 CFR 970.5204-2. requires that the contracting
officer (Albuquerque Operations Office (.\L) Manager) provide guidance to a management and
operating contractor as to the expectations for the ISNIS Description. The DEAR also requires
the [SNIS Description. submitted by a management and operat;  ng contractor. be reviewed and
approved by the contracting officer.

The .4L pro.,icied  guidance. specifically tailored to Pantex, for use in developing its 1SS4S
Description on April 27. 199S. .An ISNIS Verification (ISMSV)  of the Mason and Hanger
Corporation (>lHC)  safety management processes was conducted by DOE on July 27-31, and
.+ugust  24-28, 1998. The ISMSV included two phases. Phase I involved the review of the lvIHC
ISM Program Plan (which served as the ISMS Description) and MHC implementing, standards
and procedures. Phase II involved the review of selected activities/facilities in.order to assess the
level of implementation. The scope of the ISMSV addressed all mission and supporting work.
The areas reviewed included: business practices, management and organization, nuclear
explosive operations, special nuclear material, high explosive operations, mission support
functions, and DOE interfaces. In addition. the ISMSV was performed in conjunction with AL’s
1998 Annual Environment. Safety. and Health Assessment of the Pantex  Plant  and AL’S 1998
?iuclear  Explosive Safety .+ppraisal  of the Pantex  Plant.

Overall. the 1998 ISMSV  review concluded NIHC was generall> achieving DOE objectives for
[S\l and identified specitic areas \vhere improvement \\as needed. Opportunities for
Improvement (, OF I) ickn[ifieci  through the 1998 Phase I and [1 revie~v was: institutionalization of
the lS\l S processes:  claritlcation  of roles and responsibilities: DOE process guidance for nuclear
explosi~.e  operations: und .+marilio Area Office (.+.40)  roles and responsibilities. and processes.
The recommended :~c~ions  [\ere:

hlHC shou!d proceed [u formally  establish processes ( inc!uding  requirements, roles. and
responsibilities) for defining the scope of~vork.  znal}zing hazards, de~eloping  controls.
implementing controls. confirming readiness, and applying change control to nuclear
explosive operations.

*
NfHC should proceed to forrnaiiv-@blish  processes for (;ti~-~:~~~ion  Of ~.vork

consistently on a site-wide basis. -

\lHC should proceed to clflrify Cesponsibi!ities  for mission \\ork  at lo~ver le~~els  \vithin
the management hierarchy. consistent with the current organizational structure addressing
the core functions and guiding  principles of IShf (i.e.. address “chain of command”’
responsibilities dowm to the operations manager or department-level manager).

The ISMSV Team also recommended that the AAO establish procedures for site \vorkload
prioritization. determination ot’ required area oftlce resources. and change control of the MHC
[S\lS Description. The lS\lSV Team recommended that the >lanager, .4L approie  the NIHC

I



.

ISM Phase II Verification at Pantex
June 2000

ISMS Description contingent upon correction of the deficiencies identified, ‘ad successful
results from a follow-up revie~v.

From .+pril 3-I-I. 2000.  a Phase I Verification lvas conducted. The team found the \lHC ISNI
System Description (PL~-93.  Revision 5) responsive to the requirements of DOE P 450.4. the
DEAR. and guidance from the contracting officer. The MHC ISMS Description provides an
adequate ‘“roadmap”’  to the mechanisms used to implement the core functions and guiding
principles of integrated  safety management. The team found the Description to be relatively
comprehensive and complete. with some limited exceptions.

The team recommended the follo~ving  actions be taken:

1. The AOO klanager  approve the MHC ISNLS Description (PLN-93) upon MHC resolution of
the issues identified under OF I #1 and AL validation of closure. (OFI # 1- The MHC ISM
System Description needs improvement to achieve completeness.)

2. The AL Manager task MHC to resolve the issues identified under OFI W prior to declaring
readiness for a Phase II ISNISV review. The Phase II lSMSV Review Team should be tasked
to validate closure of these issues. (OFI %2 – The NIHC ISM System Description needs
improvement to achieve consistency.)

3. The AL Manager task NIHC to develop and submit a Corrective .4ction Plan (CAP) to
address the issues identified under OFI ..++3. The AL Manager should approv’e the CAP given
the need for continued improvement in the MHC System Description. (OFI %3 – The \lHC
[S!~l System Description should be enhanced to improve clarity.)

4. .\L lead development ofa C.4P to address the issues under OFI %4. (OF14 - DOE should
\\-ork jointlv  \vith \lHC to further define  and strengthen formal mechanisms to integrote
design [aborator}”  j~lppO~ into Pantex Plant operations. I

5. The .+L >Ianager task .+.\O to address the issues under OFI %5 prior to performance of a
Phase 1[ IShlSV  revie~~. The Phase 11 ISklSV  Review Team should be tasked to ~alidate
closure of these issues. (OFI#5 - OF I #5 – The .L40 ISk[ System Description needs
improvement)

-
1.1 - Purpose

.--=- .- -4--

The purpose of this re~iew is to provide an assessment on ~~hether  the MHC [Sk
and associated plant standards, manuals, and procedures are being.  implemented.
this Phase II \vill validate closure of actions in response to OFI (OFI/#2  & 0FI%5
identified during the recent Phase I Verification.

1.2 Scope

S Description
Additional}.
that were

The re~iew focused on the implementation of formal mechanisms established through the >lHC
ISL.lS Description (and implementing procedures and standards) to satisfy each of the core safety

7
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functions and guiding principles definedin DOE P 450.4. Interviews, briefings, and obsemation
of selected activities lvere conducted to facilitate review team understanding of IShl processes
used by \lHC and DOE.

—

The Pantex Plant is located in Carson County. 17 miles northeast ofdown[owm  Amarillo. Texas.
The Pantex Plant site consists of 10,177 acres own&Fby the DOE. including 9.100 acres in the

— main plant area and 1.077 acres around Pantex Lake, approximately 2.-! miles northeast of the
main plant area. .+n additional 5.800 acres of land South of the main plant is leased from Texas
Tech University for use a safety and security buffer zone. The Pantex Plant was first used by the
U.S. .+rmy for production of conventional ordnance from 1942 to 1945. In 1951. the Atomic
Energy Commission chose the site for expansion of its nuclear \veapons  assembly facilities. The
Pantex Plant is composed of several functional areas referred to as zones. These zones include a
\veapons assembly and disassembly area (Zone 12), a weapons staging area (Zone 4), an area for
experimental explosive development (Zone 11), a domestic water treatment plant (Zone 15), a
sanitary wastewater  treatment facility (Zone 13), and vehicle maintenance and administrative
areas (Zone 16). Other functional areas include an explosive test-firing facility, a burning
ground for explosive materials, an area for storage (Zone 10), and area of landfills north of Zone
10.

The following is a general summary of the types of operations or activities performed at the
Pantex Plant:

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

Assembly of nuclear ~~eapons  -

Disassembly of nuclear lveapons
\loditication  and main~enance  of nuclear ~veapons
Quality ossurance  testing of weapon  components (surveillance)
Research and production of high explosives ~HEj and weapon cornponen[s
Smrage of plutonium components ( pits) From dismantled nuclear weapons
Transport for nuclt~r  ti~~~p~)nj  and components IO Departmen[ of Defense imd o[her DOE
sites (e.:.. tritium reser~oirs to the Sa\’annah Rive~Site)
Demilitarization at-d sanitation of components. including burning of HE and De-
contaminated \vastes
Environmental restoration activities including site characterization to determine the nature
and extent of contamination
\Vaste management -~- —. 7_
N[aintenance of si[e infrastructure incruiing  secut-it). utilities. roa~~l  receipt and tmnsport  of
equipment and bulk materials. landscaping

Pontex Pkm~ operations inio!ve  [he follo~ving  hazards (or potentia[  hazards):

● Nuclear explosives
● High explosives
“ Radioactive material
● Fissile  material (criticality)
“ Hazardous chemicols
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“  Fire&s
● Standard industrial (natural  gas, steam, electrical energy. rotating machine~.  hea~y

equipment. etc. )
“ \atural  phenomena L tornado. earthquake, lightning)
● External events (aircrai?  crashes, fire)

Roles, responsibilities. and interfaces necessary for the institutionalization of the ISklS process
\vere examined on a plant-~vide basis. This included interfaces bet~veen MHC. national
laboratories (\veapon design agencies), and DOE that are-required to safely perform \vork
assigned to the Pantex  Plant. The review included an examination of MHC processes and their
potential effectiveness in achieving integration both from an ‘-upward.’ site perspective, as well
as ..dowmward’.  (i. e., a vertical slice) (o the facility and activity level. The review examined the
extent of internal integration within MO and MHC, and how well the NO organizations are
integrated to form a seamless site management system.

As described above, the review started at the site level, where the MHC lSMS Description
established requirements and mechanisms that are “general” (i,e., applicable to all site
operations.) The revielv  then examined implementation of the specific requirements and
mechanisms established for the vatying  levels of hazards associated with Pantex Plant operation.
These included: .’high.’ (i.e.. nuclear material and nuclear explosive operations). ..moderate”
(e.g.

1.3

The

high explosive operations). and .Llow.’ (e.g.. standard iridustrial  hazards) hazard activities.

Approach

S\lS1:  team re~ie~led  the IS\lS Description. The revie~v  evaluated implementation of the
description and supporting plant standards. manuals, and procedures against  the guiding
principles and core functions defined  in DOE P 450.4  and drew. a conclusion as m \\hether  the
[S\lS \vi[l  achieve [he o~era[l objective of integrated safety management.

2.0 RECO}13IEXD.+TIOXS

The Ttam recommends that DOE AL task DOE .%AO to monitor >lHC progress in improying
FvlHC Authorization Basis (AB) documentation capability.

The Team recommends that DOE AL tas&@OE  AAO to conduct an-~~sessment  of \lHC’s
capability to conduct hazard ideniificatio-n-a~  the activity level. “[his -.X~sment  should be.
conducted in accordance with the annual assessment by AL in response to the .%\O Performance
.Wsessment }Iatrix.

hlHC should close issues under OFI 3 as a matter of continuous improvement.

Both klHC and DOE ,+.+0 should evaluate tracking and trending so as to better integrate the
various mechanisms in order to achieve better efficiency and effectiveness.

AL \alidate  closure of OFI #j by DOE ,-4.40.

4
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ISMS Verification Assessment Form

s I Functional Area: DOE I Objective Number: DOE.1 1
~ Date: June 26.2000

OBJECTIVE
DOE procedures and n-.echanisms  should ensure that \vork is formally and appropriately
authorized. and performed safely. DOE line managers should be involved in the review ofsafe~
issues and concerns and should  have an active  role in authorizing and approving \vork and
operations. (CE II-7)

Criteria
1. DOE procedures and/or mechanisms are in place that establish a process for confirming

readiness and authorizing operations. (FRA1A4 9.5.1 and 9.5.2)
2. DOE procedures and/or mechanisms ensure that the safety management system is properly

implemented and line management oversight of the contractor’s worker, public, environment,
and facility protection programs is performed. (FRAM 9.5.2)

3. DOE procedures andlor mechanisms require day-to-day operational oversight of contractor
activities through Facility Representatives. (FRMv1 9.5.2)

4. DOE procedures andf’or mechanisms ensure the implementation of quality assurance
programs and ensure that contractors implement quali~  assurance programs. (FRW1  9.5.3)

5. DOE procedures and practices assure that personnel who define scope of work (SOW) or
oversee contractor practices for defining SOW have competence commensurate with their
assigned responsibi!i(ies.

Approach
Record Re\ie\v:  Rc\ ie\\ the .-4.+0 System Description to determine tha[ [he process for the
ou[!lorizatiofi  and o~ersight of ~~ork is adequate.  L-erif} that those DOE personnel assigneci  to
perform these functions ha; e clear roles and responsibilities. Determine if the oversight polic> is
balanced with risk and priority of mission. Re\iew the quality assurance program established b}
DOE and the interactions of that program \vith the contractors quality assurance progmm. Verifi
DOE programs hold line management responsible for safety and contain clear roles and
responsibilities.

~?

Inteniel.vs: Discuss \\ork audmrizatiori ~f;d:perfom-lance  acti~  i~ies  w: ‘=-:~.’3E and contractor
+-

personnel to determine if there are adequate mechanisms to ensure that \vork is properly
authorized at all Ie\eis.  Determine if \vorker  safety is perceit”ed  as an integral part of the \vork
mthorizaticn  process md that ~vcrkers  are ir, volved irl issue resoitition if appropriate. Discuss the
oversight programs \vith DOE and contractor persomel.  Discuss the Facility Representative (FR)
programs with faciIity representatives and contractor personnel to determine if the FR program is
effective. Discuss oversight programs with DOE staff who perform ES&H management and
supemision  assignments. During intewiews.  verifi understanding cf lirw management
responsibility for safet]” and understanding of clear roles and respon~ibii::ies.

DOE I-1
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Record Review

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

.+.+0  Procedure 101.1.0. Operational Quality ,4ssurance  program.. 5 13/1 999

.+.+0  Procedure 103.1. .imarillo  Area Office Integrated Safet}-  Ylanagement  System
Description. 5/3 1/2000
.%+0  Procedure 103.2. .~u~hor~ation  Agreements, 6/15,’2000
.+-40  Procedure 105.-I, .%+0 Functions. Responsibilities and .~uthorities  Manual, 6/16/2000
.%+0  Procedure 106.1. Authorization Basis Documentation Program, 6/25/1 999
.+-+0 Procedure 109. i. 1. .4A0  Trending and Analysis of Pantex  Operations Information
L-sing performance Indicators, 4/3/2000
.+.+0  Procedure 1 10.-!.0. Issues klanagement  and Tracking Program. 1 1/29/1999
.>+0 Procedure 11-$.1.0, .A.AO Self Assessment Program, 611+2000
.4-+0  Procedure 115.1.0, Startup and Restart of Pantex Plant Activities, 5/9/2000
L+O Procedure 511.1.0, Facility Representative Program Manual, 8/12/1998
Pantex  Plant Functional Area Performance Analysis Report, June 16,2000
Hazard Analysis and Readiness Assessment documentation for W62 Program
Selected AAO Position Descriptions and Qualification Standards
hlHC DIR-0001, Roles and Responsibilities for the Management and Operation of Pantex
Plant. -$/25/2000
%lHC Integrated Safety hlanagement  Description. 4/26/2000
\lHC STD-O 107, Independent Assessments and Self-Assessments, 6/6/2000
L[HC STD- 1054, Authorization Agreements, 4/26/2000
k[HC  STD-30 14, Unreviewed Safety Question Process. 3/27/2000
>(HC STD-3071. Authorization Basis, 411’2000
\!l+C STD-3366.  Xuclear Explosive Safetv Revie\vs.  3152000
\{XC  STD-6028.  Performance Measurement System. 531 2000
}[>C STD-6~16. Lejjons  Learned program. 6~lj/~()()()
\!HC STD-7301. klanagement  Declaration of Operational Readiness. 6’162000
\lHC STD-7302.  Operational Readiness Re\ie\~  (ORR’). 9’301999
>11-iC STD-7303.  Readiness Assessment (RA) Procedure. 3 312000
hlHC  STD-7306.  Startup and Restart of Pantex Activities. 33 1/2000

Interb*ie  ws
-v

●

:>
.A.AO  Deputy .4rea Office hlanag%-r=

● .+.+0 Senior Scientific Technical Advisor
● .+.$0  Employee Concerns Program h[anager
● -+.+0 Authorization Basis Staff hlanager
● .A.AO Waste Operations/Management Team Leader
● .+-+0 Weapon Explosives & Components Team Leader
● .+--40 Production Operations Team Leader
● .\.\O Weapons Quaiity S~aff Chief
● .\.+0 Safeguards & Security Team Leader
● .+.\O  Emergent} \fanager

DOE I-2



● AAO Facility Representative, Senior Nuclear
● N[HC Director of Readiness and Assessment Division

, Discussion of Results

.+rnmillo  Area Otllce  (.%+0) has procedures in place that implement the DOE requirements for
confirming readiness and authorizing operations. Documentation was revie~ved covering the
startup of the LV62 Disassembly and Inspection (D&I) Program. \vhich  t~as authorized for startup
on .January  6 .2000. The documentation follo~ved  the processes outlined in DOE O -!25. 1.4.
Startup and Restut  of>-uclear  Facilities, and the Albuquerque Operations Office and .%40
tlo~~dowm documents on startup and restart. Plans of .<ction  (PO.AS) \vere submitted and
approved. Implementation Plans (IPs) \vere developed and followed. pre-start issues from the
Readiness Assessment (R\) and the Nuclear Explosive Safety review were corrected. and
corrective actions for pos~-start  findings were approved prior to receiving approval to startup the
D&I operations.

The AAO Integrated Safety Management (ISM) System Description details the area office’s
methodology for ISM implementation and oversight of contractor implementation. AAO
personnel understand the principles of ISM and can relate their functional responsibilities to
these principles. The .A40 Functions, Responsibilities, and Authorities }Ianual (FRWM)
establishes the office roles and responsibilities regarding Integrated Safety Management (IShi)
and an annual requirement to update the FR4M  as part of ongoing ISN1 process improvement.
Line management oversight roles are clearly stated. and the ,+.+0 Performance Evaluation and
Measurement Plan (PEklP)  has a specific Functional Area documenting and evaluating the
contractor’s performance regarding IShl.

The .+.+0 Facility Representative Program ~ FRP) is \vell documented. and meets the
requirements of the Albuquerque and DOE standards for FRPs. The program is mature. and
proper!] uses [he technical capabilities ofth.e Facilit]  Representatii”es  ~ FR5) to main[ain  da}-- to-
d:~y o~ersigi-i: ofoperotions,  The quarterly performance indicators which .+.+0 reports m the
Headquarters FRP }Ianager  indicate that the FRs are spending ?OO% of their available time
performing  o~ersight  t’unctions. 359’o  of~~hich  is spent  in the facilities. The analysis that
determines the appropriate FR staffing levels (per DOE-STD- 1063-00) indicates a need for 15
FTE. \vhile  current staffing remains at nine FTE. This issue is receiving senior management
attention. and .AAO will perform an update~o  its staffing analysis to support future management
decisions, In addition. the Facility Rep; .’j%l%atives  work closely ,, it!l=~e-line  subject matter
experts in assessing. identifying. and ~erifiing  closure of corrective actions.

The .+.+0 Operations Quali[}  .%surance  (OQ,+) Program se[~ doivn  the requirements for .A+O
operations and o~ersight ofcontrictor  quality assurance (for areas other than those co~ered by -

the DOE QC-I  nuclear \seapons  quality assurance program). Oversight in the area of OQA is
accomplished by line organizations. and various program elements are in place
(perfunnance  indicators. the Facility Representative Program. surveillances. etc) ~vhich
demonstrate that line management is performing proper oversight of contractor program
activities.

DOE I-3
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The .A.AO OQ.A program does not implement Attachment 2 of DOE O 414.1A. Quali~
Assurance ( September 29. 1999). \vhich requires de~;elopment  of an A.+0  Safety Issue
Corrective Action Process. DOE O 414. 1.+ required an updated  .\:+O OQ.A plan by _Decem’oer
29. l~IJ9. The current OQ.+ documen[  (Yla.1 1-1. 1999) h~s not been updated. (see DOE. 1-I)

The .%+0 lSM Description outlines the process by \vhich  the scope of ~~ork (SOW) is to be
determined. reviewed, and approved. Persomel  who are involved in these SOtV definition,
revietv.  and approval activities have the requisite level of technical competence and qualification
to perform these activities. .+t a senior level. the AAO Manager is co-chair on the Standing
klanagement  Team (S>lT)  which determines mission priorities from which SOW and resource
allocation (for directed stockpile \vork) occurs. At a lo~ver level. use of the \Vork Breakdown
Structure (WBS),  the JYork Authorization Document (W.+D) system. the Performance
Evaluation and Measurement Plan (PE?vfP) and the budget decrement list provide the iterative
mechanisms by which line managers determine SOW and make recommendations to the Area
Office Manager (Contracting Officer for Administration). AAO implementation of their
procedures show appropriate SOW definition, readiness verification and authorization to startup,
and line management oversight of contractor operations.

Conclusion

The criteria for this objective have been met.

Issue

DOE.1-1 The .A.+0 OQ.\ program (.\.\O Procedure 101. 1.0) has not been updated as
required b} DOE O -l !-l. I.\. Quality Assurance (September 29. 1999). DOE O
-!1 -!. i.~ also requires development of an :\.\O Safet> Issue Corrective Action
Process ( DOE O 414,1.-4. .+tmchment 2). The updated .A.+0 OQ.\ plan \vas
requi red  b} December 29. 1999. The curren[ OQ.\ document (dated >13> l-l.
1999) has not been updated,

=-s-
--’.-

DOEI--I



1S}1S Verification Assessment Form

~ Functional .Irea: DOE : O b j e c t i v e  N u m b e r :  DOE.2 ~

~ Date: .June 26, 2000 11
I

OBJECTIVE
DOE procedures and mechanisms ensure that hazards are analyz~d.  controls are dcvieloped,  and
that feedback and improx.ernent programs are in place ald effecti~e. DOE line managers are
using these processes effectively. consistent \vith FROl and FR+ requirements. (CE 11-8)

Criteria
1.

7-.

3.

-!.

<.

DOE processes ancUor mechanisms are in place to ensure that the contractor’s hazard
analysis covers the hazards associated with the work and are sufficient for selecting
standards. (FRAM  9.3.1)
DOE procedures and/or mechanisms are in place in which DOE directs the contractor to
propose facility or activity-specific standards tailored to the work and the hazards. DOE
procedures require that appropriate safety requirements in necessary functional areas are
included in contracts. (FRWvl  9.4.1)
DOE procedures andi’or  mechanisms are in place that direct DOE line manager oversight to
ensure that implementation of hazards mitigation programs and controls are established.
(FR+M 9.4.2)
DOE procedures ancb’or mechanisms are in place that direct the preparation of the
authorization basis documentation and oversee the implementation by the contractor.
Procedures for development. revie~v. approval, maintenance. and utilization of .+uthorization
Agreements are implemented. (,FKOl 9.-!.3 )
DOE procedures and or mechanisms require that contractors detelop  a lessons- learned
program and monitor its implementation. .+ process is es[~b[ished  for revie~.~ing  occurrence
rcpons  and approi  ing proposed  corrective action reports. .+ DOE process is established and
effectitel}”  implemented to continuous} improve etlicienc:.  and quality of operations.
Corrective actions we developed. implemented. and tracked in order to protit from prior
experience and the less~~s  learned. DOE provides effect  it”e line o~ersight of the. contractors
self-assessment programs. (FWM 9.6.2)

APRroach ..->

RecGrd Revie\~:  Revie\v the FR4\l/FR~%rid DGE irnplementii:g  g!:=~fi”ce to determine that a
process for ensuring [hat effecti~e interfaces \vith the contractor’s 1S>[S has been
est~blished. Review DOE procedures for ensuring that adequate provisions are included for
verification that hazards are properl:,  idci-ltified.  analyzed. and ~~tegurized.  Revie\v  [he appro~”ea
and in process hazards analysis documentation to verify that contractor procedures and
mechanisms have been properly  revimved and approved. Review DOE procedures that specif>
the process to be followd for [he review and approval of standards and hazard controls.
Ascertain that DOE has approved the process used by the contractor to tailor the selection of
standards and requirements.

DOE2-1
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Record Review

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

.4.+0 Procedure 101.1.0. Operational Quality .Wsurance Program. 5?1 3/1 999
A.~0  Procedure 103 .“1. .+marillo Area Office [ntegrated Safety Ylanagement  System
Description. 5/3 1/2!000 -—
.+.+0 Procedure 103.2,  .Authorization  .-lgreements.  6/1 5/2000
.+.+0 Procedure 105.-!, .4.40  Functions. Responsibilities and .\uthorities  Manual, 6/16/2000
.+.40 Procedure 106.1. Authorization Basis Documentation Program. 6/25/1999
.%+0 Procedure 109.1.1, A.~.O Trending and Analysis of Pa.ntex Operations Information
Using Performance Indicators. 4’3/2000
.A.AO Procedure 110.-!.0. Issues Management and Tracking Program. 11/29!1999
.%+0 Procedure 11-1.1.0, .4.40  Self .Assessment Program, 6/1-V2000
.%40 Procedure 1.15.1.0, Startup and Restart of Pantex Plant Activities, 5/9/2000
AAO Procedure 511.1.0, Facility Representative Program Manual, 8/12/1998
Pantex Plant Functional Area Performance Analysis Report, June 16,2000
Hazard Analysis and Readiness Assessment documentation for W62 Program
Selected UO Position Descriptions and Qualification Standards
MHC DIR-0001, Roles and Responsibilities for the hfanagement  and Operation of Pantex
Plant, 4’25/’2000
hlHC Integrated Safety Management Description. 4/26/2000
\lHC STD-O 107. Independent Assessments and Self-. %sessments. 6/6/2000
hlHC STD- 1054, Authorization Agreements, 4/26/2000
MHC STD-30  14, Unrevie\ved Safety Question Process, 3/27’2000
>IHC STD-3071. Authorization Basis. -l/l 1/2000
\lHC STD-3366.  Xuclear Explosive Safety  Revietvs.  3/1512000
\lHC STD-6028.  Performance \leasurement  System. 531 ‘2f)O0
\lHC STD-62 16. Lessons Learned Program. 6:152000
\[HC STD-7301.  >lanagemen[ Declaration of Operational Readiness. 6’162000
\lHC STD-7302.  Operational Readiness Review (ORR). 9301999
NIHC STD-7303.  Readiness Assessment (R+)  Procedure. 331’2000
YIHC STD-7306,  Startup and Restart of Pantex .Activities, 3’3 1/2000

Interviews
“ - -

“ A.AO  Deputy Area Office Manager
~-- ‘-- ~.-

● AAO Senior Scientific Technical Ad”,isor
● .%40 Employee Concerns Program klanager
● .4.+0 Authorization Basis Staff hlanager
● A.40 \Vaste Operations/Management Team Leader
“ A.AO W’capon Explosives & Components Team Leader
● .%+0 Production Operations Team Leader
● ,+.+0 \Veapons Quality Staff Chief
● ,4.AO Safeguards & Security Team Leader
● .A.\O Emergency hlanager

DOE2-2



● A.\O Facility Representative. Senior Nuclear
● hlHC Director of Readiness and .+ss~sment  Division

Discussion of Results .-

.+marillo Area Office (.%+0) proceduresaddress  the processes for oversight ‘crfcontractor
hazard analysis. including Hazard .@alysis Reports (H.+Rs) for nuclear explosive activities, and
Job Hazard .tialyses (JH.%)  for non-ntilear  activities. Line management revie~vs  the
documentation and then ensures implementation of controls via day-to-d~y o~ersight by Facility
Representatives ( FRs) and subject marte”r  experts from the .k+O line organizations.

The .-LAO procedures and guidance to >lHC direct development ~f standards and requirements
tailored to the given activiU.  This is accomplished via the hlHC Standards/Requirements
Identification Documents (WRIDS). Petformmnce  expectations are defined in the Performance
Evaluation and Measurement Plan (PEMP). Day-to-day oversight and performance assessments
are documented in the Performance Assessment Matrix  and end-of-year cost-plus award fee.

The ,4.40 has procedures in place for review and approval of Authorization Basis (AB)
documentation. These procedures have been follow-cd in development of the recent updates to
the Basis for Interim Operations (B IO) but \vere not follotved  in the transfer from Critical Safety
Systems Nlanuals  to Technical Safety Requirements (TSRS).  Specifically, the TSRS were
approved by DOE ~vithout >lHC completion and DOE approval of the analytical basis for the
TSRS. This analytical basis (Safety Evaluation Report, section 3.8. Derivation of TSRs) is
required by .4A0 106.1.0. but .+.40 has decided to \vaive this requirement. The AAO has been
successful in improving the technical  competence of its .+B staff. The A-+0 could more readily
achiete desired efficiency  b} ensuring that the contractor effecti~-cl}” upgrades its AB staff
competency. or b} “men[oring”  the contractor .\B staff  during document de~elopment. The
curren[ process has become cm oier!}  iterative (and time consuming’) process \vhere \lHC
submits documen[s  that :~re lacking  in quali[}  and completeness [o [he .+.-\O. .4.\O returns  [he
documentation with comment. and [he cycle repea[s. This efficiency issue has been documented
by .A.AO in the contractors performance for 1999 and is being mea;ured  in the FYOO PE\l?.

.+AO oversees the contractors lessons learned program. and participates in the exchange of
lessons learned from NIHC and other DE!AActivities.  FRs and line managers review and track
Occurrence Report corrective actions. AAJI procedures establish the expectation of continuous
quality improvement and this expectmi.  --”a IS carried out primari:y  vi:~+%?EMP.  AAO o~ersees
[he \lHC corrective action process thro~gh-review  and approval of Corrective Action Plans
(C.<PS) and by monitoring the \IHC tra~king  of items to closure. Verification of corrective
action closures is performed by FRs and Shl Es..

.-

Conclusion

The criteria for this objective hale  been met.

DOE2-3



Issue

“ Sorle

--+-------

-..

r

i Team >lember: Team Leader: ~
I



ISMS Verification Assessment Form

‘ ~ Functional .$rea: H.+Z O b j e c t i v e  N u m b e r :  H.\Z.  1 ~
I Date: June 26,2000L

OBJECTIVE
The ftIII spectrum of hazards associated \vith the Scope of Work is identified. analyzed. and
categorized. Those individuals responsible for the analysis of the environmental, health and
safet].  and ~vorker protection hazards are integrated with personnel assigned to analyze the
processes. (CE 11-2)

Criteria
1. Procedures andf’or mechanisms are in place and utilized by personnel to ensure hazards

associated with the work throughout the facility have been identified and analyzed. The
resulting documentation is defined, complete, and meets DOE expectations. The execution of
these mechanisms ensure personnel responsible for the analysis of environmental, health and
safety concerns are integrated with those assigned to analyze the hazards for the faciliry or
activity. These mechanisms ensure direction and approval from line management and
integration of the requirements.

~ Procedures ard’or mechanisms are in place and utilized by personnel that describe the-.
interfaces, roles and responsibilities of those personnel \vho identifi and analyze the hazards
of the scope of ~vork. Personnel assigned to accomplish those roles are competent to execute
those responsibilities.

.Approach
Record  Re\ie\r:  Re\ie~.\  [!le documents [hat ~otern  [he conduct. re~ietv.  and approval of facility
~>r ac[i~i[} haz~rd oria!>sis  and documentation such as Process Hazards .+nal}”sis  I PH.+).
Preliminary Hazards Re\ieu  ( PHR). Preliminary Safet} .Ana!>sis Report {PS.ARj. Job Hazm-ds
.+nal>sis  (JH.+). and ;Vork Control Permits IU-CP). \“erify that these records conform to [he
hazard analysis requirements. Coordinate the re~ieiv  of \vork related documents such as JH.+s.
and LVCPS with the OP and Shl E functional area revie~~ers.

Interviews: Interview personnel responsibl~for  the identification and analysis of work hazards.
In nuclear facilities. for example. this s: - “-d~ i~c[ude persomel :-.spcr+}+  for I JSQ
determination, lock and tag preparation. procedure technical revie~vs. etc. --

Observations: If possible. observe the actual preparation and field implementation of the
analysis of hazards. [n nuclear facilities. this should include an Unreviewed Safety  Question
Determination (USQD). preparation ofa JH,4. S,AR’TSR. or Criticality Safety Evaluation, etc.
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Record Review

“  Safety E\~luationR  eponforL ightningB  asisforI nterim@ pera[ion.\  NL-PTX-277516.
Rev. O

●  STD-3116.
“  STD-9550.

j 1. ~ooo

“  STD-01-13.

Intf?rvie  Ws

Job Safety and Health Anaiysis,  hlarch 27, 2000
Performance of Process Hazard Analysis for Process Safety Management, May

Integrated Processes for Seamless Safety (SS-21 ), Ylarch 22.2000

“ .%+0 Authorization Basis Staff hlembers (2)
● hfHC Manager, Nuclear Safety, Nuclear Explosive Safety Department, ESH&Q Directorate
● MHC Nuclear Facility Manager
● MHC Operations Mhager,  Satellite Division
● MHC Production Facility Maintenance Planning Conflict Resolution lManager
● MHC Members of Job Safety and Health Analysis review team
● MHC Hazard Identification Team (HIT) members

Observations

● Hazard Identification Team (HIT) Survey
● Ylaintenance Plan-of-the-Day Meeting
“ Job Safeq and Health .Analysis Re}-iew hfeeting

Discussion of Results

At [he t’acilit}  ieiel. although [he state of safety basis documents is not completely up to current
standards. the defined controls are implemented and work is being  conducted in accordance \vith
the controls. This is based on intervie~vs  \vith facility and operations managers. as \vell as the
results of the verification efforts in the Operations assessments.

At the task level, there is evidence that the processes associated with Job Safety and Health
Analyses (JSH.4)  and work contro[ are i,~fectly being implem-nte,~  At a JSHA review
meeting. a JSFL+ \vas presented that ~vas%etieloped because an empk: ~: suggestion regarding
an unsafe procedure had been inadequately dealt with by revie~vers. Because the JSHA had not
been done in accordance with the correct format. it was sent back with advice as to how to do it
properly and to try again through the employee suggestion process. Because there had
reportedly been no injuries over the years the situation had existed, there seemed to be no
urgencv in resolving the issue. They are not completely met \vith respect to task level, in that
although the processes and mechanisms are in place, there is evidence that they are not being
utilized in all cases. (H.+Z. 1-1)
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In the Operations and kkiintenance areas of the verification, there are weaknesses associated
\vith \vorker involvement in ucrk planning and in hazard identification during the preparation of
~vork control processes. (see OP. i-1 and SNIE.2-1)

Conclusion

The criteria associated \vith this objective are met v+ ith regard to facility level identitlcation  and
implementation of controls.

Issue

H.AZ.1-1 The processes for identification of hazards and implementation of controls at the
task level are not being utilized in all cases.

.*=- .- --: _
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ISMS Verification Assessment Form

~ Functional Area:  H.+Z O b j e c t i v e  N u m b e r :  H.+Z.2 ;

Date: June 26.2000 I

OBJECTIVE
.% integrated process has been established and is utilized to develop controls that mitigate the
identified hazards present \vithin  a facility or activi~. The set of controls ensures adequate
protection of the public. \vorker. and the environment and are established as agreed upon by
DOE. These mechanisms demonstrate integration, \vhich  merge together at the workplace. (CE
11-3)

Criteria
1.

7-.

3.
4.

5.

Procedures and/or mechanisms are in place to develop, review, approve and maintain current
all elements of the facility Authorization Basis Documentation with an integrated workforce.
Procedures and/or mechanisms that identify and implement appropriate controls for hazard
mitigation within the facility or activity are developed and utilized by workers and approved
by line managers. These procedures/mechanisms reflect the set of safe~ requirements agreed
to by DOE.
Standards and requirements are appropriately tailored to the hazards.
Procedures and/or mechanisms are in place to develop, maintain. and utilize Authorization
Agreements.
Procedures and’or  mechanisms are in place to effectively and accurately implement all
aspects of the .+uthorization  Basis.

Approach
Record  Re\iell:  Re\ ie~~ a s:lnlpl~  of htizmd control documcn[s  [O verif!. Saie[} controls are
pro~ided  for the hazards icientitied and that the control strateg} encompasses a hierarch}  of 1 )
hazard elimination . 2) engineering controls. 3) administrative controls. and -1) personnel
protwti~.e  equipment. Typical documents include .Authorization  Agreements (.+.% s). Safet}
Analysis Reports (SARS). Technical Safety Requirements (TSRS), Health and Safety Plans
(HASPS). Radiological Work Permits (RWPS),  operating procedures, etc. Review procedures and
mechanisms to ensure accurate and effective implementation of Authorization Basis

‘=7-- documentation. C.wui%te-the review of \vorkdocumentation. Sample actual imple~iti~  ,U5
related documents such as RW’PS and operating procedures with the OP and S>lE functional
area re~ie.k~ers.

Intenie\vs:  [nterview persomel  responsible for developing and implementing hazard controls
andl or Authorization Basis Documentation at the facility le~el. This should include personnel
such as those responsible for SAR/TSR preparations and implementation. AL.4R+  review
requirements. Process Hazard Analysis activities. etc.

Obser ,ations:  Obsewe  the actual processes development. revie~v. approval. and
implementation of S.ARTSR. A.+. and other Authorization Basis Documents as available.

HAZ2- 1
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Re~~r~ Review
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\mL-2545-13,  Pantex Plant integrated Safety Management .Authorization  Basis \lanual.
dated Februaq  21.2000
.4 L.56.XB. Development and Production >lanual (Sections 11.0. 11.4. and 11 .7). Rev. 1
\mL-00076.  Pantex Plant Basis for Interim Operation, Rev. 3
\mL-PTX-2775  16. Lightning BIO. Rev. 5. dated April -1.2000
Safety Evaluation Repofl for Lightning Basis for Interim Operation. \lNL-PTX-2775  16.
Re\ .0
RPT-S.AR- 199801. TSRS for Pantex Plant Lightning BIO. dated  \lay  17.2000
Ligh[ning  BIO Controls Implementation Plan. Issue O. dated April -!. 2000
RPT-SAR-199S01, TSRS for Pantex Facilities, dated February 17.2000
RPT-SAR-209895,  Pa.mex Plant Facilities Analytical Basis for the Technical Safety
Requirements (TSR), Rev. 1, dated February, 2000
Nfemo, Bernier  to Weinreich, Approval of Revision O, Issue A, Pantex Plant Technical
Safety Requirements, dated September 1, 1999
RPT-SAR-2  10643, Selection of Controls for Inclusion in the Technical Safety Requirements
(TSR) Rev 1, Februa~.  2000
NIemo. Brunell to Eppler, Review Comments on Pantex Analy-tical  Basis Document. dated
klay 2.2000
.+ BC-258600, klaster  Authorization Agreement for Nuclear Operations, Change  O, Rev. 2.
dated >Iay 19.2000
Follow-up Evaluation of the Authorization Basis at the Pantex Plant (draft). June. 2000
STD-~071, Development and Revision of Authorization Basis Documents. dated .+pril 11.
2000
STD-5014. Xuclear  F~cili[}  and Xuclear Explosive operation  Lnreliewed Safe[}” Questions.
Jfi[ed }Iarch 27.2000
C(’~[ise = 517.19. L“SQ Le\ei B Prescreen Course ~s!idesl.  06 (){)
PX-2630.  Unreviewed  Safet} Question Evaluation {form). dated  .\pril  11.2000
.-U-I .+B Project Plan
Six LSQ Determinations

Interviews
+z-

● }.lanager. Authorization Basis Staff. ~+-~0
-~ _.

● Senior Technical .+ci\ isor. .+.+0
● .Authorization  Basis Staff  \lembers. ,+.+0 (2)
● .+uthurization Basis Department Manager. Operations Direc[ora[e. MHC
● .Authorization  Basis Staff Members. Operations Directorate. >lHC (5)
● Nfanager,  Nuclear Safety. Nuclear Explosi\e  Safety Department. ESH&Q Directorate

Discussion of Results

The resul[s of other recent assessments \vere considered as an input to thi~ ~}1 ~erification
CK+D.  Some of the conclusions from those assessments \vere as follo~v~
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“ The current BIO does not provide a comprehensive and systematic assessment of hazards in
accordance \vith DO E-STD-3009. Some aspects of th; BIO are incomplete. outdated. or
reference outdated accident analyses. Hazard  and accident anal:.ses for most Pantex Yuclear
Facilities do not meet current standards. The BIO does not provide the justification for TSR
controls. The General Information Document (GID) has not been updated since 1995 and
neither it nor the BIO retlects some existing analyses, such as the 1998 seismic hazard
characterization study.

● \iHC has not yet defined and developed its long-range strategy in addressing \veaknesses in
in-house technical capability for authorization basis development.

● .+bility  of contractor technical staff to develop AB documents and associated controls
effectively and efficiently is still a weakness. Formal staffing goals and needs, including a
plan to obtain experienced and qualified AB personnel have not been prepared. There is a
lack of qualification standards for AB/safety basis job functions.

● AS yet, Pantex does “not have the project management systems in place to fully and efllciently
identifi necessary resources and develop integrated site-wide and individual project work
plans to facilitate informed decision-making and establish a defensible basis for budget
requests. The current processes for identifying, prioritizing, and allocating resources are not
sufficiently mature for managing the IWAP and related activities.

The intervie~vs  and document revie~vs conducted as part of this verification confirm these
findings.

The Plant BIO is designated by DOE as ““For Information Only.’” hoivever.  some of the
information \vi[hin is desi~nated as part of the Plant’s safety basis. Further. it classifies nuclear”
f~cili[ies  as ““regular-”  ~n.,j “-excluded.””  relating to ~vhether  they are covered by 10 CFR820. This
is contrary [o DO E-Ger, eral Counse! interpretations of IOCFR820. The \laster  .Authorization
.+greement  r~!i~s on the Plant  B{O and requires it be maintained current. The statLLs of [he Plant
BIO should  be claritied. the parts of the BIO that are relied upon should be cleady identified. and
[he status  of plant nuclear facilities \vith relation [o the Price Anderson rules should be corrected
(H.+ Z.2-1).

The TSRS for the Pwttex Facilities document is a key component of the facility level safety basis.
[t is supported by an analytical basis document (RPT-SAR-209895).  The analytical basis
document has received a DOE review. Yz.t is not approved by COZl&,~E  has sent MHC a set
of comments and a request for a plan to resolve those comments: ho~vever. intemiews \vith DOE
personnel inciicate  that there is no intent to approve the analytical basis document, even if the
comments are resolved satisfactorily. The TSRS were developed from the critical  Safety
Systems Manual (CSS\l). The criteria for identifying TSR level controls. including Safety Class

___

and Safety Significant Structures, Systems, and Components (SSCS)  omits the DOE-STD-3009
criterion for \vorker safety relating to serious injury or death and classifies such potential
accident consequences as ““common  industrial hazards.” This criterion is included in the ISM
Authorization Basis hlanual.  DOE has recognized this omission. AS a resu][  of its omission in
[he TSR effort. many critical safety systems in the CSSM \vere screened out for consideration as
Safety Significant SSCS or critical safety Administrative Controls. For example.  according to
the analytical basis document there are no Safety Significant SSCS or critical safety
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Administrative Controls for external or internal fires, external explosions, seismic events, high
explosive detonation. and Iinac failures, including operator exposure due to entry  into an
operational area. There are critical safety .+dministrative Controls. on!y. for tritium release,
aerosol release. equipment tires. crane failure. and dynamic balancer failure (in some cases, if the
accident progresses into a larger event.  Safety Significant SSCS may be identiiled). A nu.rnber of
formerly critical safety systems are now called “important to safety’” and are under a
““configuration  control program.’- The potential implication of this is a lo~ver level of priority and
atten[ion to sumeillance  and maintenance for these s}stems. [t is not c!ear that these decisions
hay e been critically evaluated, especially from the standpoint of ‘~;orker  safety. At this point
[here is no DOE approved basis for the TSRS. The TSRS should be brought into confommnce
\vith DOE-STD-3009  with respect to the criteria used for identification of safety SSCS. A basis
for the TSRS that can be appro~ed by DOE should be developed (H.+Z.2-2).

Although the USQ Process Description and implementing forms do not indicate it, the USQ
process, as reflected in training materials and as currently implemented at Pantex, does not
appropriately consider workers. Training materials indicate that increase in consequences
relating to accidents associated with a proposed change or new activity is only considered with
regard to site boundary consequences. Although an examination of several USQDS shows that
\vorkers are sometimes considered. sometimes they are not, because consequences are compared
\vith the \vorst  possible accident end point (see USQD 99-065A as an example). This is contrary
to DOE Order 5480.21 and it-s clari@ing interpretations. The Pantex courses for the LISQ
process and implementation should be brought into compliance with [he Order (HAZ.2-3).

DOE has requested an implementation plan from MHC that provides a detailed description on
how the site S.AR \vill  be developed and implemented. The \ision of both DOE and klHC is that
the site BIO. the upgrades to [he BIO. [he TSRS. and the process specitic H.+Rs and
.+uthor-ization  Basis Con[rol  Do~urnen[s  ~vill be [rmsformed  in[o 3 piarrt  safety basis that is fully

, 1’comp Lant \\ith  DOE Order 5180.23  and DO E- STD-3009. This [mplemenmtion Plan is due to be
~ubnl![tcd  in Julv 20(](), \[<~rl\thile.  as part of the 1S>1 development  effort. [he .+uthorization
Basis  Departme~t has been formed. [t has been clear-l>  specitied  b} DOE. and recognized by
\lHC. that hlHC is responsible for [he development and implemenmrion of the Safety Basis for
Pan[ex operations. An 1S>1 .+uthorization  Basis \[anual  has been de~ eloped. A USQ upgrade
program is underway, and recent H.ARs and BIO upgrade efforts, inc~uding the Lightning BIO
have been recognized as being compliant with the guidance of Chapters 2.3,4, and 5 of DOE-
STD-3009.  There is objective evidenc~t  MHC and DOE und~rst-~-~:an  appropriate path to
achieve the goal that the DNFSB had in mind in Recomrnendatlon  ;; - u. chat  nuciear  explosive
Faci[i[y  and operations safety should be implemented in a comparable fashion to that required by
DOE Nuclear Safety Orders. The Implementation Plan is anticipated to pro~ide  the program
plan wld project identitic:~[iu[ls  and sciledules  to achie~e [his.

H~~.~ever,  there is considerable concern on the part of personnel in[emie~ved  from both NIHC and
DOE. retlected  as well in the EH-2 .%sessment. that the MHC Authorization Basis (AB)
Department \vill ha~e the resources (financial, qualified personnel, schedule margin considering
the resources, and strategic plan) to etliciently and effectively implement the anticipated AB
[mplenlenta[ion  Plan. The current AB Department klanager  is in acting  status, performing t~v~
jobs. .-l search is urrder~va}  for a permanent manager. The AB Department is regarded by Scrn+
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persomel  interviewed to have a limited number of experienced and senior level staff capable of
leading projects that ~vill  result in quality products. MHC recognizes the need to recruit
additional persoruiel.  but [hey are looking for entry level people. This is not the best course,
considering curren[ limitations and the need for specitic technical competencies. Project
plaming-”within  the .4B Department appears to-be at a superficial !evel. based on an examination
ofa recent project plan. represented as typical. This is probably due to the lack of a departmental
level Q.A Nlanual  that is compliant with the DOE QA expectations and focused on the type of
\vork done in the .AB Department. Such a manual would define requirements for planning and
organizing a project. defining scope, obtaining agreement amd commitment on-approach and
schedule from project participants. and defining the details of checks on calculations,
reasonableness of results. and quality of the finished report. Scheduling of projects is often
driven by external constraints. ~vithout  consideration of the time needed to accomplish the \vork,
and is often affected by unanticipated high priority assignments. The internal MHC management
reviews and approvals are extensive and time consuming. The interface with DOE reviewers is
limited during the course of project execution, which can lead to several iterations of comments
and comment resolutions, which affects schedule. The interface with national laboratories
supporting nuclear explosive safety is not within the control of MHC. All of these factors can
negatively affect MHC’S ability to deliver on commitments that may be made in the anticipated
Implementation Plan. The \fHC Authorization Basis Department should develop a strategic
plan that would define how the Department will deal with the issues discussed above so that it
can efficiently and effectively deliver quality products within agreed upon schedules and budget.
(H.+.Z.2-4)

Conclusion

The cri[eria for this objec[i~e  ha~e been me[. .\n integrated process has been established and is
being utilized in recent ciocurnents such as the Lightning B1O and recent H.4Rs and .+BCDS to
anal}ze hazards  and de~elop  controls, DOE has agreed tha~ [hese sets of controls ensure
adcqua[e  protection of the public. workers. and the environment.

Issues

HAZ.2-1 The status of the Plant BIO is not clear in that. the parts of the BIO that are relied
upon are not clearly identified, and the status of plant nuclear facilities with
relation to the Price And~~n rules is not correct~ ----- :%- -

H.4Z.2-2 The TSRS are no[ in conforman~e  with the criteria of DOE-STD-3f)09  and Plant
Authorization Basis h(anual.  There is no DOE approved basis for the TSRS.

HAZ.2-3 The Pantex  training courses for the USQ process and implementation are not in
compliance tvith the Order \vith respect to the treatment of the TSR criteria
relating to increase in consequences to \vorkers.
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HAZ.2-4 The MHC Authorizat%n Basis Department does not ha~e an organizational plan
to ensure competence.commens~te  \vith responsibility and to adequately define
scope of \vork and insure balan~d  priorities to fuliill  the responsibilities of the
.AB organization, . -

— —.

ry- /-// I&/~-&> ~ L_. / /i
-. L , ,-

eam Leader: >,-
,.

N,” / / w~, </- &v
Richard Engleha~ Emil >1OITOW t-.
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1S34S Verification Assessment Form

, Functional Area: YIG Objective Number: NIG.1
—. ‘ Date: June 26, 2000

OBJECTIVE
.~n integrated process has been established and is utilized to identify and prioritize specific
mission discrete tasks. mission process operations, modifications and \vork items. (CE II-1 j

Criteria
1. Procedures andior mechanisms that require line management to identifi  and prioritize

mission-related tasks and processes. modifications, and work items are in place and utilized
by persomel.

2. Procedures ancVor mechanisms are in place  and utilized by personnel that define the roles and
responsibilities for the identification and prioritization of mission-related tasks and processes,
facility or process modification, and other related work items. Persomel  assigned to the roles
are competent to execute these responsibilities.

3. Procedures ancUor  mechanisms are in place and utilized by personnel that ensure identified
work (i. e.. mission-related tasks and process. processes or facility modification, maintenance
\vork. etc. ) can be accomplished within the standards and requirements identified for the
faciiity.

Approach
Record Revimv:  Revie\\- the tlicili[y  or ac[i~i[y long-range pianning documentation. This should
include such items as: sumrnar>  sthedul~s. plan of the \veek.  !ong-rmge  maintenance schedules.
modif[ca[ion schedule. etc. Re\iet~ the procedures and mechanisms [hat line managers utilize to
identiti  and prioritize mission -r~l~ted  [asks and pro~esses.  modifications. and \vork items.
Re\iew  organizational documentation [o determin<  the personnel posi[ions  ~tith responsibility
associated with this objective, Re\iew  the position description for those positions. Revie\v  the
personnel records that identif}-  [he indi~idual  quaiitications [hat m,eet  [he elements of the position
descriptions. Review any training or qualification material included in training and qualification
manuals that support gaining or veri~ing  competence to illl the positions. Review the
procedures and/or mechanisms that are utilized by the facility or activity to ensure that identified
\vork is accomplished in accordance v~.~~%ablished  standards .T.nu i-.tirements.

—

{ntervie\\s: [ntemiew  management personnel responsible for the identification and prioritization
of work. This should include personne!  such as those responsible for long-range planning
documentation. schedule preparation, etc. ‘-

Observations: Observe \vork definition and plaming  activities such as plan of the \veek
meetings. long-range scheduling meetings, e[c.
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XW”C Technical Business Practice 90t-Integrated  Safe[}- Process for Xuclear  \Yeapons
Operations and Facilities. Februa~  7, 2000
DOE Development and Production Plan, hlay  16.2000
DOE Panrex Plant Phase 1 Integrated Safety kfanagement  l’eritlcation  Final Report
DRAFT DOE Revised Implementation Plan for Accelerating Safety klanagement
Improvements at the Pantex Plant, June 16.2000
DIR-000 1. Roles and Responsibilities for the \lanagement  and Operation of Pantex Plant.
April 25, 2000
>lHC STD-O 148. Integrated Processes for Seamless Safe~ (SS-21 ). }Iarch  22.2000
kfHC STD- 1045, Work Authorization Directives (WADS) Change  Control Process, May 26,
~ooo
MHC STD- 1046, Work Authorization Directives (WADS) Cost Management Program,
February 3, 1999 “
MHC STD-O 154, Authorization Agreements, April 26,2000
MHC STD-7012, Functions of the Program Management Directorate, June 9,2000
MHC STD-7301, Management Declaration of Operational Readiness. November 26, 2000
NIHC STD-7302,  Operational Readiness Reviews. September 30.1999
NII+C  STD-7303. Readiness Assessment Procedure. Ylarch 31, 2000
klHC STD-7306.  Startup and Restart of Pantex Activities. \larch  31.2000
hlHC STD-7308.  Integrated Plant  Project Priorities, ?vlarch 31.2000
NIHC STD-7401. Weapon Program Project Team. Nlarch 2S. 2000
hlHC W62 Disassembly and Inspection Step 11 Project ~lanagement  Plan. Rm. A, June 15.
2000
>IHC Status Report  for the Integrated W“eapon .\cti\ity  P!an ( I\\”.-lPl  F}”OO Performance
Objecti\e  Ckh-lc.  t~’e~pon Program Startups and BIO L-p~r~de. Reponing  Period .+pril 20-
\lay  15.2000

1~~’.+P Summar>’ (based on Issue F). December 16.1999
7000 (FYOO based on S258Y1 funding)Integrated lh’capon Activity Plan. Issue F. January 3. _

NIHC Unfunded FYOO Priorities
Pantex PlantFY2001 Priorities Decrement List (CSM Direct Only) Draft Rev. 8
NIHC Training Records and Certifica~  Qualification Requirements, Integrated Planning
Department --- ., \---
YIHC Authorization BasisiUnreview”~d  Safety Questions (USQ) Training Courses
Detailed Production Plan \V80 Cycle 19
W-SO Disassembly and Assembly Integrated Safety Process Schedule
NIHC Pantex  Plant Authorization Basis Task Force Final Report. \lay 1999
FYOO I\VAP PEMP Deliverables, February 1.2000
Pantex Plant Training Program Description and Qualification Standard for Program hlanager
PIKkll.  February 27.1997
Pantex Plant Technical Qualification Standard Program >Ianagement
Pantex Plant Training Completion Report Program Ylanag<r  Qua!ifica[ion  Card. \larch  2000
Prerequisites for Jveapon  Readiness
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● Report from Baker Barnes Associates. Inc.. Needs and Skill Gap Assessment for Business
Excellence. March 2000

● Baker Barnes Associates. Inc.. Intern ie~v Results \lason & Hanger. Inc.. Pantex Nuc!ear
\t-capons Facility

● Pantex  Program Y[anagement  S}-stem  (PP\lS). Progrum >lanagcment  Directorate, .\pril,
Qooo”

Interviews

“ >(HC Ylanager. Readiness Review and Assessment Group
● \IHC Nlanager. Training and Development Depaflment
“ IvlHC Director. Operations
● MHC Director, Support Services
● MHC Director, Program Management
● MHC Chief Financial Officer
● MHC Integrated Planning lManager
● MHC Production Reporting Manager
● YIHC Weapons Program Manager
“ NIHC Director, Environment. Safety. Health and Quality
● MHC Lead Accountant. Finance Reporting Group

Discussion of Results

Revie\vs  and intemie~vs ~vere conducted to ensure that the procedures and processes that require
line management to identi~  and prioritize mission-related tasks and processes. modifications.
and \vork items are in place and utilized by personnel. \lHC DIR-0001. Roles and
Responsibilities for the Ylanagement  and Operation of Pan[cx Plant. establishes roles and
responsibilities md identities the scope of~vork  of each Directorate. [ntemie~~s  \vith the Chief
Financial Ofticer.  and the Program >Ianagemen[.  Operations. SLIpport Services. and
En\ironn-.ent. Safet} and Health. and Qualit~-  Directives. with respect to nuclear explosi~e and
nuclear explosive support operations, verified that line management indeed identified and
prioritized nuclear explosive mission-related tasks and processes as directed by the General
Manager. The Program Management Directorate is responsible for planning, managing, and
controlling work for each of the specific-+guapon  systems. This requi~~refocusing  on both
external and internal customers. process~$,  sysiems. and controls  in :1. ;X Lo effectively ma[lage
nuclear \veapons programs. ~~hile  utilizing Integrated Safety >lanagement  (IShl)  principles. The
Program klanagemen[  Directorate approves the annual  allocation of facilities and programmatic
personnel to support  \\eapGn program v,ork. The Program }Ianagement  Directorate has
developed and published hfNL-PP\lS-202443.  Pantex  Program Management System. \vhich  -

documents the integrated systems approach to project management using concepts and
techniques that provide accurate and consistent information on plant \vorkload. cost, and
resources. The Pantex Program Management System describes the concept. principles, and
techniques for plaming.  authorizing. monitoring. and controlling the accomplishments of ~~ork
\vi[hin authorized technical scope. schedule. budget. and funding constraints. [ntemie\vs \vith the
Program Nfanagement Directorate and \\-capon Program h(anagers verified  that the projects are
consistent \vith published standards and guidance. The Director is a member of the Department



of Energy/Albuquerque’s (DOE/AL) Standing >lanagement Team. which has the primary
objectite  of improving the planning, prioritization. and execution of nuclear explosive operations
at Pante,Y.

Prioritization of the weapons lvork at Pantex  is accomplished through the Program Budget
Council, established by the \lHC General Nlanager,  to address program and budget  prioritization
issues, This council has representation from each of the directorates. Although each directorate
is able to represent their specific program and budget priorities to the council. the intent of the
council is to set priorities from the perspective of the entire Plant. a process which should enable
[hem [o focus more on the ~vork  to be accomplished, rather than on special interests.

The Integrated Weapons Activity Plan (IW.4P) is a tool developed to improve planning and
prioritization, required by the DOE/AL Development and Production Manual (D&P Manual).
The IWAP contains the resource loaded schedules and plans for each of the weapon systems.
The IWAP schedules are” maintained within the Program Management Directorate Integrated
Planning Group. Evidence of these schedules being utilized extensively throughout Pantex was
found in discussions across organizations. These weapon schedules are currently being migrated
onto an integrated PR.IIvL4VEIM  scheduling system, which will enable more extensive
scheduling manipulations to occur. Schedules on PRIMAVER4  will be complete October 1,
2000. In addition, the Production Plan, consisting ofa planning horizon sufficient to support
budget preparation, is prepared within the Integrated Plaming  Group. The Production Plan
tracks \veapon: War Reserve Production; Retrofit Disassembly and Assembly; New kfaterial
Laboratory Test (NMLT) Disassembly and Inspection: NMLT Rebuild; New hlaterial Flight
Test ~>fFT) Disassembly and Inspection; \>!FT Rebuild; Stockpile Laboratory Test (SLT)
Disassembly and Inspection: SLT Rebuild: Stockpile Flight  Test (SFT) Disassembly and
Inspection: Joint Test .%sembly Production: T}pe Production: Repair Exam: Repair Rebuild:
T~st Bed .Wsembly: Tmt Bed Disassemble]: Disposal: .JTA Postmortem: and Reimbursable: all
of ~~hich  are ~~eapon  ac[i~ities  ofsignitican[  interest [o the \lHC and DOE J\”capon Program
>fma:ers.

The titimcial  systems ~vhich  support the \vea.pens program management at Pantex have been
restructured in order to track and report more meaningfid  cost data associated with the weapons
activities and support scope of work development and work prioritization. The DOE Budget and
Reporting (B&R)  system with suppot-tingb_udget  allocation and budget execution is currently not
structured by \veapon systems. rather it “-+..st.iii~tured  by the cate~ol  it.+ maintenance.
e~dua[ion.  field engineering and training, research and development. dismantlement. and
production support. Proposals ~vere put forth during FY99 \vithin  [he DOE to restructure B&R
Codes and tlnancial systems to track costs associated \vith \veapons  \vork by each of the \veapons
programs. thereby supporting more effective \veapon program management. \vork scope
development, and work activity prioritization \vithin DOE Defense Programs and [he contractor
organizations. This proposal was not implemented. Pantex,  ho~vever,  has recognized the need to
manage costs and work scope associated with the specific weapon programs and support
activities and. as such. has implemented a neiv financial structure. tracking direct and indirect
weapon specitic  costs.
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Revietvs and intemiews  i~ere held to ensure that procedures and mechanisms are in place and
utilized by personnel that define  the roles and responsibilities for the identification and
prii~ritization  of rnission-reiated tasks and processes. facili~y or process modification. DIR-~]001,
R~ies  and Responsibilities for the >lanagement  and Operation of Pantex  Plant. establishes the
~Q!eS and res Fonsibili[ies md identifies the scope of ~$ork of each Direc~orate  and the Generai
\fanager.s  Staff at Pantex.  hlHC STD-70 12. Functions of the Program Management
Directorate, defines ro[es for planning. managing, and controlling work for the speciiic weapon
s~srem assigned. hlHC STD-7-JO 1. \\”eapons  Program Project Team. defines the roles of the
lJ”eapon  Project Teams at Pantex. \lHC STD-7508, Integrated Plant Project Priorities.
establishes  a process for defining. grouping. and assigning relative priorities of ~vork at Pantex.
for determining ~vork that is authorized \vithin  finding limitations. Intewiews  with the Chief
Financial Officers  Organization. and the Program Nlanagement,  Operations, Suppon  .%nices
and Environment. Safe~ and Health Directorates demonstrated that these organizations have
implemented the defhed  roles aiid responsibilities as described in the standards, in support of
weapon operations. Training and qualifications were reviewed with the Manager, Training and
Development Department. Of particular interests were the training and qualifications of the
Program Management Integrated Planning Organization, because of their responsibilities
associated with IWAP. the preparation, coordination, and distribution of the production plans
and resource requirements for incorporation into the Pantex  Production Plan, and establishment
and maintenance ofa site planning  function, providing the 10-Year Site Plan and the 20-Year
Site Vision. A review of their training and qualification records supported their qualifications to
suppon  their current responsibilities. In addition. Pantex has developed the Training Program
Description and Qualification Standard for Program hlanager  (hlNL-TNGOO03)  and the
Technical  Qualification Srandard  for Program \lanager.  W’capon Program ilanagers are
required  [o meet the Tec’hnics! Qua!itication Stmdard  for Program >Ianagers. and their progress
!s [racked throu~h the Tnining  Completion Report. Program >lanagers Qua.liflcation  Card.

..:uires the management ~fc~s[~.  twhnico[ scope  and schedules of thePr~<raff, llanacement  r- .
~~elpo~.  progr31~is. Recen[i).  Pm[ex has made sig~.iticant  progress [~~~ds establishing forma!
program managemen[  ~~ithin  the t~eapon  programs. The financial s}s[ems have been
restructured to support tracking of budgets  and costs bv \veapon svstems. detailed scheduling
capability for the ~~eapon  activir.ies  are being migrated onto [he Pantex PRIM.AVERA  scheduling
system. and the weapon program teams have developed a formality. as defined in NIHC STD-
7401 and the Parrtex Program Nlanagement  System, to managing their programs. The scheduling
capability should be fully in place on @-.-ZJ%& 1, 2000. The inte~.Jix+f these systems.
pro~iding effective tools for managing [~e \veapon  programs. -w& reporied in discussions \vith
the Chief  Financial Officer and [he Operations and Program >lm-mgement  Directorates. In
adcii[ion.  Pantex Plant tracks and reports monthly on [he status of each \reapon program.
inc~udins  budgeted cost of \vork performed. budgeted cost of \vork scheduled. actual cost of
\vork performed. schedu[c variance. cost \ariance.  trend analysis and forecasts. These
performance indicators are monitored closely  by the W’capon Program klanagers, the Program
hlanagement  Directorate. and the Genera{ Yfanager.  (see ?vIG. 1 -2)

Conclusion

The criteria for this objective have been met.
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Note~tiv~rth~  Practice

NP-31G.1-  1 hlHC has restructured the financial system, enabling budget allocation and
execution based upon the DOE Defense Program structure and the structure
required in order to formally manage weapon programs. The Pantex Plant has
recognized the need to manage costs associated w-ith the speciilc \veapon
programs and activities and. as such, has implemented a new financial structiire.
tracking direct and indirect weapon specific costs
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1S}1S V-edification Assessment Form

‘ ~ Functional .4rea: hlG Objective Number: NIG ~
1

Date: June 26,2000
“-d

OBJECTIVE
Clear and Lina,rnbiguous  roles and responsibilities are defined and maintained at all levels within
the facility or activity. Y[anagers  at all levels demonstrate a commitment to 1S}1S through
policies. procedures. and their participation in the process. Faciiity  or activity line managers are
responsible and accountable for safety. Facility or activity persomel  are competent
commensurate \vith their responsibility for safety. (CE II-6)

Criteria
1.

7-.
3.

4,

Procedures and/or mechanisms are in place that define clear roles and responsibilities within
the facility or activity to ensure that safety is maintained at all levels.
Facility or activity procedures speci~  that line management is responsible for safety.
Procedures and/or mechanisms are in place that ensure that personnel who supervise work
have competence commensurate \vith their responsibilities.
Procedures ancb’or mechanisms are in place that ensure that personnel performing work are
competent to safely perform their work assignments.

AP~roach
Record Revimv:  Review facility or activi~  manuals of practice that define roles and
responsibilities of personnel responsible for safety. Review position descriptions and other
documentation that describe roles and responsibilities related to ensuring safety is maintained.
The re~ie~v  should consider personnel in line management and staff positions and should
etalua[e  ~the[her  !ine managers are responsible for safet} Re’.ie\v [he procedure< es[~blished  [c
ensure  that managers  and [he \vork force is competent [o safeiy perform work. Re\ie\~ the
records of qualification  and certification as applicable.

Intenie\vs:  [ntemiew  selected persomel  at all levels of facility or activity management who are
identified by the record review above. Verifi their understanding and commitment to ensuring
that safety is maintained for all \vork at t+ility  or activity. Interview a selected number of
s!d ~nisor~  ad \vorkers (see de flrtition-)  ~m ce~ermine  their undc~sta.r’-”--~  of cmrnpetencvP

- -

requirements and their commitment to performing \vork safely.
.

Observations: ~bser~~e scheduled ac[i~;ities  that demonstrate that clear roles and responsibilities
are established and understood. that line managers are actively involved with decisions affecting
safet}. and that managers and \vorkers  are competent to perform their duties. Activities such as
weekly  planning meetings. plans of the day. event critiques, safetv training. and safety meetings
are t}pical events that may provide good  examples of the safety training and decision making
p r o c e s s .

>1G2- 1



I

Record Review

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

\lHC Integrated Safety  \lanagement  Description (IS\lD). Plan 93. Rev. 6. dated .April 26.
Qooo

DIR-000 1. Roles and Responsibilities for the Management and Operation of Pantex Plant,
dated April 25.2000
klHC  Organization Chart. Rev. 21. dated k[arch 20.2000
\lHC STD-7403. Operations Directorate, dated June 7.2000
\lHC Internal Operating Procedure (IOP) AT430079,  Applied Technology Operations, dated
>larch  30, 2000
>lHC Internal Operating Procedure IOP-SS-1OO 1, Support Semites Directorate
Responsibilities and Authorities, dated April 25,2000
MHC Internal Operating Procedure (IOP) B-0006, Manufacturing Division Guidelines for
Formal Conduct of Operations, dated March 9,2000
MHC STD-5 100, Maintenance Management, dated June 9,2000
MHC STD-2777,  Persomel  Selection, Qualification, and Certification, dated April 6,2000
klHC  STD-2788,  Training Analysis and Design, dated May 31, 2000
>lHC STD-2540.  Job Description, Job Review, and Evaluation, dated May 26,2000
hlHC  STD-2533,  5480.20A Position Classification Process. dated Ivlay 24,2000
\lHC STD-0265, W’capons Training and Qualification, dated May 25, 2000 ‘
31HC Internal Operating Procedure (IOP) AT-80027, Applied Technology Division
Guidelines for Personnel Selection and Qualification, dated November 20, 1998
\lHC Internal Operating Procedure (IOP) B-0019. Operations Directorate Guidelines for
Personnel Selection Qualification and Certification. dated April 19.2000
\[HC STD-4525.  Safeguards Training Requirements. dated \lay  3.2000
YIHC STD-91 1-1. Training Requirements for Hazardous >la.terial  Employees. dated
September 16, 1998
\lHC Job Description. Director Level 11. Issue No. 3. dated \l~rch 13.2000
\lHC Job Description, Business Group \lanager.  Issue No. 1. dated March 13.2000
>IFiC Job Description, Department Manager Level 111. Issue No. 3. dated .+pril 17.2000
hlHC  Job Description, Facility Manager Level H, issue No. 3, dated April 17,2000
MHC Job Description, Facility Manager Level 1, Issue No. 3, dated April 17,2000
~fHC Job Description, Assistant Fa~y Manager Level 11, Iwue=No.  3, April 17,2000
NIHC Job Description. Traini~~Spe%&list  level 111. Issue ho. 5.- ~~~1 ., . _17 7000” “-
LIHC Job Description. Production Technician. Issue No. 3. dated Xovember  1.1998
hlHC Position Description. .Assistant  Facility hlanager  Le\el  [, dated August  13. 1998
\fHC Position D-ascription,–Scientist Level 11, dated September 27. 1999
hlHC  Position Description. Engineer Level 11, dated September 27, 1999
hlHC  Position Description. Program Engineer/Scientist, dated March 18.1992
klHC  Position Description. Sectional Scientist. dated April 1-1.2000
}IHC Position Description. Scientist Level [’J, dated November 13.1997
hIHC Training Records and Certification (TR\C). Qualitlcation  Requirements. Director.
Operations, dated June 22.2000
\lHC Training Records and Certification (TRAC).  Qualification Requirements.
Transpofiation  Department >lanager,  dated June 20.2000
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MHC Training Records and Certification (TR4C), Qualification Requirements. Facility
hlanager,  dated June 20.2000
>lHC Training Records and Certification t TK+C).  Qualification Requirements. Jveapon
Operations >Ianager. dated  June 20.2000
MHC Training Records and Certification (TR.AC), Qualification Requirements, Production
Technician. dated June 20.2000
hlHC Training Records and Certification (TWC). Qualification Requirements. Non-
Destructive Examination (XDE) Scientist. dated June 20.2000
>IHC Training Records and Certification (TRAC),  Qualification Requirements, NI’62
Disassembly and Inspection (D&I) Production Technician. dated May 5.1999 and June 21.
Z-JO()

MHC Training Records and Certification (TFU4C), Qualification Requirements, W88 High
Explosives (HE) Production Technician, dated October 5, 1999
MHC Training Records and Certification (TIUAC),  Qualification Requirements, W76
Disassembly and Inspection (D&I) Operations Manager, dated November 10, 1997 and June
21,2000
MHC Proficiency Card (PX-4537), W62 High Explosives (HE) Disassembly and Inspection
(D&I) Production Technician, dated March 21,2000
MHC Proficiency Card (PX-4537). W62 High Explosives (HE) Disassembly and Inspection
(D&I) Operations Manager, dated  June 12,2000
MHC Proficiency/Performance Validation (PX4 13 5). W76 Disassembly and Inspection
(D&I) Operations hlanager,  dated April 13,2000
lvlHC Personnel Certification (PX-2402), W76 Disassembly and Inspection (D&I)
Production Technician. dated January 9. 199S and hlay 26.1999
>lHC Personnel Certification ( P.X-2-102).  JV88 High Explosi\’e  (HE) Production Technician.
da[ed October 28.1999
\lHC programmatic Oral Exonlina[ion  Sheet  (PX-2407’).  \J”62  Disassembly and [nspection
(D~KI) Production Technic i~i~. dti[t.xi  February  16 and hlarch  21.2000
Y[HC Programmatic Orcd Ex~mination  Sheet (PX-2407).  W“76 Disassembly and Inspection
(D&O Production Technician. dated  ‘~pri] 13.2000

Y[HC ~lanufac[uring  Division Oral Examination Sheet (PX-2407),  \\”8S Disassembly and
Inspection (D&I)  Production Technician, dated May 21, 1999
hIHC Training Completion Report (PX-3864),  W62 Disassembly and Inspection (D&I) High
Expiosive (HE) Production Technic~j-~dated  Januaty  29, 20W! _
NIHC Training Completion Report (PX-3864), W76 Disassembly and Inspection (D&I).
Operations hlanager.  dated >Iarch 10,2000
hlHC Training Completion Report (PX-3864). W88 High Explosive (HE) Production
Technician. dated October 20.1999
\lHC production Technician Proficiency  Card (PX-4 199). \V88 Disassembly and Inspection
( I-)&I) Production Technician. dated September 24, 1998
hlHC Qualification Card (PX-3864). Llanufac[uring Division Operatioiis hlanage~,  dated
,~ugust 1 ~. 1999
Y(HC Qualification Card (PX-3S64). Evaluatiorv’Dismantlementi’Satellite  Operations
k(anager.  dated .+pri! 27.2000
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\lHC Qualification Card (PX-3864).  Operations Directorate Facility hlanager  and .4ssismnt.
dated April 6.2000
>lHC Qualification Card (PX-3864).”Non-Destructive  Evaluation (_NDij Technician, dated
Augus[  1;. 1997
NIHC Qualification Adjustment Authorization (PX-24 11.1 ), hlanufacturing  Facility
Ylanager,’.+ssistan[, dated June 21.1999
hlHC Qualification Adjustment .Authorization  (P.X-241  1. 1). Training Instructor. dated klaj-
~o, 1999

\lHC Technical Qualification Standard, Training Staff, dated hlarch  1996
>lHC Training Program Description (PX-2496). hlanufacturing  Operations hlanager
h[HC Table Top Job Analysis (PX-2498A). Manufacturing Operations >lanager
hlHC Training Program Description (PX-2496A), Operations Director and Weapon
Operations Business Group Manager/Deputy
MHC Table Top Job Aalysis  (PX-2496A), Operations Director and Weapon Operations
Business Group Manager/Deputy
MHC Training Program Description, Manufacturing Facility Manager
MHC Training Program Description and Qualification Package (PX-2496).  Nondestructive
Evaluation Technical Support
>lHC Table Top Job Analysis (PX-2498A), Nondestructive Evaluation Technical Support
>lHC Training Program Description and Qualification Package (PX-2496).  Wkmufacturing
Production Technician
klHC Table Top Job Analysis (PX-2498A), Manufacturing Production Technician
>fHC Internal Operating Procedure (IOP) B-3090. Conduct of Operations Improvement
Observations and JSH.4. da[ed September 9.1999

● \lHC Director. Operations
● \[HC Director, Security and Emergency Operations
● \lHC Director. Environment. Safety. Health and Quality
● ivIHC Readiness klanager,  Operations Directorate
● MHC Department Manager, N’uclear  Facility Management

-
Observations - -* -~. . - ..- --

“ B6I-10  Command Disablement - DOE Readiness .~ssessment \Ieetin~  (\lHC & AAO
senior management)

● A.40/~lHC Senior hlanagement  Issues Meeting
● DP-20 W’eekly  Conference Call (AAO/lvlHC senior management)

Discussion of Results

klason  and Hanger Corporation (\lHC) Directive (DIR)-00(11. Roles and Responsibilitiesfor  (he
.L[unugemen[  and Operation of Pantc.r  Plcmt. defines the responsibilities assigned to each
directorate and the General Nlanager. s staff. DIR-000 1 is consistent with the current hlHC
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organization and clearly defines the responsibilities and authorities of Directors and key
personnel assigned to the General h[anager.  Each of the respective directorates within the MHC
organization has a lower tier document that further delineates responsibilities and authorities for
safe[>. These consist of a combination of plant standards (STD) and internal operating
procedures (IOP).  Lo\ver tier documents were sampled to assess the adequacy co which they
assign roles and responsibilities at the facility or activity level  (e.g.. STD-7403, IOP AT-80079.
and IO P- FO- 1001). The documents adequately address the five core functions of integrated
safet~  management and clearly assign  organizational responsibilities and authorities by position
title. In general. these documents assign  responsibilities down to the Ievei of first line
supemision.  This includes supervision directly accountable for the work at the facility or activity
level (e.g., Facility klanager,  Operations Manager).

Selected key hlHC managers ~vere  obsemed and interviewed to assess their understanding of
organizational roles and responsibilities related to safety. MHC managers e.tibited  a good
knowledge and Understanding consistent with these documents. They were able to clearly
articulate not only their responsibilities, but also the responsibilities of subordinates and support
persomel  with which they routinely interface. During the interviews, MHC managers frequently
illustrated organizational relationships through the use of impromptu dra~vings  or sketches. This
reflected a depth of understanding well beyond the content of the governing organizational
procedures.

AS described above. each of the respective directorates within the MHC organization have
internal documents and procedures delineating responsibilities and authorities. A sampling of
these documents \vere revie~ved to assess their adequacy in establishing line management
responsibility for safety at the facility or activity level. lMHC ST D-7403. Operations
Direc’fora[e,  assigns  responsibility} and accountability ‘-for the safety. environmental soundness.
and quality of work conducted”” [o each respective first line manager (e. g.. Transportation
Depo.r?men[ opdm[ions  Super\ isor. oper~tions >lanager. Facili[>  \lanagers. and Assistant
Facili[}  \lmmgersj. Similarl}. >[HC internal operating procedure .+ T-80079. .-Ipplied
Technolo~~  Operations. w,signs  each respective tirst line manager the direct responsibility ‘“for
the safety of the public. the \vorkers and the environment as a result of all operations perfomned”’
under their cognizance. Appendix .4 to >lHC internal operating procedure. IOP-SS-1OO1.,
Support Services Directorate Responsibilities and.4  uthorities contains an appendix  that
specifically addresses “line management ownership of environment, safety, and health.”

- - .-
Seiected  key hlHC  managers ~vere obse~~~  and inteniewed  to deter~n;~e  their understanding of
line management i-esponsibiiities  \\ith  respect to safety. The personnel intemimved  vwere
extremely kno~vledgeable  as to [heir line management responsibilities. They could readily
describe  MHC processes for hazard analysis and provide examples of operational controls
derived. MHC managers \vere able to provide examples of process or operational changes to
impro~e safety that resulted from \vorker  feedback. For instances \vhere their personnel provide
functional suppo~  [O other pm-R of the Y,IHC organization for \vork,  they ~~ere able ta discuss the
distinction bett~een their responsibilities and those of the line manager directly responsible for
the safety of the \vork.
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hlHC requirements for hiring. training. and qualification of persomel  were reviewed to
determine if personnel have competence commensurate \vith their assigned responsibilities.
Y(HC STD-2540.  Job Description, Job Re~ie}~,  and Evaluation requires the “accountabilities.
duties, and responsibilities that are assigned”’ to be listed for each job. along  with the
‘“kno~,vledge,  skills, and abilities required by the role.” The immediate manager for each position
is required to describe [he general responsibilities of the role, including task assigning role
responsibilities and the task delegations. hlHC STD-2533, ~-/8O. .?0.4 Position Ciass.ij?cafion
Process defines the process used to determine positions requiring formal qualification or
certification due to the nature of the ~~ork assigned. NIHC STD-2777. Personnel Selection
Qualification and Cer~jtlcation  establishes entry-level requirements for new hires or employees
transferring into new positions. STD-2777  also defines the process for establishing position
specific requirements. hands-on or on-the-job training, professional and technical qualifications.
and formal certification. STD-2777 defines the training and qualification process requirements
at the site level applicable to all organizational elements within MHC. MHC STD-2788,
Training Analysis  and Design  defines the process for performing table top job analysis to
determine training needs.

Each of the respective directorates \vithin hIHC have training and qualification requirements
tailored for their specific scope of \vork. For example, the Operations Directorate has established
STD-0265.  Weapons Training and Qtia/lfication  and internal operating procedure (IOP), B-
0019, Operations Dirzctoratz  Guidelines for Personnel Se[ection.  Qua[ljication,  and
Certljlcation.  Other examples include. IOP .AT-80027, Applied Technology Division Guidelines
for Personnel Selection and Qua[[jication,  STD-4525 Safeguards Training Requirements, and
STD-911 4 Training Requirements for Hazardous .Wateria[ Empio>ees. Each of the standards
and internal operating procedures adequately consider the elements necessary to ensure
competence commenscrwt  \vith the assigned  responsibilities.

[rnplementing documl..,.~-r~[ion resu[[ing from the above  standards .lnd procedures ~~as sampled to
assess the adequacy o< \lHC compliance \\ith  their established requirements. Although all [ypes
of positions \vere sam. p;td. particular attention \vas paid to ke> supemisory  positions (e. g..
Operations Director. Fscility  Nlanager.  and Operations hlanager). The documents re~ie~vec!  -

included position descriptio-ns. table top job analyses. training program descriptions, training and
qualification standards. training and qualification status records, proficiency cards and
evacuations, and oral examination results. A1l of these documents ~~ere found to be in
compliance with the requirements. Th: ‘~~.w-nents reflect cons; tic~zti.n  of the full range of
responsibilities assigned to any given position. The resulting document;  coupled \vith the
governing standards demonstrate zdequate  procedures are in-place to ensure competence with
responsibility.

Conclusion

The criteria for this objective have been met.
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ISMS Verification Assessment Form

., Functional Area: YIG ~ Objective Number: klG.3
i Date: .lune 26.2000

I
I

OBJECTIVE
An integrated process has been established that ensures that mechanisms are in place to ensure
continuous improvements are implemented through an assessment and feedback process. \vhich
functions at each level of \vork and at every stage in the \vork process. (CE 11-5)

Criteria
1.

2.

3.

4.

<-.

Procedures ancb’or mechanisms are in place and utilized by personnel to collect feedback
information such as self-assessment, monitoring against performance objectives, occurrence
reporting, and routine observation. Personnel assigned these roles are competent to execute
these responsibilities;
Procedures are in place that develop feedback and improvement information opportunities at
the site and facility levels as well as the individual maintenance or activity level. The
information that is developed at the individual maintenance or activity level is utilized to
provide feedback and improvement during future similar or related activities.
Procedures ard’or mechanisms are in place and utilized by managers to identifi
improvement opportunities. Evaluation and analysis mechanisms should include processes
for translating operational information into improvement processes and appropriate lessons
learned.
Procedures and’or mechanisms are in place and utilized by managers to consider and resolve
recommendations for improvement. including \vorker  suggestions.
Procedures m-td’or mechanisms are in place.  \vhich  include a process for oversight that
ensures that regulatory compliance is maintained.

Approach
Performance rnoni(oring  documentation for \lHC-s feedback and improvement process uas
sampled. This included such documents as performance indicator charts. occurrence reports.
deficiency reports, MHC reports. employee concerns programs. and reports ofself-assessments.
Procedures for work were reviewed to determine that adequate feedback and improvement
mechanisms are in place at the individual maintenance or activity level. Actual data from these
processes was evaluated to determine tL_~fectiveness  of the irrpicmamtion  of these
mechanisms. --

Personnel responsible for administering [he feedback and continuous improvement progress \vere
inteniewed.  Interviews included persotiel  such as those  responsible for occurrence reporting.
lessons learned preparation. shift orders preparation. \vorker  concerns program, self-assessment.
and oversight. Persomel responsible for capturing and utilizing feedback and improvement
information during individual maintenance ancb’or other work activities \vere also intervieived.

The de~elopment  and utilization of feedback and continuous impro~ement activities was
obsemed.  This included such things as ivatching  MHC conduct plan of the \veek meeting.
operations production meetings. etc.
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\lHC Integrated Safety hlanagement  System Description. Rev. 6. dated .+pril 26.2000
\IHC DIR-0001. Roles and Responsibilities for the klanagement  and Operation of Pantex
Plant. dated April 25, 2000
>lHC STD-O 182. Root Cause Evaluation, dated February 11, 2000
>fHC STD- 1027. Price-.Anderson Amendment Act (PA.+.+) Compliance Program
noncompliances, dated .+pril 28.2000
\lHC STD-1 070. Employee Suggestion Program. dated \lay  9.2000
>IHC STD-6028.  Performance ~leasurement  System, dated \[ay 31.2000
>[HC STD-6031. Corrective Action Program, dated April 10, 2000
\lHC STD-6161, Nonconformance Reporting
MHC STD-62  16, Lessons Learned Program
NIHC STD-7301, Mmagement  Declaration of Operational Readiness, dated June 16,2000
MHC MNL-289226,  Feedback and Improvement lManual, Issue 1, dated June 2000
MHC AT-IOP-80002,  Applied Technology Division Assessment Program, dated September
7, 1999
>lHC AT-IOP-80022,  Applied Technology Division Lessons Learned
>lHC AT-IOP-80024.  Applied Technology Division Performance Based Self-Assessment
Program. dated June 21, 2000
TBP-901. dated February 9.2000
Perfonmnce  Assessment hlatrix.  Pantex Fact Sheet, Nhmagement  Systems (Central Training
Organization). dated .April 22.1998
Listing of .+uthorization 13asisfLnre\ie\ved Safety Questions (USQ) Training Courses
t including statistics of audience required/complete/remaining). dated June 14.2000.
Performance Indicator Charts  from Training and Development Department: >[.1~
[unescorted .-l~~~ss  Qualification  - Personnel deticien[ in [raining requirements. dated June !.
2000;  Y1.+.4 Unescorted .Access  Qualification - Training Deficiencies. Division level detail.
doted June 1.2000: Image Files Stored to OPTIX.  dated April 2000:  Training Records
Posted. dated hlay 2000
Performance Indicator Charts from Securit~-  Force Department: Vehicle Accidents; Injuries;
Illnesses; Lacerations; Lost Workday Cases; OSHA Recordable; First Aid Cases
Performance Indicator Chart: I WAPQ4iverable  Status, dated June 1,2000
performance lrxiicator ChartS from ~~o~-am ~lanagement:  QER ‘-~,~mi~sions;  QET
Shipments: \V87 LEP klulti-Site  Pantex Delive~  Performance B61 ALT 349 PBI:
\\”56/W’.79 Dismantlement p\I: B$J~ ,ALT 752 pB[: JT,~ pB[: Tested pB[: D&[ Summary;
Rebuild Surnmm-~.: .AL-R8,;S!  Pit Repackaging: PE}tilP  IW’AP: First Aid. Lost Workday.  &
Total Recordable Cases: FYOO PBI Fee Status. W62 Evaluation Status F}-2000
FY2000 Performance Evaluation k[anagement  Plan Performance Object +13 Validation by
.A.AO:
End of Course Evaluation Summary (MHC internal document used to evaluate  training
course/ training instructor feedback). dated April 24.2000
\lHC to .+.+0 Ylemo. Updated Response to DOE/.4AO  DOE-STD- 1070-94 Limited
.Assessment.  dated January’ 1-1.2000
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●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

\lHC internal memo from Director of Operations to Distribution, Programmatic Self-
.-lssessment  Dosage. da~ed June 14, 2000
>lHC Issues Report (containing information on Open .+ctions.  Past Due Corrective Actions.
.+ctions due in 14 days. and Occurrence Reporting Program Status), dated  June 16.2000
Pantex DOE Order 5480.20.+  Training Implementation hlatrix, F\lI Document PLN 24877.
Rev. 4, dated .4pril 30.1999 c
$otes from Training Coordinator’s kleetings on Janua~ 20, 2000. }larch  23, 2000, May 25,
2000
Readiness Review Finding Resolution Form, PX-3795,  (sampling of 16 completed forms –
pre-start  findings)
Safeguards and Security Quality Executive Committee Meeting Minutes. dated Februa~ 28.
2000
>fHC Internal e-mail, SSC Weekly Report, dated June 19,2000
A40 e-mail Summary of Meeting with MHC on W76 Readiness Expectations (with
prerequisites for Weapon Readiness expectations attached), dated May 9,2000
MHC drafi report, Needs and Skill Gap Assessment for Business Excellence, being prepared
by Baker Barnes Associates, Inc.
klHC  interview results (3/1/00-3/3/00) of Nuclear Weapons Program Management Division.
\lHC MNL-PPMS-2024-$3,  Pantex Program Management System. Rev. 1. dated May 3,
2000
>lHC Waste & Environmental ,Management  Department Self-.Assessment Report, dated hlay
13, 1999
\lHC Waste & Environmental Management Department .4ssessment Checklist hiHC Work
Authorization Directive JYBS .+1220. B0201.  E0807.  Performance Report. dated .+pril 2000
?.lIHC memo to DOE,;.-4L ‘lL’PD.  \\”62  Step 11 Project Plan. dated June 15.2000

[tI t.er vie w

● \lHC Director. Security and Emergency Operations
“ >lHC Director, Environment. Safety. Health and Quality
● \IHC Director, operations
● hlHC  Director, Program hlanagement
● MHC Manager, Readiness Review and Assessment Group
“ kfHC Manager, Training and Deve!:T~nt  Department _ ---=.,- --
● >lHC hlanager,  W’aste  Operations Department
● \lHC Lessons Learned Program Manager
● >IHC Employee Concern Program hlanager

Observations

●

●

Operations Production Issue kleeting
.A.+0 / NIHC Senior kkmagement Issues Meeting

MG3-3



Discussion of Results

o Dac~~ment  re’,ie~vs. intdr-,ie~i-s.  and observations of hlHC  activities \vere conducted to de[e~ine
[he extent  >IHC is implementing the feedback and improvement mechanisms described in their
IS\l System Description (specifically section 7 of the Management Control & Integration
S’RID). The Feedback and Impro~ement  discussion of the >lHC ISkl System Description
contains criteria associated ~vith: records: measuring and test equipment: configuration
management: operability: continuing training: scope change  control: employee empo~~erment;
lessons learned; nonconformiries:  performance measures: self-assessments: independent
assessments: correcti~e  actions: DOE repotiing; and ES&H recordsireporting.

>lany of the MHC feedback and improvement standards that \vere reviewed ha~ e been revised to
reflect the new MHC organization (a prerequisite requirement for this Phase II). One NfHC
standard issued af?er the April 2000 Phase I Verification (June 8, 2000) is ivlHC M14L289226,
Feedback and Improvement Manual. Questions were asked of the Director, ES&H&Q if any
plant personnel have received training on this new manual. His response was no. Additional
questions were asked to determine how MHC decides who should receive training on this
manual. The Director. ES&H&Q indicated that the process for determining training
requirements for new manuals needs enhancement (see SME 1 -2).

[ntemiews  \vere conducted with \lHC persomel  to assess their understanding of MHC standards
and [heir responsibilities to implement the standards. MHC persomel were able to articulate
their organizational responsibilities \vith respect to self-assessments, lessons learned. and
performance monitoring. m-i how they used such data to improve operations. Eve~ manager
inter~  ie~ved  t’i~s able to explain what operational process changes  resulttxi from. recent self-
mwssments.  what performance ir,dicators  require attention (and \vhat-s  being done). and ho~v
:heir organization contributes to [he \lHC lessons learned program.

E\er> manager inter~ie~~ed  ~tos oble m explain ~~hat  performance indicators the} track. what the
data represents. and \vhat-s  being done m monitor and impro~e performance. One indicator
chosen a[ random \\-as [he number of pre-stait ilndings from past L\[HC readiness assessments
(covering the past year). An evaluation of pre-start findings from MHC readiness assessments
\vas conducted. The table below summarizes the data revietved:

-- *<- ---
—



Readiness Review Number Type of AB Dot(s) and Associated Approval
.Activity

MHC Readiness
Pres[arts Date(s) to Proceed Date

1 ~,4LS 16 Bld [2-116 FSAR~  Z79S 090[.99

LV62 D&I 28 HAR LOI 15?99, ABCD - 10, [5i99 10/?9/99

i2-19W 1~ Not Nuc Fac -No AB Dots [ 1 /’01 /99
I I

W37 Armed MSAD ~ HAR-I 1!17199; ABCD - I 1’17’99 \ O 1,’06/00
I
i Lkhmh  JCO ~ JCO 72 1/99 [7 ‘79/99-. -_,

I2-104A-I7 9 0 [,~~,oo
HE, Indusrnal

Site Wide TSRS 21 SAR-199801 -5,2999 o~; 1 &’()()
I I I

Master AA I 22 I ABC-258600, 114100 lNo RA-h4SA I
conducted

~76 D&i .28 HAR 10/ 15/99 0Y20100
ABCD 10/15/99

Discussions with the Director of Program Management, the Director of Operations, and the
Manager of the Readiness Review and Assessment Group provided insight as to why significant
pre-starts  were found in some cases. Contributing factors that were discussed include : 1)
Weapon Safety Specification changes due to evolving analytical data; 2) training of MHC
personnel conducting Technical Assists; 3) customer pressure to expedite schedules; 4) last
minute changes made to configuration management and operational procedures; 5) MHC
Program Managers not detailing Project Plans to sufficient detail such that the customer
appreciates the full impact of any scope changes: and 6) DOE not providing detailed
expectations. .A random sample  of 17 completed readiness revie~v finding resolution forms (P.X-
3795 ) from the above identified pre-start  population \vas also conducted. Nlany of the completed
forms re~imved  indicate the abo~e factors contributed to these pre-start  findings. Recent
measures taken by .+.\O and \lHC should help reduce the number of pre-stan  tindings
associated \\ith future revie~vs.  The follo~ving  summarizes these measures:

. .%+0 provided hlHC ~vith  a listing of Prerequites  (prior to Ylilestone  3) for Weapon
Readiness. The 26 expectations contained in this listing were discussed with MHC
during a meeting in May 2000.

.+. ● MHC Program Manage-ment Di~r delinated these expec~?tions  to his persomel  during
“’ -&Cedures  instead ofweekly staff meetings. Of not~-%%%e  shift to walking ~aw,.

performing a table  top procedure review.
. The Director of Program Y[anagement has committed to de~-elop  detailed Project Plans.

similar to the W’62 Project P!an submitted to WPD/.4L  on June 16. 200C. for all active
stockpile weapon systems by October 1.2000. Having these project plans should allow

MHC program engineers and NIHC customers to better understand the full impact of any
scope changes.

T\~o meetings were obsemed  \vhich indicate effective communication within  ~lHC, and be~w~een
lvlHC and DOE, with respect to resolution of operational issues. A meeting between MHC and
DOE .A-AO was observed. The subject of the meeting \vas to discuss -AAO concerns with a JCO
on the B61. MHC Pantex  General Manager and the Manager, &\O. as well as senior managers
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of both DOE-and MHC_attended  fie meeting. The discussion was frank. DOE did a good job of
expressing expectations and MH~  acknowledged that improvements to the JCO were needed.
Both sides acknowledged a Iessofiiearned  on how to achieve better communication. The
meeting was a good example of mntinous  improvement. An internal vveekly  ivIHC production -
issues meeting was also observecf. Various production issues were discussed and action items
were assigned. Irrattertdanm~  the13i-rector  of Operations and representatives horn MHC’S
ES&H. planning, program and o@er organizations. The open exchange of information
demonstrated a good cornmuniction  forum.

AS a means to provide klHC cust%mers with weapon program project status, MFIC has placed
I\V.AP schedules, along with weapon budgetary information on their Web site. The budgetary
information includes Budgeted Cost of W’ork Performed, Budgeted Cost of Work Scheduled.
Actual Cost of Work Performed, schedule  Variance, etc. Access is password protected.
Currently, the following sites have access: DNFSB .@Q and at Site), DO.E/HQ,  DOE/AL,
DOE/AL, LANL, LLNl, SNL (ki5th NM and CA), and Pantex personnel. This communication “
mechanism is considered motewcirthy.  (see MG.3- 1 )

MHC STD- 1070, Employee Suggestion Program, describes the process for admininstration of
the Employee Suggestion Program. Intemiews with MHC indicate persomel are using this
prog,ram.  and management is responsive to employee suggestions.

Since the Employee Concerns Program was established in April 1995, the Employee Concerns
Review Committee was established, made up of a cross-section of employees within MHC.
These committee members worked with their respecive organizations and the Employee
Concerns Program to develop the program in existence today. Concerns can be brought to the
ammtion of the Employee Concerns Program anonymously. There is also a process in place
through \vhich  responses and followup  can be provided to anyone”s  concerns.

\lain[aining  regulator>”  compliance was discussed during inteniews \vith \lHC persomel.
procedures and’or mechanisms ~=re found [o be in place.  including a process for oversight that
ensures that regulatoq  compliance is maintained. A review of the hlHC Performance Report for
the Waste Operations Department \vas conducted. Xo deficiencies were noted.

Conclusion
-..

The criteria for this objective have bee[l %% Issues related to FL~~’6~3d  Improvement are
noted”~n OP. I-1, OP.1-4.  and 0~1-5.

Issues -

‘ None
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Noteworthl%actices”
-.

NP-i$lG.3.l  MHC has placed IWAP schedules, along ‘wjth weapon budgetary information on -

their Web site. allowing customers access to pkm.ning/status  information. This
effort increases hlHC’s customer understanding of ccurrect Plant schedules,
provides a clear statement to DOE on the specific allocation of i%nds, and reduces
the time required of DOE and to MHC-”prograrn  engineers answer scheduling
budget questions associated with each of the weapon systems.

—

———

,-
,.. - -=- r

Team Member: Team Leader: Z& .V i’jyh%=wf,.’ /’ .,
Emil Morrow
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ISMS Verification Assessment Form -

Functional Area: OP Objective Number: OP.1

Date: June 26.2000

OBJECTIVE
.+n integrated process has been established and is utilized to effectively plan, authorize and
execute the identitled  work for the facility or activity. (CE II-4)

Criteria
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.
7/.

Procedures ardor mechanisms are in place to ensure that work planning is integrated at the
individua! maintenance or activity level fully analyzes hazards and develops appropriate
controls.
Procedures ardor mechanisms are in place which ensure that there is a process used to
codlrm  that the facility or activity and the operational work force are in an adequate state of
readiness prior to authorizing the performance of the work.
Procedures and/or mechanisms are in place which ensure that there is a process used to gain
authorization to conduct operations.
Procedures ad/or mechanisms are in place which ensure that safety requirements are
integrated into work performance.
Procedures and/or mechanisms are in place which ensure that adequate performance
measures and indicators, including safety performance measures are established for the work.
W_orkers actively participate h the \vork planning process.
~r~c~dures  ~~cr mechanisms demonstrate effective integration of safety management.

Approach
Record  Re\-ie\\: Revie\\  documen[s and;or mechanisms that govern  [he process for planning.
authorizing. and conducting ~vork  with emphasis on the indi~idu”ai  maintenance or activity levei.
Evalua~e the adequacy of the division of responsibilities. worker invo~vement.  and \vork
authorization process. Revie\v the performance measures and performance indicators established
to determine that these tools provide information that is truly a direct indicator of how safely the
work is being performed. Review the mechanisms used to prepare authorization agreements and

:. protocols. Review these documents to .d-ine if they are adequate, that they demonstrate- - - -
effective integration. and that proper ptGKeu%res  were followed :S-~-~>~, review, and approve
them.

—

Intewiews:  [ntewiew  persomel  responsible for authorizing, performing. and measuring the
performance of the work. This should include persomel such as those responsible for preparing
and maintaining documents such as the Plan-of-the-Day (POD). equipment status files, pre-job
briefings, and the conduct of facility or activity operations. Interview persomel  responsible for
development of maintenance or individual activity procedures and controls. Veri~ adequate
worker involvement at each step of the process.
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Obsemations:  Observe the actual authorization and performance of work activities. This should
include such items as pre-job briefings, authorization by the managers to proceed. command and
control of the \vork, revie~v  of safety requirements. etc. Obseme work hazard identification
activities. This should include such things as validation of procedures, procedure tracking,
compensatory measures determination, etc.

Records Reviewed

..411 records listed below are \lHC except for the DOE Orders listed:

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

✌✎ ❞ ●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

Policy Directive DIR-000 1 Roles and Responsibilities for the Management and Operation of
PANTEX  Plant, 4/25/2000
ISM CRAD Self Assessment Status
ISM Phase II Self-Assessment (Operations Directorate, Rev. 1), June 2000
Integrated Safety Management Plan, Rev. 6, April 26,2000
Pantex Plant Integrated Safety Management Authorization Basis Manual, Rev 1, Change O,
February 21,2000
IOP B-0006 Guidelines for Formal Conduct of Operations
IOP 707 Achieving Readiness for Weapons Programs
STD-O 154 Authorization Agreements
Facility Limit Placards
STD-6028  Performance Indicators
STD 0148 Integrated Process for Seamless Safety (S S-2 1), March 22.2000
\mL-00040 Conduct of Operations
STD-7000 Conduct of Operations Implementation
Code of Conduct for the Plan of the Day
Early ~Vaming  Indicator Process (EWIP)
O-&t STD-7-5000.  General Safety Requirements-Production and Support .Activities
DOE Order 5480.19. Conduct of Operations
ST D-7303, Readiness Assessment Procedure
STD-311 8 Issue 7, Lockout/Tagout Program
STD-7301, Management Declaration of Operations Readiness
Building 12-44 Cell 6 Production. -- ~ok”

+Operations and Inspection Stand&d  = =s0 1539-TM throu~?=~i>W091
Xuclear  Explosive Operating Procedure N-56 250-168
Nuclear Explosive Operating Procedure N-6 13 18412-DIS  Issue C
Xuclear  Explosive Operating Procedure N-62 6830 Issue R
Preoperational  Checklist for W-56 Dismantlement/Building 12-44 Cell 6
Nlaintenance  Work Order 29056289 01
>laintenance  Work Order 29052137 01
>lAA Maintenance_Shop  Lock and Tag Logbook
I@ P- FO- 1049 Issue 22 Processing Maintenance Work Orders. Sept. 10, 1999
DOE Order 5480.20A, Personnel Selection, Qualification, and Training Requirements
Nlaintenance Work Order Package Quality Checklist (Blank)
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●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

Internal Letter from Kittie Hams on Quality Review of Maintenance Work Packages (Nov.
& Dee), Feb. 3.2000
Support Services Strategy Implementation Program Plan. klay 25.2000
Early Warning Pocket Checklist (Blank), 3/10/00
Early Warning Checklist for Heavy  Equipmenti7/6/99-  -
Early Warning Checklist for General Use for Custodians, 7/6/99
Early Warning Checklist for Construction Projects, 41’17~00
Construction Ykmagement  Early Warning Indicator Program Status Report. FYOO, 3/28/00
[movation  in Continuous Improvement Presentation Slides. Skip hlaas, July 20, 1999

. .

hlonthly  Publication for the Purpose of Disseminating Current ISM Information #000609,
12-5 Facility Business Group Support Sewices,  June/July 2000
Facilities Business Group Performance Report, May 2000
Facilities Division Maintenance Work Principles, Course HI 90.02 Notes
Zone 12 South ~d Zone 4 Management Plan, August 22, 1997 (revised)
Compartrnentation  ~~anagement  Plan, Zone 12 South Facilities, October 9, 1997 (r)
Emergency Lights and Exit Markings Project Execution Plan, January 1998
Fire Protection Upgrade Management Plan Zone 12 South Mm Facilities, 10/98
WMS Capability Assurance U-pgrade  Management Plan, Zone 12 South M.&l Facilities,
June 18, 1998
Weapons Operations Weekly  Assignment Schedule, Week of June 19-June 25.2000
PSS Daily Journal Report, 6/20/2000
IOP B-3075, Selecting Facilities for Weapon AssemblylDissassembly  Operations, June 9,
~()()()

STD-7403,  Operations Directorate.. June 7.2000

Interviews Conducted

All personnel listed be[o~v  are \lHC employees except as noted belo~v:

●

●

●

●
✚✎

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

Logistics coordinator

DOE Operations Feedback Manager
Maintenance Department Manager
Weapon Production Training Mm.a~.
Operations Training Coordinator + = - -’-”’?%=
klaintenance  Scheduler

..—

Electronics Technician
Electrician (2)
Radiation Safety Department Manager’
hlanufacturing  Department Operations Manager (3)
Radiation Safety Operations Manager
DOE Facility Representative
blaster Production Scheduler
Maintenance Section Manager
Testing Section k~anager
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●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

Sectional Engineer
Senior Project Engineer
Quality Assurance Technician
Plant Procedures Manager, Weapon Production Support Division
Site Planning Manager
Deputy for Operations/Readiness, Weapons Operations Division
Director, Nuclear Facility Nb.nagement
Process Technician (4)
Facility Manager (2)
Production Manager (2)
hlaintenance  Planner
Assistant Zone 12 South Manager
12-104  E&W/l 2-1 04A Facility Department Manager
Weapons Production Manager
Maintenance Work Control Department Manager
Facilities Business Group Manager
Project Specialist

Observations

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

Plan-of-the-Day Meeting (4)
WOD Production Issues Meeting
Operations Production Issues Meeting
Tester Design Operations. Operations and Inspection Standard Performance
W’56 Nuclear Explosive Operations Procedure Performance
B61 Nuclear Explosive Operations Procedure Performance
\\-62 Nuclear Explosive Operations Procedure Performance
hlaintenance  Work Order Performance (2)
Hoist Monthly Preventative }laintenance Procedure

Discussion of Results

,.2 The work planning processes were rev~d?or  the production d-~~ent  and for the facility
‘~- - and controlsmaintenance department to determine i, -Xa~ds  were adequatel>

identified. Deficiencies were noted in the planning process for facility maintenance which is
described in IOP-FO-  1049 (Processing Maintenance Work Orders). In several sections of the
IOP the procedure requires the Planning Lead and/or Planner to perform hazard analyses and
hazard screens. The IOP also required the planners to walk down selected jobs as necessary.
The IOP did not require the plainer to engage craft persomel  to determine workplace hazards
and develop controls. Intewiews  indicated the planners generally perform walkdowns for
selected complex corrective maintenance work but rarely for preventative maintenance work.
All the craft personnel stated in the interviews conducted they have never been contacted to
perfotm  walkdowns of preventative maintenance work packages. [n addition, the craftsmen
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Hazards are identified and the contractor does develop engineering and administrative controls to
mitigate the hazards. For example. the N[aintemance  Work Control Plan Nlanager  \vas recently
added as a member of [he .+uthorization  Basis Change Control Committee (.+ BCCC).  This
provides the hlaintenance  Department advance notice on proposed changes that \vill impact the
performance of maintenance operations. Despite this_ participation on the committee, the ‘-”-
Nlaintenance  Department has been flooded with authorization basis changes and there has been
inadequate time to modifi  procedures (see .~l G.3- 1 ). WMen necessary. the Ylaintenance
Department has been issuing standing orders as compensatory measures to address this short fall.
However. during the conduct of several interviel~s.  employees stated that schedule commitments
appeared to be taking precedent over procedural modifications and craft training.

Operations have a dedicated training staff with high fidelity weapon program models for
production technician training. The Weapons Training Program (WTP) is provided the hazards
and controls as part of the design agency input (weapons safety specification) and the
contractor’s authorization basis staff. The WTT administers the training to the technicians
through the Nuclear Explosive Operating Procedure (NEOP).  There have been problems noted
on program start-ups regarding technician proficiency. (SME. 1- 1) During the conduct of
interviews with training persomel  and production technicians, concerns were raised about last
minute changes introduced to the NEOP primarily due to authorization basis changes. Scheduled
start-up dates were not appropriately adjusted to provide adequate training for the technicians to
gain proficiency with the NEOP changes. This has resulted in Readiness Assessments that
indicated the contractor was not ready for program start-up and several Defense Nuclear Facility
Safety Board letters critical of the programs.

The contractor has roles and responsibilities defined for the training program at the site, facility,
and activity level. DIR-000 1. Roles and Responsibilities for the >lar-qement and Operation of
Pantex Plant establish the Human Resource Directorate as the centralized location for the
[raining program. Faci!ity  line management has overall responsibility and authorit} for the
content and effecti~e conduct of training and qualification programs. Each directorate is
responsible for the [raining of their employees and they utilize a training coordinator working
directly with the supewisor  to facilitate this process. The centralized training fimction  support is
integrated with line management through these training coordinators. This process provides a
two-way flow of information from the line/training so that line managers are responsible for

.-. . safety. Each division directorate has co~ol  on the decision. During interviews with managers,
this process was raised as a concern bcV@!5Esome divisions ha-ie;+??jffed  requirements they
feel need to be implemented across the plant site and have met resistance from other d=lsions  to
adopt the requirement. This process \vas vie~ved  to be healthy in that it requires all managers to
be accountable for the safety of their employees. The division proposing the new training
requirement has the opportunity to raise the issue to” the centralized training owner anchor the

-

general manager. This process also reduces the potential for implementing needless
requirements and provides for better stewardship of limited funding.

The contractor has procedures and mechanisms in place to Train and qualifi  personnel for
confirmation of readiness prior to the performance of work. These procedures and mechanisms
for implementation can be found at the site. facility, and activity level. At the site level, for
example. the general manager utilizes the independent assessment organization to verify
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organizational and operational adequacy for safe performance of work. .At the facility level, the
contractor conducts Plan-of-Day meetings to discuss facility operational activities. At the
w[ivity  level. for example. HE machine operators and weapon production technicians perform
pre-op~rational  checks prior to the conduct of \vork. A checklist with specific criteria outlines
and guides the operatorltechnician  through an analysis to determine if the required systems are
acceptablelnot  acceptable prior to commencement of work. It was particularly noteworthy that
the Pre-Job  Briefing for HE included Technician Core Training Qualification Requirements and
Technician Nlachine  Qualification Requirements. It should be noted that the qualification
requirements for nuclear explosive operations by production technicians is routinely checked
prior to the performance of work. During the conduct Of interviews and observations,  it was

recognized that maintenance pre-shifi briefings are not routinely conducted on swing shift
operations (see SME2-3).

The contractor has procedures and mechanisms to train and quali@ persomel  to help ensure
there is a satisfactory level of competence to perform assigned duties and tasks. This process
begins with defined requirements when hiring new employees and through position analysis,
employee evaluation and training for incumbent staff. Training for technical staff is based on an
assessment of position duties and responsibilities. The task required for competent job
performance are identified and documented through a systematic analysis of requirements
conducted through a table top job analysis (TTJ.A). The training program is based on the results
of this analysis. Learning objectives are derived from tasks selected for training. Learning
objectives describe know!edge and skills required for successful job performance and aie
specified in observable and measurable terms. Contractor training staff admit that TTJA were
accomplished for a large portion of the technical staff several years ago. However. the size of
the training staff has declined Lrnarkedly in more recent years with fmver TTJ.M being
accomplished. There ha~e been numerous changes in the last several years especially in the
conduct of authorization basis anal>  -sis. The continuation of a systematic analysis of position
requirernen[s through a rigorous TTJ.+ is highl> recommended.

The contractor does ha~e procedures and or mechanisms for feedback and improvement of their
training. The Feedback and Improvement mechanisms are not centralized but are primarily
accomplished at the acti~ity level. The hlaintenance  and Operation Programs have implemented
an early warning indicator (EW7) process that provides an opportunity to detect potential issues
and focus on prevention of problems rather than the correction of problems. The early warning
process keys on self-assessments, reinf~g line management ~e”.p~ibility  for safety through
direct obsemation  and immediate feedba~k  to reinforce standards mu ~~pectations.  The purpose
of the process is to reduce variability in safety performance by identifying and correcting at-risk
behavior of personnel. The Operations Program has only recently implemented the EW1 while
the hlaintenance  Program has docliinentation  supporting ~rends. This is consib-ed  a
Noteworthy Practice by the maintenance department and appears to be gaining  momentum by
being adopted within other sister departments, (see NP-OP. 1-1 )
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The Department Training Coordinators (TC) work as Lessons Learned Coordinators. The TC
evaluates lessons learned. to determine applicability to fictional areas within their department,
which are then presented as required reading. There are provisions and procedural
documentation. to disseminate lessons learned information from a department or other source and
be more generalized and made available to the balance of the plant  population.

The hfaintenance  Department, for em.rnple, utilizes a feedback and improvement process on
work control packages that provide the crafts an opportunity to. identifi  problems/concems.  The
maintenance or crafis personnel can also submit a PX Form change to work controI  planning as
another method for feedback and improvement. The contractor conducts line self-assessments as
another method of enhancing operational safety through feedback and improvement. The
maintenance department, for example, recently completed a self-assessment that identified crafts
persomel recommended changes for work control packages were not being incorporated into the
change control process. The Maintenance Department took immediate action, based on this self-
identified oversight, to implement corrective measures to remedy this issue.

Conclusion

The criteria for this objective have been met.

Issue

SME.1-1 There have been problems noted on program start-ups regarding technician
proficiency.

.
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ISMS Verification Assessment Form

Functional .+rea: SklE t Objective Number: S\lE.2
hlain~enance and Work Control Date: June 26, 2000

OB.JEC.TIVE
Within the individual subject area the planning of work includes an integrated analysis of
hazards and development and specification of necessary controls. There is an adequate process
for the authorization and control of work and a process for identi~ing  opportunities for feedback
and continuous improvement. Lvithin  the individual subject area, line managers are responsible
for safety; clear roles and responsibilities have been established; and there is a satisfactory level
of competence. (CE 11-2, CE 11-3, CE 11-4,  CE II-5, CE II-6)

Criteria
1. Procedures ardor mechanisms for the individual subject area require adequate planning of

individual work items to ensure that hazards are analyzed and controls are identified.

2. Procedures and/or mechanisms for the individual subject area contain clear roles and
responsibilities. The individual subject area is effectively integrated with line support
managers to ensure that line managers are responsible for safety.

3. Procedures ard’or mechanisms for the individual subject area require controls to be
implemented, that these controls are effectively integrated. and readiness is confirmed prior
[0 p~~fom-ling  yyor~

-1. Procedures and’or mechanisms for the individual subject area require
assigned  to [he subject area have a satisfactory levei ofcompe[tnce.

5. Procedures andor  mechanisms for the individual subject area require
area feedback and continuous improvement results.

that personnel \vho are

that ~~ithin the subject

Ar)Rroach
Record Review: Review the manuals of.~tice and selected reco@s that define the procedures

‘.%.+s the adequacy of theand interactions required for the subjeci—tie?i”at  the facility or audvig  -------
documents to meet the criteria above and determine that the individual subject area is effectively
integrated in[o the facility or activity procedures. Review any lessons learned that provide an
opportunity to assess that lessons learned have been effectively u<ed ~s;i~hin  the subject area.
Revie\v training records of personnel in the subject area to determine that they meet competency
standards.

[ntemie\vs:  Interview personnel and responsible managers in the subject area assigned. Inte~iew

line managers to assess the establishment of clear roles and responsibilities and the
understanding of the support provided to line managers. Intervie\v persome! assigned to the
subject area to assess the level of competence.
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Observations: Observe events such is the develop”rnent ofa procedure, development of a hazards
analysis such as a radiological \vork permit or job hazard analysis, or the approval process for an
indi~idual  \vork  item. ~~hich  includes interactions with personnel of the subject area.

—.
Record Review

● >IHC [O P-F O- 1049, Intemai Operating Procedure, Processing Maintenance Work Orders
● >lHC TP-?vfN-04126,  Chain Hoists
● YIHC TP-kfN-04127,  Wire Rope Hoist
● \fHC DS-TP-04127.  Hoist Inspection and Testing Checklist
“ NIHC WO 29054055-01, UPS Monthly PM
● klHC  WO 29056713-01, 12-104 Bays 1-8 Hoist Monthly
● NfHC WO 29052131-01, 12-98-C1,  Install E-Lights ‘-

“ MHC WO 2903380 S)-02, Replace Motor – Well 16
“ MHC PX-30, Safety Work Permit
● MHC PX-2872B,  Excavation Permit
● MHC PX-3 169, Facility/Building Transfer Permit
● NIHC STD-3118, LockoutfTagout
“ MHC PX-3 170, Work Order Perfonmnce  Record
● klHC  WO 29049261-01, 11-17 Sub-#98  3Y 544
● hlHC  STD-O 143, Technical Procedure System

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

,.= ●

\lHC IvIaintenzmce \\ork Control klanager
\lHC Maintenance Craft >lanager
>IHC Electrical Supewisor
\lHC Electricians (.4)
?vIHC Mechanics (5)
hlHC Plainer Supemisor
NIHC Deputy Maintenance Manager
MHC Scheduler
MHC Zone Manager - - -

.: - -.
Observations

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

High Voltage Electrical Outage
Well Pump Trouble Shooting
Hoist Monthly PM
UPS Monthly PM
Vehicle Maintenance
POD Meetings
Lhlaintenance  Meetings
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Discussion of Results

Roles and responsibilities are clearly defined by IOP-FO-1O49. Internal Operating Procedure,
‘ Processing hlaintenance  \Vork Orders. 1[ is used for all maintenance persomel  involved in

planning, scheduling. performing and closing out work orders. h(anagers  and supemisors
intemiewed  understood that they ~vere fully responsible for the safety of their employees, as well
as being responsible for the IShl training of their employees.

Deficiencies ~vere obsemed  in [he work con[rol  process in the development of \vork packages. A
\vork package did not identify the hazards associated \vith a pressurized system. hlechanics
proceeded to remove a line from a pump that was used in the HE process. The system was still
pressurized, and the mechanic came in contact with the solution in the pu~’p. The .+ctivity
Hazards Analysis Screen Document and the planner failed to identify the pressurized system.
(see SME.2-1) —

A weakness in the work control process was observed when the procedure writer did not walk
down a new UPS Monthly PM Procedure. The electricians were performing the review of this
new procedure a-s they were performing the PM. The two electricians performing the work
obtained the redline design drawings from the system engineer before performing the work. This
\vas a good ISM initiative on the part of the electricians. They thoroughly understood the
hazards identification and mitigation associated with maintenance on the UPS system. (see
SME.2-3)

The \vork control process for Well 16 pump was not adequate. The original scope was to replace
the electric motor. ~vhich was completed per the work package. but not closed out. Electricians
\vere obsen~ed  trouble shoo[ing  [~,e con[rol  system \vi[h [he same motor insta]]a[ion  \vork
package. This ~vork package  should have been closed out and a ne~~ trouble shoot package
developed. The ~vork control process should identify the different hazards present ~~ith  the ne~v
scope ot’~vork.  (see S\l E.2-l )

Hazard identification and \vork plaming  control needed  improvement. The Job Safety Hazards
.+nalysis (JSHA)  was not part of the W“ork Package for the high voltage electrical outage. The
JSHA  for the high voltage system was only a referenced document in the work package. There
are no records to indicate that the craft actually read the applicable JSHA’s referenced in work

. packages. (see SME.2-2)  The JSHA sh~~_b_e  included in the w~r.< ackage for the craft to
revie~.v d u r i n g  the pre-job b r i e f .  ‘-

. . .%. .

Readiness to perform lvork is established at the pre-job  briefs by the craft supervisor. as well as
the cr~ti personne! perfcrrnin~ the task. The craft pcrsormei widerstanci  key have stop work
authority if they are not comfortable with any aspect of a task. During a pre-job brief a mechanic
\vas not ready to proceed until he was comfortable \vith additional PPE”s. This was a good
example of the craft being responsible for the confirmed readiness aspect of the 1S>{ program.
The pre-job brief for the high voltage electrical outage was adequate. Due to the increased
hazards associated with the high voltage system, the electrical shop supervisor gave the pre-job
brief. Diagrams of the electrical distribution system \vere reviewed by all the electricians to
ensure they
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were familiar with the scope of work. The other pre-jobs briefs attended have been adequate.
The various craft. and s.upemisors  intewiewed  have indicated that the maintenance organization
does not always hold a pre-job brief.

Conclusion

The criteria for this objective have been met.

Issue

SME.2-1 Planners are not performing sufllcient  field verifications to become farniliar,with
the job scope and hazards prior to initiating work packages.

SME.2-2 The Job Safety and Hazard Analysis Program are not an integral part ofjob work
orders to improve worker safety. JSHAS are not reviewed with the craft at pre-job
briefs.

SME.2-3 The procedure writer did not walk down a UPS Monthly PM procedure as
required by STD-O 143, Technical Procedures System.

-
---”-.- .- -

1 ,
Team ?tilember:

t
(e Team Leader: “w v,- h,=z’zcm J - -

LLlq@aMhts Emil Morrow
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ISilK5 Verification Assessment Form

Functional .+rea:  ShIE i O b j e c t i v e  N u m b e r :  SN[E.3
Radiation Health I Date: June 26, 2000

OBJECTIVE
}Vithin the individual subject area the planning of ~vork inc”ludes  an integrated analysis of
hazards and development and specification of necessary con[rols.  There is an adequate process
for the authorization and control of tvork and a process for identi~ing  opportunities for feedback
and continuous improvement. l~ir~in  the individual subject area, !ine managers are responsible
for safety; clear roles and responsibilities have been established; and there is a satisfactory level
of competence. (CE II-2, CE 11-3,  CE II-4, CE II-5, CE H-6)

Criteria
1. Procedures ador mechanisms for the individual subject area require adequate planning of

individual work items to ensure that hazards are analyzed and controls are identified.
2. Procedures and/or mechanisms for the individual subject area contain clear roles and

responsibilities. The individual subject area is effectively integrated with line support
managers to ensure that line managers are responsible for safety.

3. Procedures and/or mechanisms for the individual subject area require controls to be
implemented, that these controk are effectively integrated, and readiness is confkrned  prior
to performing work.

4. Procedures and/or mechanisms for the individual subject area require that personnel who are
assigned to the subject area have a satisfactory level  of competence.

5. Procedures andlor mechanisms for the indi~idual  subjec[  area require that \vithin  the subject
area feedback and continuous impro~ement  results.

Approach
Record Revimv:  Re\ie\r  the manuals ofprac!ice  and selected records that define the procedures
and interactions required for the subject area at the facility or activity. .%sess the adequacy of the
documents to meet the criteria above and determine that the individual subject area is effectively
integrated into the facility or activity procedures. Review any lessons learned that provide an
opportunity to assess that lessons learq ve been effectively used within the subject area.
Review training records of persomel  k%kubject  area to detennil~.e+wt  they meet competency
standards. “ -

. -----

[ntervie~vs:  Intemiew  persomel  and responsible managers in the subject area assigned. Interview
line managers to assess the establishment of clear roles and responsibilities and the
understanding of th~ support provided to line managers. Intemiew personnel assigned to the
subject area to assess the level of competence.

Observations: Obseme  events such as the development of a procedure. development of a
hazards analysis such as a radiological work permit  or job hazard analysis, or the approval
process for an individual work item, \vhich includes interactions \vith  persomel  of the subject
area.

S\lE3-1
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Record Review

“ 10 CFR 835, Radiation Protec=i;n  Program (RPP) for the Pantex  Plant, Rev. 4, October 29,
1999

● 10 CFR 835, Self-.Assessment. Subpart hl: Sealed Radioac~ive  Source Control and Appendix
E: Sealed Source Accountability, submitted June 1, 2000

“ hfHC S/RID 2.2.1, Radiation Protection. Document #HC-22 10, Issue 3, June 1,2000
● STD-O 170, Temporary Technical Procedure System, Issue 17, March 24, 2000
● DIR-0001. Roles and Responsibilities for the Management and Operation of Pantex Plant,

Issue 7, April 25, 2000
● STD-3013, Centralized Review System, Issue 10, April 14, 2000
● STD-32 17, As Low As Reasonably Achievable (ALAIU) Program, Issue 10, March 23,

2000
● RSD Workplace Mcmitoring and Contro! Manual, MNL 180410, Issue 2, Rev. E, May 30,

2000
● RSD Organizational and Administration Manual, NfNL 180411, Issue 2, Rev. B, May 19,

2000
● RSD Internal Dosimeuy  Manual, MNL 180414, Issue 2, .January 14,2000
● RSD External Dosimetry Manual, MNL 180413, Issue 2, May 17, 1999
● RSD Radiological hleasurements  Laboratory Manual, MNL 180697, Issue 2, January 14,

2000
● RSD Operations Control Manual, MNL 180412, Issue 2, May 27,2000
● Pantex Radiological Control Records Management Program Nfanual,  MNL 00038, Issue 4,

April 12.1999
● Examples  of recent \lanagement  Assessments for the Opera[ions Support Non-M.AA

Division (6)
● RSD Permanent Required Reading File
● RSD Immediate Required Reading  File
● Pantex and RSD Organizational Charts
● Health and Safety Plan (HASP) for the Pantex Plant Hazardous Waste Treatment and

Processing Facility. PLAN-PTX-278346,  Rev. O, June 2,2000
● Process Hazard Anaiysis,  Hazardous Waste Treatment and Processing Facility, Building 16--

18 and 16-18A, October 1999.-L
● Integrated Safety Management Pl&~the  Management ati-~”~%s~on  of Pantex,  Rev. 6,

April 26.2000
“ Tracking and Trending Charts of RSD hlentoring  Activities for Year-to-Date FY2000
● klHC  ISkl Phase (1 Self-Ass~ssment  for Radiation Health

Interviews

● NIHC Radiation Safety Department Manager
“ i’vlHC M.U Operations Support Section Supervisor
“ hlHC  hl~.4  Operations Support Section Operations Nfanager
“ NIHC Technical Support Group Health Physicist
● NIHC Non-M.4A Operations Support Section Supervisor
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The Department Training Coordinators (TC) work as Lessons Learned Coordinators. The TC
evaluates lessons !eamed. to determine applicability to functional areas within their department,
\vhich  are then presented as required reading. There are provisions and procedural
documentation. to disseminate lessons learned information from a department or other source and
be more generalized and made available to the balance of the plant population.

The Nlaintenance Department, for example, utilizes a feedback and improvement process on
work control packages that provide the crafts an opportunity to identify problems/concems.  The
maintenance or crafts personnel can also submit a PX Form change to work control planning as
another method for feedback and improvement. The contractor conducts line self-assessments as
another method of enhancing operational safety through feedback and improvement. The
maintenance department, for example, recently completed a self-assessment that identified crafts
personnel recommended changes for work control packages were not being incorporated into the
change control process. The Maintenance Department took immediate action, based on this self-
identified oversight, to implement corrective measures to remedy this issue.

Conclusion

The criteria for this objective have been met.

Issue

SME.1-1 There have been problems noted on program start-ups regarding technician
proficiency.

—

—
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1S}1S Verification Assessment Form

Functional .Area: S\lE i Objective Number: SME.2
i\lair.tenance  and Work Control Date: June 26, 2000

OBJECTIVE
JVithin the individual subject area the pluming of work includes an integrated analysis of
hazards and development and specification of necessary controls. There is an adequate process
for the authorization and control of work and a process for identifying opportunities for feedback
and continuous improvement. JVithin  the individual subject area, line managers are responsible
for safety; clear roles and responsibilities have been established; and there is a satisfactory level
of competence. (CE II-2, CE 11-3,  CE 11-4, CE H-5, CE H-6)

Criteria
1. Procedures and/or mechanisms for the individual subject area require adequate planning of

individual work items to ensure that hazards are analyzed and controls are identified.

2. Procedures and/or mechanisms for the individual subject area contain clear roles and
responsibilities. The individual subject area is effectively integrated with line support
managers to ensure that line managers are responsible for safety.

3. Procedures and/or mechanisms for the individual subject area require controls to be
implemented, that these controls are effectively integrated. and readiness is confirmed prior
to performing tvork.

4. Pr~cedures  and,’or  mechanisms for the individual subject area require that personnel \vho are
assi~ned  to [he subject area have o sa~isfactory Ievei ofcompe[ence.

5. Procedures andor  mechanisms for the individual subject area require that \vithin  the subject
area feedback and continuous improvement results.

&uroach
Record Review: Review the manuals af-~tice  and selected records that define the procedures
and interactions required for the subjeci%eli”at  the facility or acilvlt;~ ..-. -..“= ‘%.+~-ss the adequacy of the
documents to meet the criteria above and determine that the individual subject area is effectively
integrated into the facility or activity procedures. Review any lessons learned that provide an
opportunity to assess that lessons learned have been effectively used w;ithin !he subject area.
Review training records of persomel  in the subject area to determine that they meet competency
standards.

Intert’ie\vs:  Interview’ persomel  and responsible managers in the subject area assigned. Inte~iew

line managers to assess the establishment of clear roles and responsibilities and the
understanding of the support provided to line managers. Intewie\v  personne!  assigned to the
subject area to assess the level  of competence.
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Obsmwations:  Observe events such as the develop-rnent  of a procedure, development of a hazards -

analysis such as a radiological \vork permit or job hazard analysis, or the approval process for an
indi~ idual \vork  item. ~~hich  includes interactions with personnel of the subject area.

Record Review

● >fHC IOP-FO-  1049, Internal Operating Procedure, Processing Maintenance Work Orders
● NfHC TP-YfN-04126,  Chain Hoists
● >(HC TP-YC’J-04127,  Wire Rope Hoist
● \lHC DS-TP-04127.  Hoist Inspection and Testing Checklist
“ >lHC WO 29054055-01, UPS hlonthly PM
● hIHC WO 29056713-01, 12-104 Bays 1-8 Hoist Monthly
● MHC WO 29052131-01, 12-98-C1, Install E-Lights “-

“ MHC WO 29033800-02, Replace Motor – Well 16
● MHC PX-30, Safety Work Permit
● MHC PX-2872B, Excavation Permit
● MHC PX-3 169, Facility/Building Transfer Permit
● NIHC STD-3118, Lockout/Tagout
● NIHC PX-3 170, Work Order Performance Record
● NIHC WO 29049261-01, 11-17 Sub-#98  3Y 544
● l\lHC STD-O 143, Technical Procedure System

Intemie ws

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

✎✎ ❞ ●

\lHC ivkintenance  W“ork Control hlanager
>lHC Maintenance Cral? hlanager
\lHC Electrical Supemisor
>lHC Electricians (,4)
klHC Ivlechanics  (5)
NIHC Planner Supemisor
NIHC Deputy Maintenance Manager
MHC Scheduler
MHC Zone Manager ~..

---~ -.: - -- ..-=;-.

Observations

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

High Voltage Electrical Outage
Well Pump Trouble Shooting
Hoist Monthly PM
UPS Monthly PM
Vehicle Maintenance
PCD Meetings
hlaintenance  kleetings

—
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Discussion of Results

Roles and responsibilities are clearly  defined by IOP-FO-1O49. Internal Operating Procedure,
‘ Processing  >laintenance  \Vork Orders. [t is used for all maintenance persomel  involved in

planning, scheduling. performing and closing out work orders. N(anagers  and supe~isois
intemiewed  understood that they were fully responsible for the safety of their employees, as well
as being  responsible for the ISkl training of their employees.

Deficiencies \vere obsened  in the work control process in the development of~vork  packages. A
\vork  package did not identifi  the hazards associated \vith a pressurized system. Nlechanics
proceeded to remove a line from a pump that was used in the HE process. The system was still
pressurized, and the mechanic came in contact with the solution in the pump. The Activity
Hazards Analysis Screen Document and the planner failed to identify the pressurized system.
(see SME.2-1) —

A weakness in the work control process was observed when the procedure writer did not walk
down a new UPS Monthly PM Procedure. The electricians were performing the review of this
new procedure as they were performing the PM. The tsvo electricians performing the work
obtained the redline design drawings from the system engineer before performing the work. This
\vas a good ISiM initiative on the part of the electricians. They thoroughly understood the
hazards identification and mitigation associated with maintenance on the UPS system. (see
SME.2-3)

The work control process for Well 16 pump was not adequate. The original scope \vas to replace
the electric motor. ~vhich  was completed per the work package. but not closed out. Electricians
~.~ere obsemed  [rou’ule shoo[ing  the con[rol  sys[~m \vi[h [he same mo[or ins~al~ation  yvork
package. This \vork package should  have been closed out and a ne~v troub[e  shoot package
de~e[oped. The w’ork control process should iden[if:  the different hazards present \vith the ne~v
scope of~vork. (see S\l E.2-1)

Hazard identification and \vork plaming  control needed improvement. The Job Safety Hazards
.%-ialysis  (JSHA)  was not part of the \J’ork Package for the high voltage electrical outage. The
JSHA  for the high voltage system was only a referenced document in the work package. There
are no records to indicate that the craft actually read the applicable JSHA’S referenced in work
packages. (see SLME.2-2) The JSi-IA shin@  be included in the w~r.~ ackage for the craft to
revie~.v during the pre-job  brief.

..- & . . L. .

Readiness to perform lvork is established at the pre-job  briefs by the craft supervisor. as well as
the crafi personne! performing the task. The crab pcrsoniiei  mderstanci  ihey have stop work
authority if they are not comfortable \vith any aspect of a task. During a pre-job brief a mechanic
\vas not ready to proceed until he \vas comfortable \vith additional PPE”s. This was a good
example of the crafi being responsible for the confirmed readiness aspect of the 1S>1 program.
The pre-job brief for the high voltage electrical outage  was adequate. Due to the increased
hazards associated with the high voltage system, the electrical shop supervisor gave the pre-job
brief. Diagrams of the electrical distribution system \vere reviewed by all the electricians to
ensure they
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were familiar with the scope of work. The other pre-jobs briefs attended have been adequate.
The various craft. and supemisors  interviewed have indicated that the maintenance organization
does not always hold a pre-job brief.

Conclusion

The criteria for this objective have been met.

Issue

SiPIE.2-l Planners are not performing sufficient field verifications to become farniliar,with
the job scope and hazards prior to initiating work packages.

SME.2-2 The Job Safety and Hazard Analysis Program are not an integral part of job work
orders to improve worker safety. JSEL% are not reviewed with the craft at pre-job
briefs.

SME.2-3 The procedure writer did not walk down a UPS Monthly PM procedure as
required by STD-O 143, Technical Procedures System.

-
*“i”-

.- ---

/ p“A . i

I Team Member: Team Leader: ~; w V,’h.—z—%crur
L&ts Emil Morrow
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ISi%IS Verification Assessment Form

Functional .%-es: SN[E I O b j e c t i v e  N u m b e r :  SY[E.3

Radiation Health I Date: June 26,2000

OBJECTIVE
\Vit’nin the individual subject area the planning  of ~vork in~ludes an integrated analysis of
hazards and development and specification of necessary controls. Tlnere is an adequate process
for the authorization and control of lvork and a process for identi~ing  opportunities for feedback
and continuous improvement. Jvirhin the individual subject area, line managers are responsible
for safety; clear roles and responsibilities have been established; and there is a satisfactory level
of competence. (CE II-2, CE 11-3, CE II-4, CE II-5, CE H-6)

Criteria
1. Procedures ardor mechanisms for the individual subject area require adequate planning of

individual work items to ensure that hazards are analyzed and controls are identified.
2. Procedures and/or mechanisms for the individual subject area contain clear roles and

responsibilities. The individual subject area is effectively integrated with line support
managers to ensure that line managers are responsible for safety.

3. Procedures a.dor mechanisms for the individual subject area require controls to be
implemented, that these controls are effectively integrated, and readiness is confh-rned prior
to performing work.

4. Procedures ardor mechanisms for the individual subject area require that persomel  who are
assigned to the subject area have a satisfactory level of competence.

5. Procedures ad’or mechanisms for the indi~idua[  subject ma require that \vithin  the subject
ores feedback and continuous improvement results.

Approach
Record Reviel~:  Revimv the manuals of practice  and selected records that define the procedures
and interactions required for the subject area at the facility or activity. .+ssess the adequacy of the
documents to meet the criteria above and determine that the individual subject area is effectively
integrated into the facility or activity procedures. Review any lessons learned that provide an
opportunity to assess that lessons lea-q ve been effectively used within the subject area.
Review training records of personnel i~~- ubject  area to detem’i-l~.~t  they meet competency.. _-. ..-
stm-tdards. “

Interviews: Intemie~v personnel and responsible managers in the subject area assigned. Interview
line managers to assess the establishment of clear roles and responsibilities and the
understanding of the support provided to line managers. [ntemiew personnel assigned to the
subject area to assess the level of competence.

Obsewations:  Obseme events such as the development of a procedure. development of a
hazards analysis such as a radiological work permit or job hazard analysis, or the approvai
process for an individual work item, \vhich  includes interactions lvith  persomel  of the subject
area.
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Record Review

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

✎✍✎

●

●

●

10 CFR 835, Radiation Protection Program (RPP) for the Pantex  Plant, Rev. 4, October 29,
1999
10 CFR 835, Self-.Assessment. Subpart Yl: Sealed Radioactive Source Control and Appendix
E: Sealed Source .Accountability,  submitted June 1, 2000
NIHC S/RID 2.2.1, Radiation Protection. Document #HC-22 10. Issue 3, June 1, 2000
STD-01 70, Temporary Technical Procedure System, Issue 17, March 24,2000
DIR-000 1. Roles and Responsibilities for the klanagement  and Operation of Pantex Plant,
Issue 7, April 25, 2000
STD-3013, Centralized Review  System, Issue 10, April 14, 2000
STD-32 17, As Low AS Reasonably Achievable (ALARA) Program, Issue 10, March 23,
2000
RSD Workplace Mmitoring  and Control l~=ud, MNL 180410,  Issue 2, Rev. E, May 30,
2000
RSD Organizational and Administration Manual, MNL 180411, Issue 2, Rev. B, May 19,
2000
RSD Internal Dosimetry Manual, MNL 180414, Issue 2, January 14,2000
RSD External Dosimetry Manual, MNL 180413, Issue 2, May 17, 1999
RSD Radiological Nleasurements  Laboratory Manual, MNL 180697, Issue 2, January 14,
2000
RSD Operations Control Manual, MNL 180412, Issue 2, May 27,2000
Pantex Radiological Control Records Management Program Manual, MNL 00038,  Issue 4,
April 12, 1999
Examples of recent \lanagement  Assessments for the Operations Support Non-kLAA
Division (6)
RSD Permanent Required Remiing  File
RSD Immediate Required Reading File
Pantex and RSD Organizational Charts
Health and Safety Plan (HASP) for the Pantex Plant Hazardous Waste Treatment and
Processing Facility. PLAN-PTX-278346,  Rev. O, June 2,2000
Process Hazard Analysis, Hazardous Waste Treatment and Processing Facility, Building 16--
18 and 16-18A, October 1999
Integrated Safety Management Pl~~the  Management axti-Q’~_%@~n  of Pantex,  Rev. 6, --
April 26, 2000
Tracking  and Trending Charts of RSD hlentoring  Activities for Year-to-Date FY2000
klHC IS?vl Phase 11 Self-Assessment for Radiation Health

Interviews

● lvlHC Radiation Safety Department Manager
“ \lI-IC N1.U  Operations Support Section Supervisor
● hlHC N1.A.A Operations Support Section Operations Manager
“ NIHC Technical Support Group Health Physicist
● NIHC Non-MAA Operations Support Section Supervisor
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● hlHC Non-NL%4  Operations Support Section Operations Manager
● >lHC Non-\l.4A Operations Suppofi Section Radiation Safety Technician
“ DOE Radiation Protection ShlE

Observations -,

“ W’56 Disassembly Operations.
“ ~~aste  >lanagement  Facilities in Buildings 11-09 and 16-18.
● .AL-R8 Sealed Container Packaging Process
● B61 D & I Operation
● W62 D & I Operation

Discussion of Results

The review of records demonstrated that the roles and responsibilities of the Radiation Safety
Department are clearly defined, and the responsibilities and timctions of the Department are
integrated into the Plant-wide set of Directives and Standards. The interfaces beween  various
Pantex  groups and the Radiation Safety Department (RSD) are defined. Plant procedures define
an adequate process for the review and authorization of work with respect to RSD, and include
processes for identi~ing  opportunities for feedback and improvement.

The Radiation Safety Department has recently combined a large number of Plant Standards
dealing with the conduct of the RSD’S activities into a smaller collection of manuals grouped by
functional areas. This effort has resulted in an improved system for conveying the necessary
procedural information. along  \vith re!evant roles and responsibilities, to the Radiation Safety
Technicians (RST) for use during  their da)--to-day  activities.

.4 re~ie~~  of other rele~ant  Plan[ Standards verified that the responsibilities of other organizations
v,i[h regards to radiatiori  safety.  a-id the interfaces bet~veen  them and RSD. have been clearly and
broadly disseminated lvithin  the Plant.

During intemiews  with various RSD personnel, it was clear that they were aware of and follot~
their particular roles and responsibilities as assigned by the RSD Manager. These personnel also
demonstrated a satisfactory level of tecxl competence for their positions, along with an.
adequate understanding of the facilitie:%it%ri  which they were---

There .~vere  no concerns identified during the obsewation  of work evolutions. It \vas apparent
that the RSTS and the lvorkers  they ~~ere supporting understood each other’s roles and
responsibilities, and there appearedlo  be a good level of cooperation.

One particular RSD program is note~vorthy.  The RST Mentoring  Program encourages the RSTS
to mentor workers with regards to radiological work practices when they observe a situation of
concern. The RSTS then submit a note to RSD describing the mentoring activity, and those notw
are tracked and trended by the RSD Training Group. On a quarterly basis, the RSD Training
Group reviews the results of the trending, and considers improvements to the training material o:
the need for supplemental training or additional operator aids. (see SME.3- 1 )
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Conclusion

The criteria for this objective have been met. There \vere no issues identified
area. One noteworthy practice was identified, the RST Mentoring  Program.
consider applying this concept to other fictional areas.

for this functional
Pantex  might

Issue

● N o n e

Noteworthy Practice

NP-SME.3-1  The RST Mentoxing  Program is a noteworthy practice for providing feedback and
improvement into both the work practices of the individuals mentored, and into
the overall radiation safety training program.

-—
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ISMS Verification Assessment Form

‘ \ Funct ional  .+rea:  ShlE Objective Number: SfilE.4
High Explosives Date: June 26, 2000

OBJECTIVE
W’ithin  the individual subject wca the planning of \vork includes an integrated analysis of
hazards and development and specification of necessary controls. There is an adequate process
for the authorization and control of \vork and a process for identifying opportunities for feedback
and continuous improvement. l~ithin the individual subject area. line managers are responsible
for safety; clear roles and responsibilities have been established; and there is a satisfactory level
of competence. (CE II-2, CE 11-3, CE H-4, CE II-5, CE H-6)

Criteria
1. Procedures and/or mechanisms for the individual subject area require adequate planning of

individual work items to ensure that hazards are analyzed and controls are identified.
2. Procedures andlor mechanisms for the individual subject area contain clear roles and

responsibilities. The individual subject area is effectively integrated with line support
managers to ensure that line managers are responsible for safety.

3. Procedures ardor mechanisms for the individual subject area require controls to be
implemented, that these controls are effectively integrated, and readiness is coo.fkrned  prior
to performing work.

4. Procedures and/or mechanisms for the individual subject area require that personnel who are
assigned to the subject area have a satisfacto~  level of competence.

i Procedures and~or mechanisms for the individual subject area require that \vithin  the subject-.
area feedback and continuous improvement resul[s.

App roach
Record Revie\v:  Revie\~  the manuals of practice and selected records that define the procedures
and interactions required for [he subject area at the facility or activity. Assess the adequacy of the
documents to meet the criteria above and determine that the individual subject area is effectively
integrated into the facility or activity procedures. Review any lessons learned that provide an
opportunity to assess that lessons learned have been effectively used within the subject area.
Review training records of personnel in+~~ject  area to deteqir.~~~~hey  meet competency
standards.

Inte.miews:  Intemiew’ personnel and responsible managers in the subject area assigned. Intewiew
line managers LO asses> the establishment of clear roles and responsibilities and the
understanding of the support provided to line managers. tnterview personnel assigned to the
subject area to assess the level of competence.

Observations: Observe events such as the development ofa procedure, development ofa
hazards analysis such as a radiological t~ork permit or job hazard analysis. or the approval
process for an individual \vork item. which includes interactions with personnel of the subject
area.

SMELL 1



.

Record Review

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

✎✚

Pantex Plant-s Integrated Safety Ylanagement  Description. Rev. 6. April 26.2000
>lanagement  Integration & Controls S/RID, Issue #S. 4/26/00
131 R-000 1._Policy Directive. Issue 7, April 25, 2000
Development Instruction D. I. No. 00-127, hlachining  of JV 84/87 Production Core Samples,
April 17, 2000
Index No. PX-3257. Daily \fachine  Tool Checklist, Machine Tool Number 736-2824, Bldg.
1~.l~l,Bayll,6-~0-00

Index No. PX-4343, Pre-Job Briefing Building 12-121, Issue No. 4, June 8, 2000
Index No. PX-3399, Explosives Control Checklist, Issue No. 13, 11/15/99
Index No. PX-34 16, Movement Request Form, Issue No. 11, May 18, 1999
Plant Standard STDO 143, Technical Procedures System, Issue21, 3/23/00
Plant Standard STD-3470, On-Site Packaging& Transfer of Hazardous Material, Issue 17,
June 5,2000
Plant Standard STD-3080, Handling of Explosives Contaminated Equipment& Expended
Items, Issue 23, 4/7/00
Plant Standard STD-3 125, On-Site Explosive Hazard Classification, Issue 6, 5/1 8/00
Plant Standard STD-3307, Electroexplosive Device Bonding Requirements. Issue 14, 4/6/00
Plant Standard STD-3350, Heating Explosives, Issue 11, 3/13/00
Plant Standard STD-3700, Vacuum Cleaner& Transfer System for Explosives, Issue 4,
9i22197
Plant Standard STD-9540, Receipt& Release of Non-Nuclear Explosives From &To
External Sources. Issue 2. 915i99
Process Hazard Analysis - High Explosives Nlachining  – Building 12-121. Februay,  1998
12!21-SB. Building 12-121  Safety Basis Documents. 10/2999
Operations and Inspections Standard 88-0202. HE Charge. Charge .A and Charge B
>Iachining \\ ’SS-O, Issue T, 6100  (U)
Operating Procedure P7-0895, Burning Grounds Waste Treatment, Issue .+. 1/12/00
Operating Procedure P7-0898.  Burning Grounds Operating Procedure. Issue I. 1/10/00
Operatirig Procedure P7-0999,  Explosives Movement, Issue J, 6/8/00
Gperator  Training Records (10)

Ifztervie ws

The fol!owing \lHC personnel wtre interviewed:

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

s

PS>I Program Manager, Applied  Technology
Bldg. 12-121 Facility Manager (2)
Bldg. 12-121 Operations Leader
Bldg. 12-121 Engineering Technician (3)
Explosives Tracking Center Section Manager
Explosives Tracking Center Planner/Scheduler
Plant Procedures Manager
Safety Engineer

—



● Bldg. 12-65/83  Operations ilanager
● Explosives Storage Operations Expediter
● \$-aste Operations General Explosives Operations Leader
● \\ ’aste Operations Explosives Operator (2)

Observations

● h[achining  of LX-17 HE in Bldg. 12-121,  Bay 11
● Explosives ~lovement  – Bldg. 12-121 to Bldg. 12-83 to Burning Grounds
“ Heat Treatment at Burning Grounds
● Applied Technology Plan-of-the-\Veek Meeting

Discussion of Results

Ten operator-training records were reviewed to evaluate currency and applicability of training.
The training records are maintained in a system known as TR4C  (Training and Certification
Database). The Database contains required training, dates of last training, and expiration dates.
Training for the operators is current and applicable to the assigned job tasks.

The listed records were reviewed to evaluate incorporation of requirements relating to explosives
safety and applicability to the operations observed. The Process Hazard Analysis – High
Explosives hfachining  – Building 12-121, February, 1998, is a well-written document and
adequately identifies the hazards resident in explosives machining operations. Controls are
identified and flow down into the procedures. The Process Hazard Analysis was developed
using  the 29 CFR 1910.119 (Process Safety  Management) process, as required by the DOE
Explosi~es Safety >Ianwd.

Opero[ing procedures. \vhich  include the Operations and [nspcction  and th~ Developmental
[nstruc[ion. were current and applicable to the operations obsened.  The procedures contained
the appropriate cautions. Personal Protective Equipment requirements and operational steps.

hIHC has established a hierarchy of procedures addressing technical operations. which is
basically divided into Plant Standards and Operating Procedures. Plant Standards are generally
divided into Critical Use, General Use, and Reference Use. Reference Use standards are not
required to be maintained at the worksta~~~where the operation ~s bg,@~ performed. Plant
standards are considered to be administrative documents. without pre~ti~;plive  step-by-step
requirements for the operation. Hoviever.  some Reference Use documents contain the step-by-
step operational requirements. not all of~vhich  may be included in operation procedures. An
example of tfilk is in the paragraph belo~~.

There is some confusion as to the content of Standards and Procedures. One example is STD
3470.  On-Site Packaging and Transfer of Hazardous Material. Section 3.6, On-Site Transfer
Requirements, contains lvaming statements and prescriptive. step-by-step instructions. For
example. 3.6.2 states, ‘-Load. transfer, or store together during  on-site transfer. hazardous
materials only as provided in this procedure. ” Steps 3.6.2  (b) through (g) are sequential, step-by-
step instructions on how to do the work. However, this document is considered to be an
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administrative document. marked Reference Use. Again, Reference Use documents are not
required to be at the location at ~~hich the operation is being perfon-ned.  STD-O 143, Technical
Procedures S>”stem.  states that the Standard covers procedures for all processing. handling,
transportation. and staging operations involving nuclear explosives. high explosives, and other
hazardous materials. By ilHC. s owm requirements, STD-3470 more closely approximates a
technical operating procedure than it does a general administrative document. In a meeting with
a team member, the Plant Procedures \lanager, the Safety Engineer, and the Applied Technology
PS\f Program >lanager,  L~HC agreed that the STD-3470 should indeed be a Technical
Operating Procedure. rather than an administrative Reference Use document. MHC should
review the process for determining the content of Plant Standards and Technical Operating
Procedures. as prescribed by Plant Standard STD-O 145, Technical Procedures System, to assure
operational requirements are properly contained in operation documents. (SME.4- 1 ) This ~ill
help ensure procedures are incorporated into the appropriate review cycles.

The DOE Explosives Safety Manual (DOE M 440.1-1) states that explosives operating
procedures should be reviewed every year, with a mandatory annual review for new, changed, or
reactivated procedures. OS HA, in the 29CFR 1910.119, Process Safety Management Statute,
requires an annual review and certification of procedures. MHC established a two-year review
cycle on explosives operating procedures. Through the S/RIDS process, hfHC adopted the 29
CFR 1910.119 (Process Safety kfanagement) requirements as an equivalency to the Explosives
Safety  Manual requirements. However, hfHC excepted themselves from the annual certification
requirement in 29 CFR 1910.119, claiming the two-year review cycle was equivalent to the
annual certification requirement. DOE approved the S/R-ID, with the exception to the annual
review/certification requirement. The DOE and OSH.4 requirements for an annual review of
operating procedures is to assure procedures are current and applicable to the operation. With an
extended review cycle. the probability of not incorporating processes. facility and equipment
changes in[o an active procedure increases. MHC should reconsider the exception to the annual
re~ieiv  requirements to ensure the currency and adequac} of explosives operating procedures and
m incorporate feedback and improvement opportunities. (S>lE.4-2)

YIHC persorme! \vere in[emie~ved to ascertain their level  of Icno\vledge regarding roles and
responsibilities, support of line management. and depth of knowledge of the ISMS principles.
The persomel interviewed were line managers, supervisors, and operators. Specific questions
were asked in regard to roles and responsibilities specific to the individual’s assigned job
functions; and general questions were ~~.regarding  other pen~i-m~s.roles  and
responsibilities. .411 personnel interview$~  ~tiere cognizant of their in~~>~ual  ro!es and
responsibilities and exhibited knowledge  regarding the roles and responsibilities of other
positions. The responsibility of line management for implementing safety  at the Pantex Plant
was clearly skated by the personnel intervie~ved.

Specific questions were asked of the persomel  interviewed regarding their understanding and
roles in the seven ISklS elements identified at the Pantex  Plant. Persomel were knowledgeable
regarding their responsibilities and involvement in the process. Stop \vork authority is clearly
understood. Indications are that management readily accepts worker input into the process and
adopts recommended changes, which would enhance the safety of the operations. Persomel  are
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actively involved in procedure development and changes to procedures. Ik%iie it is recognized
that scope. schedule. and cost are impotiant, several personnel re!ated that production -
considerations do not appear to take pr&edence  over safety.

. .
The Applied Technology Plan-of-the-Week meeting was attended. The meeting addressed

.

facility status, upcoming maintenance =tivities, and other issues which may impact on the
ability to conduct explosives operation%

.-

>lachining  of High Explosives (LX-17) was observed in Bldg. 12-121. Bay 11. The operation
\vas performed in accordance \vith Development Instruction, D. 1. No. 00-127, Machining of W
S+4/87 Production Core Samples, April 17, 2000. Daily Machine Tool Checklist, Index  No. PX-
3257,  N[acnine Tool h-umber 736-2824. Bldg. 12-121, Bay 11, 6/20/00, was used as part of the
pre-operational check to ensure proper operation of equipment prior to the start of the operation.
Index No. PX-4343,  Pre-.Tob Briefing Building 12-121, Issue No. 4, June 8,2000, was used as a
checklist to ensure applicable procedures and equipment were in place prior to the start of the
operation. A positive feature of the Pre-Job Briefing form is that it contains specific
requirements for validation of currency of the technician’s training requirements and the
technician’s machine qualification requirements. The form is in checklist format, with date and
initials required to validate compliance with each item. The class of the explosive operation,
personnel and explosives limits. suitability of the facility and equipment for the operation, and
operational parameters were in consonance with prescribed requirements.

.b explosives movement was conducted from Bldg. 12-121 to the Bldg. 12-83 loading dock,
then to ~he Burning Grounds for disposal. The explosives material \vas waste from machining
operations. Forms PX-3399, Explosives Control Checklist, Issue No. 13, 11/1 5/99 and
PX-34 16. \lovement  Request  Form, Issue No. 11. >lay 18. i 999. ~,vere used in conjunction \vith
Operating Procedure P7-0999.  Explosives >lovement. Issue J, 6/%’00, for the movement.
[rnplementation  of the Operating Procedure. with the listed forms. precluded inadvertent delive~
ofexp!osi~es  [o a si[c which  ma} not be sble to recei~e  the explosives. Transport equipment \$as
properly inspected and equipped for transporting explosives.

Burning Ground operations, for the dispcsal of \vaste explosives. \vere obsewed.  Operations
were conducted in accordance with Operating Procedure P7-0895, Burning Grounds Waste
Treatment, Issue A, 1/12/00 and Operating Procedure P7-0898, Burning Grounds Operating
Procedure, Issue I, 1/10/00. “*..%-+. .-. -=--- .-..-y-. .

Evidence of implementation of the IS>l~principles  relating to Control Hazards and Perform
Work \vas present in the obsemed operations.

Conclusion
—

Criteria for 2.3, 4, and 5 have been met. Criteria for 1 have not been met.
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Issue

SME:4-1 Operational requirements were found in Plant standard instead of Technical
Operating Procedures, as prescribed by Plant Standard STD-O 143, Technical
Procedures System.

SME.4-2 The exception to the annual review requirement does not ensure the currency and
adequacy of explosive: operating procedures and incorporate feedback and
improvement opportunities.

“.-.
-=3-* -- .-
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lSMS Verification Assessment Form

Functional Area: V.+L Objective Number: VAL. 1

Date: June 26,2000

OBJECTIVE
Ac[iom  taken by .k+O in response to Opportunity for Improvement #5 contained in the April
2000 Pantex Phase I 1S>1S Verification Report are adequate. (AL Manager Direction)

Criteria
1. .k\O has filly addressed the scope of Opportunity for Improvement //5. (The AAO ISM

System Description needs improvement)
2. Objective evidence indicating PAO hm”validated implementation of actions &sociated  with

0FI#5 is available -
3. Actions taken in response to 0FI#5  adequately address issues raised under 0FI#5.

Approach
Review Objective Evidence from MO. Sample implementation of actions taken in response to
0FI#5.

Record Review
● Amarillo Area Office ISM System Description, Rev. 1
● .\.+0 Procedure 103.2.0 (.~uthorization Agreements), Rev. 2
● .\.~.O Procedure 103.4.0  (Functions. Responsibilities and Authorities Ylanual). Re~. 2
● .+.+0 Procedure 110.2.1 (.%+essrnent  Program). Rev. 3

1}1 terviews
0 DOE Area Office \lanager
“ DOE Deputy Area Oftice Nlanager
● Staff  Manager
● Senior Scientific Technical Advisor

Discussion of Results
“-=22%=

The record review and intewie~vs  \vith senior DOE management support the conclusion that
A.+0 has taken adequate action to close all items listed under Opportunity for [mprove:neii[  + 5

7000 Phase I Verification RepoI-t.contained  in the Apti.!, _

Conclusion

The criteria for this objective have been met.

VALI-1
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Issue

● N o n e .

<9 /s4. / +
Team hiember: Team Leader:

Emil Morrow Emil Morrow
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ISMS Verification Assessment Form
. .
—

.—

Functional .+rea: 1’AL Objective Number: VAL.2 I

Date: June 26, 2000 I
-—1

OBJECTIVE
-.

.~ctions  taken by YIHC in response to Oppofinity  for Improvement /+2 contained in the April
2000 Pantex Phase I IShlS Verification Report are adequate. (AL h~anager  Direction)

Criteria
1.

2.

3.

4.

NfHC has fully addressed the scope of Opportunity for Improvement #2. (The MHC ISM
System Description needs improvement to achieve consistency)
MHC’s declaration of readiness for PhaseqI  includes a statement the all issues under 0FI#2
have been resolved.
Objective evidence indicating MHC has validated implementation of actions associated with
0FI#2  is available
Actions taken in response to 0FI#2 adequately address issues raised under 0FI#2.

.Apuroach
Revie\v Objective Evidence from MHC. M.rnple  implementation of actions taken in response to
0FI#2.

Record Review

●

●

●

●

●

●

June 13 .2000. Letter from Benjamin J. Pellegrini. Ph. D.. Pantex  General  \lanager.  to Daniel
E. Glenn. -Mea Ylanager.  Amarillo .+rea  Office. reporting declaration of readiness for Phase
11 tS\[ ~erification
\!HC Readiness Revie’.\ and Assessment Group. Report  of integrated Safety  >lanagement
Phase 11. Line Management Self-Assessments. dated June 12.2000
Plant Standard STD-70 12. Functions of JVeapons  Program hlanagers.  June 12.2000
Plant Standard STD-7043, Operations Directorate, June 7,2000
Internal Operating Procedure 729, Program Management Directorate Project Plan
Development, May 23,2000
hfNL 289226, MHC Feedback a n{~~;vement  Manual, ;~;~~”i3.~CO—-

Interviews

“  Pantex G e n e r a l  hlanager,  MHC ‘-
● Director, Program Management, ~lHC
● Director. Operations. NIHC
● Direc to r .  Suppo r t  Se rv i ce s .  MHC  -

● Director. Applied Technology. MHC
“ Director. ESH&Q, hlHC

VAL2- 1



●

●

Director, Security and Emergency Semites, MHC
Senior Scientific Technical Advisor, DOE, MO  –

Discussion of Results

Senior MHC management and the Senior Scientific Technical Advisor of DOE and AAO were
interviewed with regard to the closure of Opportunity for Improvement #2. Based on the
interviews and review of both the MHC General Manager letter declaring readiness for Phase II
and the MHC Line Management Self-Assessment, selected documents were reviewed in order to
spot-check that reported actions were accomplished. An audit of MHC standards and
publications revealed that a few standards and publications still require revision.

Conclusion

The criteria for this objective have been met

Issue

VAL2.1 The revision of plant standards and procedures that reflect the roles and
responsibilities of the MHC reorganization of ?viarch 2000 has not yet been
completed. Ten standards, two IOP’S, two manuals and six O&I’s had not been
revised as of June 23, 2000. Change requests have been initiated for all items that
have not yet been revised.

,’< ?, / /
.,/,” ,- / /.

Team hlember:  ~/Pti~ Team Leader: _ ~~ &“
Emil Morrow Emil Morrow
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Acronyms

6



./LAO

A L

AB

CAP

CR4D

DOE

HE

ISMS

ISMSV

MHc

OFI

ISM Phase II Verification at Pantex
June 200()

Acronyms

Amarillo Area OffIce

Albuquerque Operations Office

Authorization Basis

Corrective Action F!an

Criteria Review and Approach Document

Depar tment  of  Energy

High Explosives

Integrated Safety Management System

Integrated Safety Management System Verification

Mason and Hanger Corporation

Opportunity for Improvement

e“-
. . . .
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Team Member Biographies
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ISM Phase 11 Verification at Pantex
June 2000

Team Member  Biographies

“ Emil D. Nlorrow
>[r. hlorrow  joined the Department of Energy  (DOE) in June 1995. He is the Senior Technical
Advisor for Safety and Operations in Defense Programs (DP). His duties have included — –

involvement in Defense \-uclear  Facilities Safev Board (DNFSB)  Recommendations,
international liaison with nuclear programs of other nations and advisor to senior DP
Headquarters (HQ) line management.

Nlr. Ylorrow has been involved with the DNFSB Recommendation 95-2 (Integrated Safety
lvlanagement)  since its beginning. For two years he performed additional duties as the .Assistant
Director, Safety Management Implementation Team. In this capacity, he has traveled
extensively throughout the DOE complex on Integrated Safety Management issues. He holds a
B.S. Degree from the U.S. Naval Academy and a M.S. Degree from the George Washington
University. lMr. Morrow’has over 30 years operational experience in the U.S. Navy. He was
directly involved in the management, supervision and operation of naval nuclear reactors. He
served on seven submarines. His ship based experience includes a 54 month tour as an Engineer
Officer and command of hvo nuclear submarines, the USS Whale (SSN 638) and the USS
Providence (SSN 719). He \vas the commissioning comm~qding  officer of the USS providence,
the first vertical launch Tomahawk hlissile  SSN and the first Naval ship to go to sea with a
digital  rod control system. AS a member of the Naval Nuclear Propulsion Examining Board he
conducted over 80 assessments of reactor plants and nuclear facilities and developed the initial
sets of drills, evolutions and tests for the 688 class submarine reactor safeguards examinations.
Ylr. Y[orrow is the founding director of the Na\v”s Nuclear Field A School \vhere  he supemised
the instruction of 5000 stud~n[s  annLMlly.  Senior 0ff7cer assignments included tours as a
Submarine Squadron Commander. tlvo Pentagon tours and Chief  of Staff. Battle Force Seventh
Fleet. In the latter capacit} he was the chief  investigator of three signitlcant incidents. one of
~~ hich recei~ed considemble  in[~mational  coverage.

John N1. Bernier
Ylr. Bemier  is currentl]  the Deputy .Area Manager for the .Alrnarilio  Area Office. He is directly
responsible for self-assessments. issues management, Price Anderson Amendment Act, and
employee concerns; Prior to this, he was the Executive Officer to the Albuquerque Operations

. . i~anager. Mr. Bemier  w-orked for the LT~r Secretary of Energy as the Field Office Liaison
Officer responsible for providing dailj o%~al%riefs to the %cre:a~  c. ~~.~gy and h~ senior staff

- ---e-;.

on significant occurrences throughout the DOE complex. Prior to this, Mr. Bemier was the
Chief  of Facilities Planning Branch at DOE Albuquerque Office responsible for facilities
program irnplerrmta[ion  at the design  and production  wgencies ard lead special  facij,ities moth
ball [ask force. He was also the facilities engineer at the Mound Plant during production
operations. He has over 20 year of experience in the areas of nuclear weapons, nuclear
materials. authorization basis, configuration management, maintenance. facilities planning.
training, environmental restoration, and project management. He has been on several
Operational Readiness Reviews for both chemical and nuclear facility start-up operations. Mr.
Bemier has a B.S. Degree in Civil Engineering from the University of?ie.,v Mexico.
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Robert T. (R. T.) Brock
N[r. Brock is the Senior Scientific and Technical .-ld\isor  for the .Amarillo Area Office and has
over fifteen years of nuclear experience. He is responsible for independently reviewing and
evaluating: nuclear weapon assembly, disassembly and testing operations; nuclear material
storage and handling operations; and high explosive synthesis, fabrication and disposition
operations to determine the adequacy of safety. hf.r. Brock is a Certified ISNIS Verification
Team Leader. He served in varying capacities with the Savannah River Operations OffIce from
1987-1998, and was involved in the operation of a lvide range of nuclear facilities, including
laboratory research and development, spent fuel storage, special nuclear material storage, and
chemical separation processes for tritium, uranium. plutonium and other special isotopes. He has
experience in developing tooling, radiological controls, and written technical procedures for
refueling of naval nuclear reactors. Mr. Brock has a B.S. Degree in Nuclear Engineering from
the University of Tennessee.

Larry D. Earley
Mr. Earley is a Facility Representative (FR) Team Leader for the Richland  Operations Office
and performs as a FR for the Spent Nuclear Fuel Project. Mr. Earley is responsible for the daily
operational and safety oversight for his assigned project and for the day-to-day performance of
his team members. He has eleven years of experience in nuclear facility operations and
oversight. Mr. Earley  joined the Department of Energy (DOE) in 1994 where he helped design
and implement the Richland Operations OffIce FR program. He was selected as a FR in 1995.
Larry has performed as a FR for the Hanford waste treatment, storage, and disposal facilities, the
anal}-tical  laboratories, and for the spent nuclear fuel project. In 1999, Nlr. Earley was promoted
to FR Team Leader. Prior to his DOE experience, Mr. Earley  w-orked  for the Department of
Defense (DOD) in the Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program as a Nuclear Shift Test Engineer at
Llare Island Naval Shipyard. Larry began his government sewice  with his DOD assignment in
198’J,  He has been a team member on four Conduct of Operations .%sessments. one Readiness
.Msessment  and one Line \lanagement  Assessment to verify readiness prior to an operational
readiness revielv.  In addition. klr. Earley has individually performed over one hundred
sumeillances  to verify contractor performance in the operations. nuclearfoccupational  safety,
engineering, maintenance. radiological control, environmental, waste management, and quality
assurance programs. Mr. Earley has a B.S. Degree in Chemical Engineering from the University

.. ~ of Washington in 1989.
. . - -

..-k~. -------- -
- 4-- --- ..*% ~-

Richard (Dick) Englehar-t
. -7

Nlr. Englehart has t~venty  years technical and management direction experience for nuclear
safety and environmental analyses for nuclear po~ver.  uranium fuel cycle.  Pu-238  radioisotope
thermoelectric generator (RTG) N.%SA missions, and DOE non-reactor nuclear” facilities. He
also has seven years experience in nuclear safety policy and standards development and
implementation advice. He has participated in ISivlS Verifications at Y-12 Plant, Pantex, and a
mini verification at the LLNL plutonium facility (B332) in the area of Hazards (identification
and controls). He has participated in verifications at INEEL in the areas of DOE and all areas for
a subset of INEEL facilities. He is certified as an ISM Implementation Team Leader.
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Dr. Englehwjoined  DOEin1990  inthe  New Production Reactors Progrm. Hewasonthestti
of the Chief Engineer as a senior advisor and also was Director, Office of Erivironment  for the
Program. [n 1992 he joined the Office of Nuclear Safety Policy and Standards, where he has had
responsibility for the Safety -Analysis Report (54 S0.23), Technical Safety Requirements
(5480.22), Un.revimyed  Safety Question (5480.21), and Nuclear Safety  Design Criteria (420. I,
section 4.1 ) Orders. This includes drafting guidance, interpretations and advice regarding
implementation. Prior to DOE. Dr. Englehart was employed by NUS Corporation for 18 years,
prot-iding  services [o the nuclear po~ver industry and to DOE as a principle investigator, project
manager, department manager (radiological! programs), and assistant division manager.  He was
an assistant professor of \-uclear  Engineering at the Universi~  of Florida and was director of the
University research reactor for four years. He holds a B. S. Degree in klechanical Engineering
from Carnegie Mellon University, a \l. S. Degree. and a Ph.D. in Nucleai- Engineering from the
Pennsylvania State University. ,.

Joseph J. (Joe) Hassenfeldt
Mr. Hassenfeldt  holds a B.S. Degree from the U.S. Naval Academy, where he graduated with
Merit in 1986. He entered the Navy’s Nuclear Propulsion Program and sewed  as a Division
Officer on a TRIDENT class Ballistic Missile Submarine. In 1991, he joined the Department of
Energy’s (DOE) New Production Reactors (NPR) Program as a Nuclear Engineer guiding and
revie~ving  Heavy W’ater Reactor design. Mr. Hassenfeldt  was DOE’S Action Officer for the
development of DOE’s Business Management Oversight Pilot, the process by which
performance expectations are developed, self-assessed, and overseen by the Field and
Headquarters offices. This is the model upon which Policy 450.5, Line ES&H Uversight, was
based. From 1994 to 1999. he led the Department’s Facility Representative Program for the
Office of Fie!d >lanagement.  including liaison with the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board
(D\-FSB),  policy development. and program improvements. He now \vorks in the Office of :he
Departmental Representative  [o [he DNFSB, on safe~ issues regarding Pantex. the Chicago
Oper~[ions  Office. and the \-ational Labs. specifically. DNFSB Recommendations 98-1, 98-2,
and 99-1. \lr. Hassertfeld[  was the contractor feedback and impro~ement revie~ver  for LawTence
Li\ermore  National Laboratory Integrated Safety Ylanagement phase ItII Verification.

Tim Henderson
iv[r. Henderson is a qualified Facility Representative for Laser Systems with the National
Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA),  Defense Programs, Oakland Operations Office. He

- holds a B.S. Degree in Physics from Nc~eorgia College and ha>- 2 years of professional-, -Y -—. .-
experience including over five years wltfi tfie Department Uf Eri&gy L,’J~Z).  klr. Henderson has
completed the DNFSB 93-3 DOE Technical Qualification Program in hlechanical .s:~stems
during his tenure at Savannah River under the Assistant hfanager  for High Level Waste. Mr.
Henderson has led and participated in various %viro~e~:al.  Safe~, slid Health  (ES%H)
assessments, audits. and reviews including the startup of Savannah River’s Defense Waste
Processing Facility. Replacement High Level Waste Evaporator, In-Tank Precipitation, and Tank
Closure activities. Since 1998, Ylr. Henderson has worked at the LawTence Liverrnore National
Laboratory (LLNL) as a Facility Representative and Laser Safety Officer for DOE Oakland. In
this capacity, he has participated on several DOE reviews at LLNL including leading the Laser
Safety ‘-For Cause”. Review and participating in the Electrical Safety .. For Cause” Assessment.
He reports to the .%sismnt hlanager for the Livermore Site (Livermore Safety Oversight
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Division) responsible for the ES&H oversight of LLNL as a General Engineer/Physicist. His
duties task him to provide iine management contractor oversight on ES&H issues, high haztid-
laser systems. and nuclear and non-nuclear facility point-of-contact. Specific facilities of
oversight include the National Ignition Facility, AVLIS, NOV.A projects, and miscellaneous
Defense Program laser research. Mr. Henderson has also led the effort to approve the SAR and
development of the SER for Site 300 Weaponization Program. He is also a member of the Core
Technical Group, American Nuclear Society. and the Bay Area Laser Safety Officers
Organization on the West Coast. As a Program \lanager  at Savannah River Site from 1995 to
1998, he was instrumental in developing the Tank Closure Plan and subsequent closure of the
Departments and the \vorld”s  first High Level Radioactive Waste Tank. Also in that capacitv,
he was the interface be~een  DOE and the Citizen’s .+dvisory  Board. a public body for
disseminating information on DOE issues. Prior to DOE, Mr. Henderson”s  relevant experiences
include Instructor of Physics and Japanese within the University of Georgia System for four
years. He has also worked for Rockwell Power Systems in concert with the Department of
Defense (Defense Advm”ce  Research Project Agency) involving laser tracking systems on the
Star Wars and Strategic Defense Initiative Projects for NASA space shuttle in-flight tracking and
bow-shock missile experiments.

Allan  Herrbach
Mr. Herrbach  has a B. A. Degree in Public Service Administration/ Management Systems
Analysis. His technical background was gained in the U.S. Naval Explosive-Ordnance Disposal
(EOD) School. numerous explosive safety courses, and weapons training. He has also received
extensive technical safety training in various safety disciplines. He has been named on two NRC
licenses for Lr. S. Army Commands. He was the Nuclear Surety Officer for Kirtland Air Force
Base. He has twenty years experience as a Safety Specialis~Ianager  in the DOD and DOE
communities. Safety experience included industrial safety program management and
assessments in heavy  industrial and reasearch and development areas. He is a voting  member of
the DOE Explosile  Safety Committee and a \vorking  member of the DO E, X.+ S.+ Pressure
Safety \Vorking  Group. He is also a voting  member on the DOE Construction Safety Committee
and the Hoisting and Rigging Technical Advisory Committee. hfr. Herrbach was a Team
lvlember on the Operational Readiness Review for the Isotope Fuels Impact Test Facility at Los
Alamos National Laboratory; the RA?vlROD Readiness Assessment at Los A1amos National
Laboratory; the DARHT Readiness Assessment at Los Alamos National Laboratory; the WALS
Readiness Assessment (W) at the Pantex Plant; the TSR RA at the Pantex Plant; and the 1-125. ..-,. . RA at Sandia National Laboratories T4j-~OMM IFT IL4 at Lm@yq

--- —

Jo Kersh
kls. Kersh is a Technical .4ssistant  for XL Associates. Inc. Prior to her employment with XL
Associates, Inc.. she \vas a Program Assistant in Defense Programs. Department of Energy —- . . .

(DOE). She has 13 years of government sewice, including 12 years with the Department of
Energy. As a Program Assistant at DOE and in her current position. Ms. Kersh plans and
schedules Operational Readiness Reviews (ORRS),  Readiness Assessment (R%), and Integrated
Safety Management System Verifications (ISklSVs)  encompassing comprehensive, functional,
managerial, and programmatic verification of DP nuclear facility safety. She coordinates
logistics, travel, and other arrangements for ORRS, K4s,  and IShLSVs of DOE programs which
deal with DP’s (and other programs as requested) nuclear projects, operations, and facilities. She
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assists in selected aspects of ORRS. RAS, and ISMSVS by reviewing and analyzing limited areas
of an administrative nature where well-established policies and procedures are in place; and
contributes factual information for incorporation into reports. She coordinates and oversees the

‘ processes involved in report preparation. She assures documents receive appropriate
classification designation and handling.

Lls. Kersh has provided administrative coordination and technical support for the Technical
Safety Assessment at Kansas City Plant. Kansas City. Missouri. ORRS have included: Building
37 i at Rocky  Flats Site: Replacement Tritium Facilitv; F-Canyon Phase I and Phase II, FB-Line,
In-Tank Precipitation, Defense Waste Processing Facility, Consolidated Incinerator Facility, H-
Canyon, Replacement High Level Waste Evaporator, and K-Area klaterial  Storage at the
Savannah River Site, Aiken, South Carolina; Combined Device Assembly Facility, at Nevada
Test Site, lMercury,  Nevada; Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, Carlsbad, New Nfexico; Buildings 9212
and 9215 Enriched Uitiurn Operations at Y-12; and Building 9212 Resumption of Fissile
Material Handling at Y- 12, OROO. She coordinated the RA for Receipt, Storage, rmd Shipment
at the Y-12 Site, OROO, tid assisted with the administrative support for the RA for Disassembly
and Assembly at the Y-12 Site, OROO, Oak Ridge, Temessee. Ms. Kersh was the
administrative support for Environment, Safety and Health on the HigMy Enriched Uranium
Vulnerability .Assessment  at the Pantex Site in Anarillo,  Texas. Ms. Kersh has also provided the
administrative coordina~ion  for the ISMSV Phase I at Savannah River Site, and Phase II at FB-
Line Savannah River Site: Phase I and II lSMSV at Rocky Flats Site; Phase I ANL-W at Idaho;
Phase I at Nevada  Test Site: and Phase I at LLNL.

Douglas NL Ylinnema
>lr. Ylimema  is a Certified Health Physicist and a nuclear  engineer \vith the Office of Technical
Supmrt  in the Office of Defense  Progms, DOE. Dr. >linnema joined DOE in November..
1995. and is currently the Radio lo:icai  Control Pro~ram .Advisor [0 Def~n~~ pro~rams. He holds
a B.S. E. and >l. S.E. in Xuclear Engineering. and a \l. S. in Radiological Health, all from the
L_ni\ersit>  of\lichiqn.  and a Ph.D. in \uc!ear  Engineering from the University of New
\lexico.  Dr. >Iimema previously t~orked  at Sandia N-ational Laboratories (SNL) for over 16
years \vi[h his time di~ided  equally between health physics and research reactor operations. He
has been a qualified hea!th  physicist at the SPR and .ACRR reactor facilities and the SNL Hot
Cell Facility, a certified reactor operator of the SPR II, SPR III, and Critical .Assembly reactors,
and has performed accident analyses and criticality safety evaluations in support of SNL nuclear
material operations and experiments. H- also been involved in a variety of environmental.-
and $,eld test operations. For almost thr~- ~eirs.  Dr. ?vlinnana v;as . . .+~.e“:%”-- d to DOWDP
Headquarters assisting the program offices with radiological operations issues, primarily the
implementation of the Occupational Radiation Protection Rule, 10 CFR 835. and the DOE
Radiological Control Llanua!.  As a DOE emp!oyee, he participated on the H-CanyGn and the
KAfilS ORRS at the Savannah River Site. the Enriched Uranium Operations Restart ORR at the
Y-12 Plant, the ISh{ Phase 1/11 Verification at the Superblock  Facility at LLNL, and conducted
an assessment of the LLNL radiation protection program. He is also a reviewer and contributing
author for the LANL and SNL,N>l Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statements, and the LLNL
Supplement Analysis

Dan Peilegrino
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\fr. Pellegrino  has a B. S. Degree in Electrical Engineering. He has 19 years of experience in
program management. operations. and quality assurance. Dan has been c!osely involved with the
Department of Energy (DOE) implementation of Integrated Safety Management (lSM). He is a
Certi~ied  ISYIS Verification Team Leader, and was the Deputy Team Leader for Pantex  (PX)
and Sandia National Laboratories (SNL) ISMS Verifications. Dan F2d the ISM Verifications at
the Kansas City Plant. the Nonproliferation and National Security [nsititute  (NNSI), and the
Grand Junction Office (G.JO). Dan also was the Deputy Team Leader for the Los Alamos
\-ational  Laboratory (LAXL) FY99 Special Assessment. Dan’s operational experience includes
project team membership for restart of the Dynamic Balancer at PX. Other recent duties include:
.Mbuquerque Operations Office (.AL) representative on the Pantex  ISM Facilitation Team
responsible for facilitation of IShl at P.X; Conduct of Operations subject matter expert Team
Llember  for the Annual Core Research Reactor (.ACRR) Operational Readiness Review (ORR);
Primary AL liaison for Defense Nuclear Facility Safety Board (DNFSB) activities; AL Price
Anderson Coordinator; ~d, Member of the Type A investigation team for the fatal shooting
incident at the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL).  From May 1981 to June 1991, Dan
was involved in DOE/AL’s weapon quality program. He provided oversight of weapon
component quality and final assembly for products produced at DOE/AL production facilities.
These sites include the Kansas City Plant, the Mound Plant, the PX Facility, and the Rocky Flats
Plant. He provided direction, guidance, and evaluation to assure product quality met
specifications during development, preproduction, and production. He also performed weapon
quality assurance surveys, analyzed and approved DOE Area Office sumey schedules, and
revie~ved quality data to detect trends.

Teresa Sena
>1s. Sena has 18 years experience in nuclear \veapons.  nuclear material, nuclear and hazardous
\vaste management, nuclear facility operations, manufacturing systems. project and program
management and environmental protection. This experience \vas gained at the Pantex  Plant, Los
.+lamos  Xational  Laborato~.  Kansas City Piant, Sandia National Labora[o~,  Y-12 plant,  Rocky
Flats Plant, and Hanford. From 1998 to 2000. Ms. Sena managed the Stockpile Life Extension
Program for DOE Defense Programs, coordinating and integrating the weapons requirements,
research and development, production. and resource planning for the refurbishment of the
nuclear weapon stockpile, with DOE Defense Programs, Los .Marnos National Laboratory,
Sandia National Laboratory, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, Pantex Plant, Kansas
City Plant, Y-12 Plant, and Savannah ~r. During 1996 through 1998, Ms.Sena was the.:

,. Program Manager for Pit Production ~$“~_fiification  in supFuil-hfP~fiuclear  weapon
stockpile. She was responsible for managing the development of new -tee-mologies required for
the production of pits at the Los .Alamos National Laboratory-. managed all aspects of producing
nuclear and non-nuclear- pit components at Los Alamos. represented program concerns
associated with the operation of nuclear facilities at Los Alamos, and represented program
interests on supporting construction projects at the Lab. From 1991 to 1996, Ms. Sena was
responsible for providing counsel on compliance with environmental regulations for hazardous,
radioactive mixed, classified hazardous, and sanitary waste management operations in support of
the nuclear ~veapons complex. Prior to joining the DOE. his. Sena provided regulatory,
engineering systems analysis and program management support as a contractor at the Rocky
Flats Plant and as a Research Engineer with Battelle  at the Hanford Site. Ms. Sena has a B. S.
Degree in Industrial Engineering. Ms. .%na has been formally trained in readiness reviews and
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nuclear exp!osive  and weapon s~ety.—

L a r r y  Zalants  –

Mr. Zalants has a B. S. Degree in Civil Engineering from the University of South Carolina. He
worked as a Naval Architect (structural engineer) and Nuclear Engineer at the Charleston Naval
Shipyard from 1983 to 1991. He-was responsible for the design and installation of various
engineering features for surface ships and submarines. Performed waterfront support for
production shops for ships and submarines in overhaul. Conducted liaison between various
civilian and government shipyards for ships in regular overhaul. Lead Tiger Teams to make
emergency ship repairs.

hf.r. Zalants  worked as a DOE Project Manager from 1991 to 1996, where he managed Genera!
Plant, Capital Equipment, and Major Projects. He was responsible for maintaining technical
scope, schedule and budget for assignment projects throughout the site. He was responsible for
the Sitewide Chiller Upgrade Project, where he received extensive training in Heating,
Ventilation and Air Conditioning. Mr. Zalants worked as a Facility Representative in the Tritium
Facility horn  1996 to 1998. He provided oversight of tritium extraction, gas processing, reservoir
loading and unloading, and reservoir reclamation. Mr. Zalants became the lMaintenance  Program
Manager for the Tritium Facility in 1998. He provided interface between operations and
maintenance to ensure production schedules. Provided program support for expanding the
predictive maintenance program to include thermography, oil analysis, and vibration analysis.
lMr. Zalants  is currently a Facility Representative overseeing the operations of the Savannah
River Technology Center, which is a fully functional radiological and chemical research facility
with radiological waste treatment systems, high level robotic containment cells, and complex
ventilation systems.
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