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I ntroduction

TheU.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Office
of Independent Oversight (Independent Oversight)
conducted an inspection of environment, safety,
and health (ES&H) programs at the DOE Los
Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) during
October and November 2005. Theinspectionwas
performed by Independent Oversight’s Office of
Environment, Safety and Health Evaluations.
Independent Oversight reports to the Director of
the Office of Security and Safety Performance
Assurance, who reports directly to the Secretary
of Energy.

Within DOE, the National Nuclear Security
Administration (NNSA), Office of the Deputy
Administrator for Defense Programs, has line
management responsibility for LANL. NNSA
provides programmiatic direction and funding for
stockpile stewardship, facility infrastructure
activities, and ES&H program implementation at
LANL. Asaresearch and devel opment laboratory,
LANL also performs projects for various other
DOE organizations, other U.S. government
agencies, industry, and foreign clients. At thesite
level, line management responsibility for LANL
operations and safety falls under the Los Alamos

1 Consistent with common practice, the term “LANL” is
used to refer to both the physical facility and the onsite
contractor management. The term “University of
California’ isused to refer tothe University of California
management that provides corporatedirectionto theonsite
LANL management team and that performs corporate
line management and evaluation functionsat LANL.

Site Office (LASO). The NNSA Service Center
isresponsiblefor providing ES& H technical support
(e.g., safety basis and specialized ES&H
disciplines) and administrative support services
(e.g., legal, human resources, employee concerns
program, and training) to LASO in severa areas
in accordance with support agreements.

LANL? is managed and operated by the
University of California. The LANL contract is
currently in a competitive bid process, with a
selection of awinning bidder anticipated for latein
calendar year 2005. A LANL subcontractor, KSL
Services, performs many of the facility
maintenance activities at LANL.

LANL'sprimary missionisto providescientific
and engineering support to U.S. national security
programs. LANL performs research,
development, design, maintenance, and testing in
support of the nuclear weapons stockpile. LANL
also performstheoretical and applied research and
development in such areas as materials science,
physics, environmental science, energy, and health.

To support these activities, LANL operates
numerous laboratories, test facilities, and support
facilities and performs such activities as facility
maintenance and waste management. LANL
activitiesinvolvevarious potentia hazardsthat need
to be effectively controlled, including exposureto
radiation, radiological contamination, nuclear
criticality, hazardous chemicals, and various
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physical hazards associated with facility operations
(e.g., machine operations, high-voltage electrical
equipment, pressurized systems, noise, and
construction/maintenance activities). Largequantities
of fissileand radioactive materialsare present in various
forms at LANL.

The purpose of this Independent Oversight
inspection was to assess the effectiveness of ES&H
programs at LANL as implemented by LANL and
LASO. Independent Oversight used a selective
sampling approach to eval uate arepresentative sample
of activitiesat LANL, including:

e LANL implementation of the core functions of
integrated safety management (ISM) through its
LANL integrated work management (IWM)
processfor selected activities, including:

Chemistry (C) Division, focusing on operations
at Technical Area (TA) 46 and TA-48

— Dynamic Experimentation (DX) Division,
activities in TA-8; TA-9; TA-15, Dual-Axis
Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test Facility
(DARHT); TA-36; TA-40; and TA-55,
interface with Nuclear Materials Technology
(NMT) Division

— NMT Division, focusing on programmatic
activitiesin TA-55

— Facility maintenance and construction work
performed by KSL in support of the applicable
LANL Responsible Division Leader, focusing
on work performed in TA-46, TA-48, TA-8,
and TA-55.

In evauating these activities, Independent Oversight
focused primarily on implementation of ISM at the
facility and activity/task levels. Independent Oversight
also emphasized evaluation of recent management
actions and improvement initiatives to strengthen
effective implementation of the LANL IWM process.

e LANL feedback and continuous improvement
systems.

e Essential safety systems, with primary emphasis
on engineering and configuration management;
surveillance, testing, and maintenance; and
operation of ventilation and fire suppression systems

at TA-55. Also reviewed were the TA-55 nuclear
safety systems, which had not undergone an in-
depth technical review in recent years, while
nuclear safety requirements have been
significantly strengthened. As part of the review
of essential safety systems, Independent Oversight
also selectively evaluated corrective actionsbeing
pursued by LANL and LASO for important-to-
safety systems and associated engineering
programs and processes.

* LASO and LANL effectivenessin managing and
implementing selected aspects of the ES&H
program that |ndependent Oversight hasidentified
as focus areas, including the status of
implementation of an environmental management
system (EMS); chronic beryllium disease
prevention program (CBDPP); hoisting and rigging;
safety management for protective force training;
and safety system oversight. Independent
Oversight selects focus areas—areas that warrant
increased attention across the DOE complex—
based on a review of operating events and
inspection results. Although these topics are not
individually rated, theresults of focusareareviews
are considered in the evaluation of ISM core
functions.

In the above areas, Independent Oversight
examined LASO and LANL progressand effectiveness
in devel oping, implementing, and verifying corrective
actions for previously identified ES& H deficiencies.
Independent Oversight placed particular emphasis on
the deficienciesidentified in Independent Oversight’s
April 2002 inspection and the 2004 LASO/LANL
management self-assessments, which LANL
performed following a July 2004 stand-down of most
LANL activities.

The 2004 stand-down was directed by site
management because of security and ES& H concerns.
Based on direction from the Deputy Secretary of
Energy, Independent Oversight deferred a planned
inspection in September 2004 and instead performed
an assistance review in support of the Site Office —
and by extension the Laboratory contractor — to
critically assess safety at LANL. Specifically,
Independent Oversight inspectorsworked with LASO
and LANL personnel to help identify deficienciesin
facility conditions, work processes and procedures, and
institutional ES& H programs, aswell asadvising them
0n assessment processes, prioritizing deficiencies, and
eval uating extent of condition.




During the 2004 assistance review, Independent
Oversight determined that the resumption process had
apositiveimpact onimproving ES& H performance by
identifying a number of areas requiring LANL
management attention and action and by raising safety
awareness across the site. However, it was also
concluded that significant remaining efforts required
management attention and priority at the highest levels
of LANL, LASO, and NNSA. In particular, it was
noted that sustained and continued attention would be
needed toimprove Site Office and L aboratory oversight
and assessment processes, improve compliance with
reguirements and procedures, ensure that expectations
are understood and implemented, improve
implementation of the IWM process, and prevent
recurrences of past problems.

At the 2004 assistance review, most LANL
activities were undergoing validation and few had
actually been approved for resumption. Since then,
LANL organizations have completed their identified
pre-start actions and resumed operations. However,
all LANL research and support organizations are still
completing a number of ongoing corrective actionsin
accordancewith corrective action plans. Inaddition, a
number of ingtitutional issues—issuesthat span multiple
organizations and/or require corrective actions at the
institutional level — were identified and are being
addressed through institutional processes, such asthe
operational efficiency project or institutional-level
corrective action plans.

Sections 2 and 3 discussthe key positive attributes
and weaknessesidentified during thisreview. Section
4 provides a summary assessment of the effectiveness
of themajor |ISM elementsthat werereviewed. Section
5 provides Independent Oversight’s conclusions
regarding the overall effectiveness of NNSA/LASO
and LANL management of the ES&H programs, and
Section 6 presents the ratings assigned during this
review. Appendix A provides supplemental information,
including team composition, and Appendix B identifies
the specific findings that require corrective action and
follow-up.

Four technical appendices (C through F) contain
detailed results of the Independent Oversight review.
Appendix C provides the results of the review of the
application of the core functions of 1ISM for work
activities. Appendix D presents the results of the
review of feedback and continuous improvement
processes and management systems. Appendix E
presents the results of the review of essential safety
system functionality, and Appendix F presents the
results of the review of safety management of the
selected focus areas. For each of these areas,
Independent Oversight identified opportunities for
improvement for consideration by NNSA and
contractor management. The opportunities for
improvement are listed at the end of each appendix so
that they can be considered in context of the status of
the areas reviewed.




Positive Attributes

Several positive attributes were identified in
ES&H programs, including some noteworthy
communication tools.

The management self-assessment (M SA)
and resumption process resulted in
improvements in the LANL safety
management system. Following the July 2004
stand-down of most LANL operations, each LANL
division conducted one or more MSASs, which
included multi-disciplinary team reviews of
management, ES& H, operations, and engineering
aspects of their divisions. The MSA process
identified potential saf ety improvements, some of
which were prioritized as pre-start findings and
othersthat wereincluded in the LANL corrective
action process. Significant positive attributes of
the MSA process are: (1) the identification of
hundreds of opportunitiesfor safety improvements
at thework activity, group, division, and institutional
levels; (2) the involvement of many LANL
participants (management, researchers, and staff)
in conducting intensive, independent peer reviews
of work activities in areas and organizations to
which they were normally not assigned; and (3)
the opportunity to focus on issues central to
improvementsin safety, particularly sincedl other
site activities had stopped during this period
awaiting the outcome of the MSAs.

The Corrective Action Review Board
(CARB) provides an effective forum for
addressing local and institutional issues. The
CARB provides a needed replacement of the
Resumption Review Board, which was an
effective means for reviewing issues during the
stand-down. CARB'’s operations are focused on
amagjor need at LANL, namely the quality and
efficacy of corrective action plans for the many
local issues discovered during MSAs and
laboratory readinessreviews. The CARB’sformal
approach to eval uating the corrective action plans,
including its use of standard Review Criteria
Checklists, promotes uniformity and rigor in the
review process and has the potential for ensuring

that divisions' corrective action plansare based on
good analyses and are comprehensive, adequate,
and consistent.

LASO has provided clear expectations
and incentives, and LANL has aggressively
responded in establishing an EMS using a
noteworthy communication tool (called
“Toolkit”) to aid in implementation. In
coordination with LASO, LANL hasestablished a
senior EMS steering committee to drive line
implementation and has opted to seek International
Standards Organization (1SO) 14001 third-party
certification. An EM S has been established within
the LANL ISM system at the institutional level
based on SO 14001 core elements. ThisEMSis
being implemented within the divisions using the
Los Alamos National Laboratory Environmental
Management System Toolkit, which is a
noteworthy communication tool. Inobtaining |SO
14001 certification, LANL engaged a third-party
registrant to perform a four-phase audit. In the
second phase, the auditors determined that because
LANL’s existing EMS met DOE and 1SO 14001
requirementsfor an EMS, LANL can self-declare
an EM S has been established. LANL also hasan
award-winning pollution prevention (P2) program
that includes afunding set-aside processfor waste
minimizati on/pollution prevention projects.

TheLANL Mirror publication summarizing
incidents, events, and lessons learned is an
excellent means of sharing information about
significant operational events and injuries
occurring at the Laboratory and throughout
the complex, along with actions taken and
lessons learned. This high-quality, quarterly
publication includesfull color graphics, awell laid
out format, and clearly written descriptions and
lessons. TheMirror iswidely distributed at various
locations around the Laboratory aswell asonline,
and the high quality of the publication assures a
broad audience for communication about safety
incidents and exposure to safety lessons that
promote safe work behaviors.




Weak hesses

Although some aspects of the LANL ISM
program are effective, weaknesseswereidentified
in implementation of work control processes,
aspects of radiation safety, configuration
management for safety systems, and analysis of
the technical bases for safety system parameters.
There also are longstanding weaknesses in the
LANL issues management system.

LANL’s implementation of new work
control processes and corrective actions from
previous assessments have not been timely
and effective. The 2004 resumption effort
identified alargenumber of deficienciesinLANL's
implementation of 1SM, including ingtitutional-level
and division-level deficiencies. LANL also
developed a set of corrective action plans and
processes for reviewing and approving the
corrective actions before closure. Theresumption
process led to many improvements and planned
improvements in safety management. However,
in the past year, many of the LANL efforts have
lost momentum, have not been implemented as
intended, or have not been fully effective. Asa
result, LANL continues to have deficienciesin a
number of areas, including anumber of ingtitutional
weaknesses that impact multiple divisions or that
require additional corrective actions at the
ingtitutional level aswell asin specific organizations.
First, there are weaknesses in expectations for
implementing IMP-300.2, the LANL procedurefor
the IWM process for work activities, and LANL's
approach toinitial implementation. The procedure
provides an acceptable framework for a work
management process, but LANL has not provided
sufficiently clear expectationsand milestonesinall
areas to ensure effective implementation across
LANL. Second, severa LANL divisionshave not
been effective in implementing the IMP-300.2
process and in meeting those requirements that
were clearly defined. In several cases, divisions
have applied WM requirementsincorrectly or non-
conservatively. For example, IMP-300.2 gives
specific requirements for use of the “qualified
worker” designation asacontrol for specific tasks;
however, several divisions have inappropriately
used thisdesignation asthe only control for certain

tasks or jobs, without meeting the IMP-300.2
requirements. Somedivisions have stated that their
IWDscomply with or are equivalent to IMP-300.2
requirements, even though their WDs do not meet
these requirements. Third, LANL has not
addressed a longstanding lack of subject matter
expert (SME) involvement in identifying and
analyzing hazards. Ineach areainspected (LANL
and KSL), deficiencies in hazards analyses and
missing or inadequate controls were observed in
areas of ES&H that are normally addressed by
ES&H professionals. These include lack of
baseline hazard surveysor work activity exposure
assessments, industrial hygiene involvement in
chemical evaluation and WD controlsfor chemical
exposures and noise, medical department
involvement in IWD controls addressing first aid
instructions for hazardous chemicals such as
hydrogen fluoride, and radiation protection group
involvement inreview and approval of radiological
work control documents.

The TA-55 nuclear facilities do not always
operate with therigor and formality required
for operation of a hazard category 2 nuclear
facility in fundamental areas, and LASO has
not provided the necessary long-term,
consistent, and effective oversight and
stewardship to effect lasting improvements
in all needed nuclear safety areas. A number
of examples of inadequate implementation of the
basic elements of safe nuclear operation were
identified at TA 55. The facility lacks up-to-date
diagrams for the important-to-safety systems,
equipment identification numbers for all critical
components; corresponding identification tags/
labels permanently affixed to these components;
and formal, procedurally controlled valve lineups
for system operation to provide the most
fundamental system configuration control. The
technical safety requirement surveillances, process
hazards analyses, individual work documents, and
training have not completely and correctly
established and implemented operational limits of
the fire hazard analysis, especially in regard to
combustiblelimits. Thecurrent authorization basis
has not been adequately maintained to reflect the




facility and analyseschanges. Several credible accident
scenarios potentialy not within the envelope of the
authorization basis (e.g., non-conservative analyses of
system interactionsfor the design basis seismic event)
wereidentified and arerelated to alack of design basis
failure and effects analysis. LANL does not have a
functional design document control process; critical
documents either do not exist or cannot be readily
retrieved. The TA-55 corrective actions process has
a number of significant weaknesses, and many
longstanding and newly identified issues have not been
entered into acorrective action system, in part, because
many employees are not aware of the existence of a
corrective action system.

Inside the TA-55 Plutonium Facility

LANL continues to struggle with establishing
and implementing fully effective feedback and
improvement processes to consistently and
rigorously evaluate safety processes and
performance; document, analyze, and effectively
manage corrective and preventive actions;
investigate injuries and illnesses to establish and
implement effective recurrence controls; and
identify lessons learned from safety incidents and
apply them to work activities. Even as line
organizationsdevel op and implement corrective actions
to addressissuesidentified in previous self-assessments,
including resumption evaluations, the existing
requirementsfor self-assessment, i ssues management,

and occupational injury and illness investigations are
not being implemented consistently or effectively. Line
organizations continue to modify institutional
requirements to suit individual preferences or fail to
discontinue past practicesthat do not comply with new
institutional requirements. Required management
assessments are ot being performed by organizations
with the highest risk profiles at the Laboratory and in
such areas as nuclear safety basis and design control
processes. Longstanding weaknesses have not been
effectively addressed to prevent recurrence, and few
internal management self-assessments of performance
are performed. The causes of unacceptably high rates
of occupational injuries and illnesses have not been
aggressively analyzed to establish effective recurrence
controls. Improvementsto address known weaknesses
in institutional feedback and improvement processes
have been drafted, but management has indefinitely
delayed approval and implementation. In some cases,
the causes of and resolutions for events, injuries, and
significant program implementation deficiencieshave
been attributed solely to inadequacies in program
processes and procedures. However, root cause
analysesare either not performed or do not adequately
addresslineimplementation deficiencies; thus, most or
al corrective actions are assigned to the program
owners, who then craft additional changesin processes
and start the cycle again. These conditions and
behaviorswere observed in the Operational Efficiency
projects, the Integrated Work Management Committee,
and the management of findings from internal
independent assessments. Support organizations,
committees, and program owners responsible for
development and oversight of safety programs and
initiativeseither do not have sufficient authority or have
not assumed authority to effectively monitor
implementation and ensure effective performance.
Management has neither ensured that sufficient
resources and authority are established for safety
programsnor enforced established safety requirements
by holding organi zations and managers accountablefor
compliance and effectiveimplementation.




Summary Assessment

Thefollowing paragraphs provide asummary
assessment of theLASO and LANL activitiesthat
Independent Oversight evaluated during this
inspection. Additional details relevant to the
evaluated organizationsareincluded in thetechnical
appendices of thisreport.

ISM Core Function Implementation

LANL hasmade progressin some areas, such
ascontinuing effortsto devel op and implement the
IMP-300.2 procedure, as a result of their efforts
to address previously identified deficiencies.
However, in many cases, the previousdeficiencies
arestill evident because corrective actionsare not
complete, not comprehensive, or not effective.
Further, there are a number of deficiencies in
institutional safety management systems, including
weaknessesin implementing specified IMP-300.2
requirements and a continuing lack of SME
involvement inidentifying and analyzing hazards.

C-Division. Significant work control
accomplishments are evident in C-Division since
the completion of the MSA. IWDs are numerous
and, ingeneral, adequately identify work/research
tasks, hazards, and controls. The staff is
knowledgeabl e of the hazards and controlswithin
their workspaces, and all work observed was
performed safely. Engineering controlswithinthe
C-Division laboratories are well designed and
effective. However, much remains to be done.
Three areas of concern identified by |ndependent
Oversight with respect to hazard analysis are
significant, particularly when considering that
during the past two years C-Division has had two
accidents that warranted investigationsby LANL
investigation teams. These areas of concern are:
(2) research and shop activity-level hazards that
have not been sufficiently analyzed and/or
documented in IWDs; (2) area or laboratory
hazards that have not been identified,
communicated, or adequately managed; and (3)
insufficient ES& H involvement in theidentification
and analysisof hazards and development of hazard
controls. Of the nine judgments of need in the
recent report on the Type B investigation of the

acid vapor inhal ation accident, which occurred on
June 7, 2005, in TA-48, four were associated with
the identification, analysis, categorization, and
documentation of hazards. In other areas, C-
Division is not fully compliant with IMP-300.2,
although some aspects of IMP-300.2 may not
significantly enhance worker safety for some C-
Divisonresearch activities. Thelack of adivisiona
and ingtitutional integrated training program has
resulted in someline managersnot having sufficient
toolsto verify that workers are adequately trained
prior to performing work. Some of these concerns
were causal factorsin recent accidents within the
C-Division. A number of these concerns may
require bothingtitutional and C-Division corrective
actions. All of these deficiencies had been
previously identified during the C-Division MSA,
recent LANL Audits and Assessment Division
assessments, or the 2002 Independent Oversight
inspection. However, the outstanding corrective
actions from these previous assessments (in
particular the C-Division M SA) are numerousand
extensive, and most have not yet been completed.

DX Division. Many aspects of DX
implementation of Core Functions 1 through 4 are
effective. Existingwork documents, project plans,
and work schedules adequately define the scope
of work for most current DX activities. ThelWM
process adequately addresses identification and
analysis of hazards, and in most cases, DX
appropriately implementstherequirements. Inmost
cases, appropriate controls have been established
and implemented for recognized hazards. Most
observed DX work was appropriately verified as
ready, authorized, and performed within established
controls. Although most DX hazards analysesand
controls are appropriate, Independent Oversight
observed afew deficienciesin LANL institutional
guidance for development of IWDs, inclusion of
environmental and waste management hazardsin
DX IWDs, performance of industrial hygiene
baseline hazards surveys, and performance of work
within established controls. In addition, many
workers still are not aware of the benefits of the
IWM process and expressed the sense that IWDs
did not improve safety or, in some cases, actually




decreased safety by shifting focusfrom safety analysis
to an administrative exercise. Management attention
isneeded inthesefew areasto optimizeimplementation
of the IWM process and ensure acceptance of the
process by DX personnel.

NMT Division. NMT/TA-55 hasgenerally robust
processes and systemsto plan and control programmatic
work, including process hazardsanaysis, hazard control
plans, work instructions, and IWDs. NMT hasworked
to maintain historical work control processes (e.g.,
hazard control plans) while also expending significant
effort to comply with evolving ingtitutional requirements,
such as Notice 142 and IMP-300.2. Overlap and
perceived duplication of information have led to
continuing frustration within NM T, and the multitude
of requirements has not always resulted in clear
governing work authorization documents. Many aspects
of hazard identification and analysis processes are
effective; however, analysis of some chemical hazards
and radiological hazardsfor non-routineisotopes, such
as neptunium, is not rigorous enough to ensure the
adequacy of controls. Existing hazard control plans,
work instructions, and IWDs either conflict or lack
sufficient detail about hazards and controls at the task
level. Similar concernswereidentified during the 2002
Independent Oversight inspection and 2004 M SAs.
Some groups and division office management have
improperly used the “qualified worker” provisions of
IMP-300.2 without meeting the specific requirements
and necessary institutional authorizations. While the
radiation protection program at TA-55 is generally
sound, deficiencies were identified in several areas,
such as hazard analysis and controls in such areas as
radiological work documents, radiol ogical monitoring
and surveys, and posting.

KSL Maintenance and Construction
Activities. The LANL integrated work management
work control process (IMP-300.2) has been improved
and is adequate for controlling KSL maintenance and
constructionwork. ThelMP alowsuser organizations
to tailor this process to suit their needs, and
implementing procedures issued by the Facility
Management Division provide this tailoring for work
performed by KSL. However, some implementation
deficiencies were observed. Potential exposures to
hazardous materials are not always adequately
addressed in Part 1 of IWDs, and the area hazards
identified in Part 2 of IWDs are not always adequately
tailored to the planned work activities. The* qualified
worker” provision of IMP-300.2 was prematurely and
incorrectly implemented by KSL before a supporting
training program was established. Corrective actions

that have been taken and planned are appropriate to
address some of theidentified deficiencies. Therecent
restriction of the qualified worker programto low-hazard
activities is appropriate in view of the weaknessesin
the supporting training program. The planned
implementation of a systematic approachtotrainingis
needed to support application of thisprogramto higher-
hazard work. Increased involvement by ES& H SMEs
is needed to assure that exposure hazards are more
effectively identified and controlled, and a more
effectiveinterface between responsibledivision leaders
and KSL is needed to better tailor area hazards to
planned work. The Independent Oversight review in
2002 identified similar weaknessesin the work control
process and implementation. The process has been
strengthened since then, but some of the same
implementation deficienciesremain. In particular, both
the 2002 review and this 2005 inspectionidentified that
somerequired personnel did not attend pre-job briefings,
craft personnel do not always comply with work
instructions, and some exposure hazards have not been
adequately identified or adequately analyzed to ensure
that worker exposuresremain within limits.

Essential System Functionality

Significant deficiencies were identified in all
functional areas that were assessed, including
engineering design and analysis, the authori zation bases,
configuration management, corrective actions,
surveillance and testing, mai ntenance, and operations.
Although the overall designs of most aspects of the
LANL TA-55 PF-4 facility heating, ventilation, air
conditioning, and fire suppression systemsaregeneraly
adequate, there are, nonetheless, significant
discrepancies or voids in the designs, analyses,
authorization bases, and trandations of theseinto facility
procedures and practices in both systems that could
prevent or degradethefull performance of their design
basis safety functions or could render them non-
conservative with respect to requirements. Many
aspects of configuration management at PF-4 are
inadequate, including configuration documentation,
system lineup controls, document control, safety basis
maintenance, corrective action processes, and the
unreviewed safety question process, including the
process for potentially inadequate safety analyses.
These weaknesses have been significant contributors
to the technical weaknesses described above. Although
technical safety requirement surveillances are
performed on time, various inadequate testing and
surveillance practices and procedures reduce the




intended assurancethat thefacility’ simportant-to-safety
ventilation and fire suppression systems are fully
capable of performing their safety functions. Some
aspectsof facility maintenance are adeguate, including
very good housekeeping and material condition,
satisfactory preventive maintenance implementation,
and adequate post-maintenancetesting. However, other
aspects of facility maintenance are less than
satisfactory, including poorly implemented equipment
vendor recommendations on the ventilation systems,
uncertified parts routinely used in safety systems, the
general lack of maintenance history, and a deficient
Maintenance Implementation Plan, all of which have
the potential to degrade these systems. PF-4
supervisors, operators, and technicians are
knowledgeableand well qualified on the ventilation and
fire suppression systems, and the qualification
requirements are being updated to comply with DOE
Order 5480.20. Although the operating proceduresare
generally adequate, ventilation system configuration
control has been poor due to the absence of component
lineup procedures, lack of component numbering, lack
of formal control of configuration locks, outdated alarm
response procedures, inadequate control of
combustibles, and poor implementation of thetemporary
procedure change process. The weaknesses that were
observedinall of thesetechnical areas, in combination
with low levels of rigor, discipline, attention to detail,
and questioning attitude inimplementing nuclear safety
requirements, indicateageneral, broad-based deficiency
in the nuclear safety programs required for a hazard
category 2 DOE nuclear facility at TA-55. Inview of
these observations, LASO’soversight and stewardship
of thisfacility have been significantly deficient. Some
of the deficiencies, including an inadequate technical
basis for combustible controls, inadequate ventilation
systemlineup, and deficient analysislimitsand technical
safety requirements for fires and seismic events,
warrant immediate compensatory measures. Theother

deficiencies warrant rigorous evaluation, including
extent-of-condition reviews and i dentification of causal
factors, on an accelerated basis to identify near-term
and longer-term corrective actionsthat will ensure safe
operation of the nuclear facility and effective
implementation of safety requirements.

Focus Areas

Although a few implementation weaknesses
warrant continued attention, LASO and LANL have
devoted appropriate resources and management
attention to the focus areas and have generally
adequate programs in place. However, there are
weaknesses in LASO and LANL safety system
oversight.

Environmental Management System. LANL
established itsEM Sto conform to 1SO 14001 provisions
and plansto self-certify itsEM Sin October 2005, well
before the December 31, 2005, deadline. LANL is
seeking certification under 1SO 14001, and divisions
are taking action to implement the EM S within their
operations. The EMSToolkit isanoteworthy practice
for assisting in EMS implementation. The EMS at
LANL, although integrated within ISM, has not yet
been documented inthe LANL ISM system description
document. LANL’s award-winning P2 program
includes a funding set-aside process for P2 projects,
as well as processes for reviewing new activities to
identify P2 opportunities during the project planning
phase.

Chronic Beryllium Disease Prevention
Program. LANL has established a compliant and
comprehensive CBDPP as required in 10 CFR 850.
LASO has provided the necessary support, direction,
and oversight for ongoing beryllium program activities,
including the annual CBDPP review, the Appendix F
criteria, and the CBDPP program review. The LANL
program coordinator appropriately manages the
CBDPP. LASO and LANL are active in promoting
research and development at the Headquarters and
laboratory level that could enhance the detection,
containment, and safety of beryllium work and support
effortsto minimize beryllium exposures.

Hoisting and Rigging. LASO has not ensured
that DOE hoisting and rigging standards are included
in the LANL work smart standards requirements. In
addition, LANL requirements documents include
incorrect and inconsistent references. Asaresult, some
of DOE’s requirements (such as requirements to
examine for pinching or other conditions that could
cause afailure) do not flow down to the activity level




and could bemissed by LANL or KSL during hoisting
and rigging activities. Although requirements need to
be addressed, KSL and LANL personnel who perform
hoisting and rigging activitieshave good qualifications,
and the hoisting and rigging activitiesthat were observed
were performed correctly and safely.

Safety of Protective Force Training Activities.
LASO, LANL, and Protection Technology LosAlamos,
Inc. (PTLA) security personnel are acutely aware of
theimportance of astrong safety interfacefor protective
forcetraining. PTLA safety documentationisextensive
and isconsistent with DOE Firearms Saf ety Standards.
LASO and LANL security specialists interact with
PTLA on adaily basisand are aware of the numerous
safety requirements necessary for effective and safe
protective force training. Live-fire range instructors
are experienced and are certified as required by the
DOE standard. Although no specific safety deficiencies
werenoted for the observed activities, the LANL/PTLA
concept for dedicated industrial hygiene support for
protective force training environments could address
the increasingly stringent requirements for industrial
hygiene at live-fire ranges.

Nuclear Safety System Oversight. The LANL
contractor assurance program as applied to nuclear
safety has been reactive and not effective or timely in
driving needed correctiveactions. Further, the cognizant
system engineer program has not been effectively
implemented at TA-55: |eadership positionsare vacant,
system-specific technical training is not provided,
system engineersare not knowledgeabl e of thetechnical
detail of their systems, and the compartmentalization
of responsihilities that exists in the organizations has
inhibited the sense of overall system ownership by the
system engineersthat isvital to the program’s success.
These examples are indicative of the deficiencies in
overall LANL feedback and improvement program and
contribute to the significant technical deficienciesin
the facility’s safety systems.

LANL Feedback and Improvement Systems

Theoperational efficiency project, the CARB, and
local corrective action plans (LCAPs) are important
initiatives that contribute to LANL efforts to manage
resumption issues, improve ES&H programs, and
enhance safety performance. There are a number of
positive aspects for each of these initiatives, such as
the detailed CARB processes, and a number of
accomplishments have resulted, such as LANL’s
conduct of operations manual. However, deficiencies
were observed in al three of these initiatives. LANL

management is not adequately addressing the factors
that reduce the effectiveness of the operational
efficiency project, such asthelack of ingtitutional drivers
and shortcomingsin the verification/validation process.
Additionally, although the CARB is an effective
mechanism, it hasnot yet made substantial progressin
reviewing the numerousL CAPsand ingtitutional issues
and action plans. The LCAPs also need sustained
management attention at the institutional and division
level sto address current weaknessesinimplementation
of corrective actions, including establishment of clear
and timely milestones and an effective process for
validating the effectiveness of the actionsin addressing
theoriginal issues.

LANL has issued a contractor assurance system
description document and has established and
implemented a variety of fundamental feedback and
improvement processes. Significant resources and
efforts have been directed at catal oging, analyzing, and
developing corrective action plans for the issues
identified during the 2004 resumption management self-
assessments.  However, progress in developing and
implementing the resulting corrective actions hasbeen
slow, interim or compensatory actions have often not
beenidentified, and in some casesL ANL organizations
have failed to maintain compliance with existing
feedback and improvement process requirements.
Institutional rolesand responsibilitiesfor feedback and
improvement programs have been better defined, and
process oversight has been assigned to a new
Performance Surety division. However, authoritiesfor
ensuring effective implementation of these programs
are not clearly understood or exercised, and LANL
management has not held organizations and managers
accountable for effectiveimplementation. Ingeneral,
although safety problems are being identified and
addressed and progress is being made in addressing
known safety program issues, minimal improvement
has been made in most feedback and improvement
processes, and performance since the Independent
Oversight inspection in 2002 has degraded in the area
of management assessment. Significant revisions in
feedback and improvement requirements and process
documents have been drafted and a new issues
management tracking tool hasbeen acquired, but LANL
management has suspended the issuance of these new
documents pending selection of the successful bidder
for the new prime contract (scheduled for December
2005). Delaysinthe devel opment and i ssuance of these
improved institutional management system documents
could adversaly affect continuousimprovement in safety
performance at LANL.




Conclusions

Some elementsof thelSM program at LANL
areeffectiveand/or improving. For example, the
development of a sitewide work control process
isasignificant accomplishment that providesthe
framework for improvements. LASO and LANL
have addressed the complex issues associated
with EM Sand CBDPPimplementation. Although
process weaknesses remain, many of the controls
in place for high-hazard activities at the
organizations that Independent Oversight
reviewed provide appropriate protection of
workers, the public, and environment. For
example, engineering controlsare used extensively
for radioactive and chemica hazards. |naddition,
some aspects of the LANL feedback and
improvement program are improving; these
include the LANL internal independent
assessments, which have identified many of the
sameissuesthat Independent Oversight identified
during thisinspection.

However, longstanding weaknessesin LANL
processes have been repeatedly identified but
have not been adequately addressed. Weaknesses
in the IWM process and its implementation
resulted in situations where hazards to workers
had not been adequately identified, analyzed, and
controlled. LANL injury and illness rates are
among the highest in the DOE complex. In
addition, because of weaknesses in safety bases,
LASO and LANL cannot demonstrate that the
safety systems at TA-55 will perform their
required safety functionsinall normal and accident
conditions. There are also longstanding
weaknesses in many aspects of LANL feedback
and improvement systems, including LANL
management assessments, issues management,
and injury andillnessreporting. Improvementsin
issues management processes are key to
achieving the needed improvements in safety
management across LANL activities and safety
systems, but LANL's efforts to improve in these
areas have not been sufficient or effective.

LASO and LANL have recognized some of
theseimplementation weaknesses and have taken
or initiated some appropriate actionsfor individua
problems. However, theimprovementsresulting

from the resumption effort have lost momentum
because of underlying issues that hinder timely
and effective resolution of longstanding
weaknesses. These underlying issuesinclude:

e LANL has not established sufficient
institutional drivers that require timely
implementation of some of the important
institutional initiatives. For example, LANL
did not ensure that divisions developed
adequateimplementation plans and upgraded
their processes and IWDsto fully meet IMP-
300 requirements.

e LANL management has not devoted
sufficient attention to establishing aclear chain
of responsibility and accountability for
corrective actions that extends from the
ingtitutiond tothedivision, facility, and activity
levels. Inanumber of cases, milestones have
been missed, pre-start issues have recurred,
corrective actions have been delayed or not
completed, and/or corrective actions have not
been verified to be effective.

* LANL does not have rigorous processes for
the Operational Efficiency Project Integrated
Product Team Leadersto determine or verify
the effectiveness of elements implemented
by the divisions or by organizations within
divisons.

Many of theweaknessesidentified during this
Independent Oversight inspection are similar to
weaknesses identified by previous assessments,
including the MSAs, previous Independent
Oversight inspections, LASO assessments, and
other reviews. LANL needsto useits corrective
action management processes effectively to
evaluate and prioritizethe deficienciesidentified
during this inspection and ensure that corrective
actions are coordinated with other ongoing
corrective action plans. However, at the senior
management level, three broad areaswarrant high
management priority and sustained attention:




Clarifying the direction, expectations, and
accountability for implementing IMP-300.2 and
other safety management processes and
improvement initiatives, including aclear chain of
direction and accountability that extends from the
LANL Director through the various divisions and
down to theindividual researcher/worker

Establishing a systematic approach to addressing
the longstanding issues with respect to nuclear
safety systems, such as the lack of a current
documented safety analysi's, supporting analyses,

and technical safety requirements; such an
approach would includeimplementing immediate
compensatory measures and developing a
comprehensive documented safety analysis for
TA-55

Enhancing and effectively implementing the
corrective action management process, including
clear assignment of responsihilities, accountability
for performance, and effective verification of
effectiveness to ensure that corrective actions are
comprehensive and effective.




Ratings

The ratings reflect the current status of the reviewed elements of the LANL ISM program.

Implementation of Core Functions #1 — #4 for Selected Work Activities

LANL
ACTIVITY CORE FUNCTION RATINGS
CoreFunction CoreFunction CoreFunction CoreFunction
#1 —Define the #2—Analyze #3—Identify and #4—Perform
Scopeof Work theHazards Implement Work Within
Contrals Controls
Chemistry Effective Significant Needs Effective
Divison Performance Weakness Improvement Performance
gz”a”."c i Effective Needs Needs Effective
<perimentation Performance Improvement Improvement Performance
Divison
Nuclear Materials Effective Needs Needs Effective
Technology Division Performance Improvement Improvement Performance
Facility Maintenance .
and Construction Work Needs :\leeds " Eg?dlve :\leeds
Performed by K SL Improvement mprovemen ormance mprovement

Essential System Functionality

ENGINEEriNg DESION ..couviiiiiee ettt et
Configuration Management
Surveillance and Testing
MBINEENEINCE ....uevieieeeeeeie ettt se e bt renn e
(@07 = 0] 0 R

Feedback and Improvement - Core Function #5

LANL Feedback and Continuous Improvement Processes

SIGNIFICANT WEAKNESS
SIGNIFICANT WEAKNESS
SIGNIFICANT WEAKNESS
NEEDS IMPROVEMENT
NEEDS IMPROVEMENT

SIGNIFICANT WEAKNESS




APPENDIXA
SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION

A.1 Dates of Review

Planning Visit September 26 — 30, 2005
OnsiteInspection October 11 — 20, 2005
Report Validation and Closeout November 8 — 10, 2005

A.2 Review Team Composition

A.2.1 Management

Glenn S. Podonsky, Director, Office of Security and Safety Performance Assurance

Michael A. Kilpatrick, Deputy Director for Operations, Office of Security and Safety Performance Assurance
PatriciaWorthington, Director, Office of Environment, Safety and Health Evaluations

Thomas Staker, Deputy Director, Office of Environment, Safety and Health Evaluations

A.2.2 Quality Review Board

Michael Kilpatrick PatriciaWorthington
Dean Hickman Raobert Nelson

A.2.3 Review Team

Patricia Worthington, Team L eader

Vic Crawford Robert Freeman Ali Ghovanlou MikeGilroy
Marvin Mielke Bill Miller Raobert Compton Al Gibson
Joe Lischinsky Jim Lockridge TimMartin Joe Panchison
Don Prevatte Michael Shlyamberg Ed Stafford MarioVigliani

A.2.4 Administrative Support

MaryAnne Sirk Keiana Scott Tom Davis

A.3 Ratings

Independent Oversight uses a three-tier rating system that is intended to provide line management with a tool for
determining where resources might be applied toward improving environment, safety, and health. Itisnot intendedto
provide arelative rating between specific facilities or programs at different sites because of the many differencesin
missions, hazards, and facility life cycles, and the fact that these reviews use a sampling technique to evaluate
management systems and programs. Therating system hel psto communicate performance information quickly and
simply. The three ratings and the associated management responses are:

e Significant Weakness (Red): Indicates senior management needsto immediately focus attention and resources

necessary to resolve management system or programmatic weaknessesidentified. A significant weaknessrating
would normally reflect anumber of significant findings identified within amanagement system or program that




degradeitsoverall effectivenessand/or that arelongstanding deficienciesthat have not been adequately addressed.
A significant weakness rating would, in most cases, warrant immediate action and compensatory measures as
appropriate.

Needs Improvement (Yellow): Indicates a need for improvement and a significant increase in attention to a

management system or program. Thisrating isanticipatory and provides an opportunity for line management to
correct and improve performance before it results in a significant weakness.

Effective Performance (Green): Indicateseffective overall performancein amanagement system or program.

There may be specific findings or deficiencies that require attention and resolution, but that do not degrade the
overall effectiveness of the system or program.




APPENDIX B

SITE-SPECIFIC FINDINGS

TableB-1. Site-Specific FindingsRequiring CorrectiveAction

FINDING STATEMENTS

PAGE

LANL has not provided adequate expectations, guidance, and tools to ensure timely and
effective implementation of the new integrated work management process.

Some LANL divisions have not adequately implemented IMP-300.2 and/or ensured that
existing work control processes meet the minimum requirements established by IMP-300.2.

LANL line management has not provided an effective mechanism to ensure appropriate
ES& H SME involvement in devel oping activity-level hazards analyses and controls.

21

Some LANL C-Division research and shop activity hazards have not been adequately
addressed within IWDs or sufficiently analyzed to allow the appropriate hazard controls to
beidentified and implemented.

When multiple LANL groups and/or divisions occupy the same laboratory, there is no
mechanism to ensure that potential hazards and controls are shared among all occupants, and
that one person or group has responsibility and authority for activities conducted within the
space.

LANL C-Division lacks a structured process for mentoring and qualifying researchers and
shop staff to operate high-hazard equipment before performing work.

26

Training programsapplicableto LANL C-Division, at both theinstitutional and divisionlevels,
are not adequately structured and integrated to ensure that training requirements and controls
important to worker safety are identified and verified before work is performed.

27

Potentia radiological hazards posed by neptunium and isotopes other than plutonium, americium,
uranium, and tritium are not adequately addressed by existing LANL TA-55 hazardsanalysis
processes or HSR mechanisms.

LANL NMT radiological work control documents, such as HCPs and work instructions, do
not contain all required radiological information and are not reviewed or approved by HSR-1
as needed to ensure that workers are properly informed of radiological conditions.

10.

LANL NMT line management and HSR have not ensured that sufficient radiation surveys
are performed during work that involves changing radiologica conditionsto ensurethat workers
are aware of radiological conditions and can effectively minimize exposures.

KSL hasnot ensured that potential exposuresto hazardous materials are adequately identified
or analyzed as required by DOE Order 440.1A.




TableB-1. Site-Specific FindingsRequiring CorrectiveAction (continued)

FINDING STATEMENTS

PAGE

12.

LANL hasnot established and implemented afully effective management self-assessment program
that ensures that safety programs and performance are routinely and formally evaluated.

13.

LANL has not established and implemented a fully effective corrective action program that
ensures that safety deficiencies are appropriately documented, rigorously categorized, and
evaluated in atimely manner, with accurateidentification of root causes, extent of condition, and
appropriate recurrence controls.

14.

TheLANL injury and ilIness program lacks sufficient rigor to ensure that incidentsare consi stently
reported to supervision and sufficiently documented, that root causes are identified, and that
effective corrective and preventive actions are identified, documented, and implemented.

15.

Technical deficiencies in the designs of the LANL PF-4 important-to-safety HVAC and fire
protection systems, in their authorization bases, and in thetrand ation of these designsinto facility
procedures and practices significantly compromise or call into question these systems' ability to
fully perform their safety functions.

16.

Fundamental elements of configuration management, such as accurate documentation of system
configurations, control of system lineups, control of design documentation, and control of the
current safety basis, are significantly deficient in LANL TA-55.

17.

For TA-55, LANL has instituted an inappropriate practice of screening out generic change
types involving SSCs described in the FSAR based on previous negative generic USQDs for
those change types, thereby circumventing the screening and determination requirements of the
USQ procedure and 10 CFR 830.

18.

LANL USQ screenings at TA-55 are not performed in accordance with the requirements of the
site USQ procedure and 10 CFR 830, so that most changes do not undergo the required USQ
evaluations.

81

19.

Several LANL TA-55 TSR surveillances for the important-to-safety ventilation and fire
suppression systems do not meet 10 CFR 830 requirements in such areas as specific system
alignmentsfor all modes of operation and specific and unambiguous surveillance limits supported
by documented technical bases.

20.

LANL has not implemented or documented exceptionsto the vendor manual recommendations
in the maintenance procedures for the PF-4 important-to-safety ventilation systems.

21.

LANL has not rigorously documented and certified in work packages the use of Management
Level 2 purchased material as replacement parts in important-to-safety systems at PF-4,
potentially degrading these systems.

22.

The LANL Maintenance Implementation Plan for TA-55 does not always accurately describe
current implementation with respect to known deficiencies and does not provide clear
implementation planning milestones and supporting details.




TableB-1. Site-Specific FindingsRequiring CorrectiveAction (continued)

ensuresthat system engineersarefully knowledgeabl e about the technical details/bases of their
systems, including the authorization bases, interaction with supporting control systems, technical
manual s, and associated system performance criteriaand supporting cal culations.

FINDING STATEMENTS PAGE

23. LANL TA-55 operations are deficient is some areas, including the lack of approved system 87
lineup proceduresfor someimportant-to-safety systems, lack of someperiodiclineup verifications,
lack of control of configuration locks, out-of-date ventilation alarm response procedures, and
poor implementation of the temporary procedure change process.

24. LASO and LANL have not ensured that DOE hoisting and rigging requirements accurately 9B
flow down to LANL workers and subcontractors.

25. LANL/NMT has not sufficiently defined and implemented an integrated approach to nuclear 102
safety assessments and corrective actions that ensures that line management adequately
addresses and resolves deficiencies in nuclear safety systemsin atimely manner.

26. LANL has not fully instituted an effective cognizant system engineer program at TA-55 that 103




APPENDIX C

CORE FUNCTION IMPLEMENTATION
(CORE FUNCTIONS#1 —#4)

C.1 Introduction

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Office of
Independent Oversight (Independent Oversight)
evaluated work planning and control processes and
implementation of the first four core functions of
integrated safety management (ISM) for selected
activities at the Los Alamos National Laboratory
(LANL). The Independent Oversight review of the
ISM core functions focused on environment, safety,
and health (ES&H) programs as applied to selected
aspects of LANL activities:

e Chemistry (C) Division, focusing on operations at
Technical Area (TA) 46 and TA-48—see Section
C21

e Dynamic Experimentation (DX) Division, focusing
on activities in TA-8; TA-9; TA-15, Dual-Axis
Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test Facility
(DARHT); TA-36; TA-40; and TA-55, interface
with Nuclear Materials Technology (NMT)
Division—see Section C.2.2

* NMT Division, focusing on activitiesin TA-55—
see Section C.2.3

*  Facility maintenancework performed by KSL under
the applicable LANL responsible division leader,
focusing on maintenance work performed in TA-
46, TA-48, TA-8 and TA-55—see Section C.2.4.

For each area, Independent Oversight reviewed
implementation of the integrated work management
(IWM) process (which is the LANL system for
implementing ISM inwork activities), observed ongoing
operations, toured work areas, observed equipment
operations, conducted technical discussions and
interviewswith managersand technical staff, reviewed
interfaces with ES&H staff, and reviewed ES&H
documentation (e.g., plant standards, permits, and safety
analyses).

C.2 Results

In addition to evaluating the selected LANL
activities, Independent Oversight also evaluated the
collective results of the application of Core Functions
#1 through #4 in the selected activities to identify
commonalities and factors that contribute to the
identified deficiencies. As discussed below, the
evaluation of the collectiveresultsidentified threework
planning and control findingsthat warrant institutional-
level attention. These findings were evident across
multiplefacilitiesand activitiesthat were evaluated on
this inspection and may also apply to other LANL
facilities and activities that were not included in the
scope of thisinspection. Thesefindings are presented
below for easy reference. Additional observations
contributing to these findings are discussed and
referenced in the results section for each of the
activitiesreviewed (Sections C.2.1 through C.2.4).

The first finding reflects weaknesses in LANL's
approach to initial implementation of IMP-300.2, the
LANL procedure for the IWM process for work
activities. The procedure provides an acceptable
framework for awork management process, but LANL
has not provided sufficiently clear expectations and
guidanceinall areasto ensureeffectiveimplementation
across LANL. During this inspection, difficultiesin
implementation were evident in al areas reviewed,
including KSL (the maintenance and construction
contractor). Specific problems included incorrect
application of risk levels and misunderstanding of the
purpose and use of standing integrated work documents
(IWDs). Additionally, the procedure provides
implementation milestones, but LANL hasnot provided
animplementation plan, apilot program, or amethod to
easily integrate improvementsfrom feedback from the
field. Confusion and lack of acceptance of the process
by both workers and line managers exacerbates these
problems.

The Operational Efficiency Project Team and the
Integrated Work Management Committee (IWMC),
as described in its charter, have the responsibility to
monitor and facilitate implementation of the IWM
process. However, their efforts have been insufficient




to ensuretimely and effectiveimplementation. Although
the Operational Efficiency Project Team has
incorporated some controlsinto their project execution
plan, such asconducting amanagement self-assessment
(MSA) to assess achievement of its mission and the
development of project implementation plans by each
directorateto detail theimplementation of the scope of
operational efficiency projects, these controls have not
been implemented. No formal MSAs have been
performed by the operational efficiency project, and
the directorates have not developed formal
implementation plans. Although the project has
established some high-level milestones for each sub-
project, they do not include sufficient monitoring and
assessment. Many of these problems were identified
early intheimplementation process by various methods,
including a LANL Audits and Assessment Division
assessment of IWM issued in May 2005. Although
the IWMC charter addresses many of the issues, the
IWMC hastaken minimal actionto modify the process
or revise the procedure to correct the identified
problems.

Some Independent Oversight observations reflect
deficiencies in the LANL institutional training,
requirements, and guidance for the WM process. For
example, LANL has not effectively conveyed the
purpose and benefit of the WM processto employees.
Interviews with workers and supervisors indicate that
many employees believe the new IWM process does
not add to worker safety, and in some cases, they
believe that activities are now less safe because of the
perceived change in focus from evaluating safety to
completing IWD paperwork. Similar concerns were
identified by Independent Oversight in C-Divison and
have beenidentified inthe past by internal and external
assessments of LANL. For example, a May 2005
LANL internal assessment by the Audits and
Assessments organization found that 48 percent of
workers indicated that IWDs did not improve safety.
However, no corrective actions have been identified,
documented, or implemented. (See Finding #1 and
Appendix D.)

Finding #1. LANL has not provided adequate
expectations, guidance, and toolsto ensuretimely and
effective implementation of the new integrated work
management process.

Finding #2. Some LANL divisions have not
adequately implemented IMP-300.2 and/or ensured
that existing work control processes meet the minimum
requirements established by IMP-300.2.

Notwithstanding these deficienciesin IMP-300.2
implementation, IMP-300.2 does provide clear
requirementsin several areas and an acceptable method
of performing activity-level IWM. The second
institutional finding reflectsweaknesseswithin severa
LANL divisions in implementing the process and
meeting the requirements that are clearly defined. In
several cases, divisions have applied WM
requirements incorrectly or non-conservatively. For
example, IMP-300.2 gives specific requirements for
using the“qualified worker” designation (a*“qualified
worker” is a LANL process for identifying specific
tasks that can be performed through skill of the craft
and/or without a detailed procedure) as a control for
specific tasks; however, several divisions have
inappropriately used this designation to eliminate the
need for IWDs without meeting the IMP-300.2
requirements. Inanother example, IMP-300.2 provides
specific requirements for activity-specific and work-
areainformation that all IWDs must meet (Part 1 and
Part 2 requirements). Some divisions have stated that
their IWDs are compliant with or equivalent to IMP-
300.2 requirements, even though their IWDs do not
meet these specific IMP-300.2 requirements.

Thethird institutional finding reflectsacontinuing
lack of subject matter expert (SME) involvement in
identifying and analyzing hazards. In each area
inspected (LANL and KSL), deficiencies in hazards
analyses and missing or inadequate controls were
observed in areas of ES&H normally addressed by
ES&H professionals. Deficienciesincluded alack of
baseline hazard surveys; infrequent worker activity
exposure assessments; and insufficient industrial
hygiene, industrial safety, radiation protection,
environmental protection, and medical involvementin
the identification of hazards and hazard controls for
higher-risk work activities (e.g., IWD hazards and
controls for chemical exposures and noise, medical
department involvement in IWD controls addressing
first aid instructions for hazardous chemicals such as
hydrogen fluoride, and radiation protection group
involvement in radiol ogical work control documents).
LANL institutiona requirements placetheresponsibility
for determining SM E involvement on line management;
however, line management sometimes does not
recognize the need for a given safety discipline, and
institutional requirements are not sufficiently detailed
to ensure the appropriate review in all cases. This
concernisparticularly troublesome becauseit hasbeen
alongstanding issue at LANL and has a direct effect




on worker safety and protection from workplace
hazards. Similar findings were reported in the 1999
follow-up review of ISM at the Los Alamos Neutron
Scattering Science Center (LANSCE) and the 2002
Independent Oversight inspection.

Finding #3. Line management has not provided an
effective mechanism to ensure appropriate ES& H
SME involvement in devel oping activity-level hazards
analyses and controls.

It is important that LANL evaluate and address
the institutional findings at each applicable facility/
activity and perform an extent-of-condition eval uation
for the entire laboratory. The corrective actions need
toinclude bothinstitutional and facility/activity-specific
corrective actions and address al of the individual
concerns that are referenced to a specific finding.

C.2.1 Chemistry Division
Core Functions #1 — #4

Themission of the Chemistry Division (C-Division)
within LANL is to provide ongoing state-of-the-art
strategic chemical research related to national and
homeland security, nuclear weapons, isotope science,
applied energy, and nanoscal e science and engineering.
Major work groupswithin C-DivisionincludeActinide
Analytical Chemistry (C-AAC); Chemica Sciences
and Engineering (C-CSE); Isotope and Nuclear
Chemistry (C-INC); Physical Chemistry and Applied
Spectroscopy (C-PCS); Actinide, Catalysis and
Separations Chemistry (C-SIC); and Advanced
Chemical Diagnostics and Instrumentation (C-ADI).

ThisIndependent Oversight inspection focused on
research and development and routine work activities
within the C-Division being conducted at TA-48 and
TA-46. Five of the seven C-Division groups were
sampled during this inspection. Work activities were
sampled within two C-Division groups at TA-48 (C-
SIC and C-INC), and three C-Division groups (C-CSE,
C-ADI, and C-PCS) at TA-46. In this process, work
documents were reviewed, managers and researchers
were interviewed, and laboratory operations and
workspaces were observed to assess the application
of the safety management core functions.
Approximately 15 activitieswere observed from these
five C-Division groups. The observations from this
review are presented in the following paragraphs.

Status of Corrective Actions

Although not specifically inspected by Independent
Oversightin 2002, C-Divisonusedthe LANL safework
practices process in 2002, which was determined to
have a number of deficiencies during the 2002
Independent Oversight inspection. The current C-
Division local corrective action plan (LCAP) (Rev 1,
June 2005) has incorporated the results of the C-
Division Risk-Level 2/3 MSA with the corrective
actions from the May 2004 readiness assessment of
TA-48 and the accident investigation from the July 14,
2004, | aser accident at TA-46. Correctiveactionsfrom
the most recent Type B investigation of the acid vapor
inhalation accident on June 7, 2005, in TA-48 have yet
to be developed and incorporated into the LCAP. The
MSA resulted in 32 pre-start findings and substantive
observations, and 166 post-start findings and substantive
observations. C-Division addressed the pre-start
findings before resuming operations and then combined
theremaining findings and substantive observationsinto
18 work breakdown structure (WBS) elements that
arebeing tracked through closureinthe LANL I-Track
System.

Since late 2004, C-Division has implemented a
number of corrective actions that have improved the
safety of research and shop activitieswithin C-Division
facilities. For example, the C-Division Laser Safety
Palicy has provided clarification and additional guidance
onimplementing American Nationa Standards I nstitute
(ANSI) Z136.1, which was not adequately addressed
in the institutional laboratory implementation
requirement (LIR) and laboratory implementation guide
(L1G) onlaser safety. However, most of the C-Division
corrective actions, as identified in MSAs, LANL
assessments, and corrective actions for C-Division
incidents, have not been completed. Some are not
scheduled for completion for two to four years, and
adequateinterim corrective actionsarenot assigned in
somecases. Currently, all of theremaining C-Division
corrective actionsare classified as“low significance,”
which is not appropriate for some corrective actions.
Furthermore, of those corrective actionsthat have been
completed, a few have not been fully effective in
resolving theinitial concerns. (SeeFinding #13.)

Core Function #1: Define Scope of Work
Ingeneral, theevolving IWM process hasresulted

in research and shop work descriptions that are well
defined in IWDs, hazard control plans (HCPs), and




procedures. Most of the C-Division IWDs provide a
summary description of the research or work activity
that is sufficient to identify the scope and boundaries
of the activity. Most of the IWDs have also been
tailored to the work activity and describe the work in
sequentia tasksin order to link the hazardsand controls
to the work activity. Hundreds of IWDs have been
issued and are kept current within C-Division. For
example, 15 IWDs have been prepared for the C-ADI
machine shopin TA- 46, Building 31. Thelarge number
of IWDs is attributed to the diverse nature of the
equipment within the shop (i.e., one WD per machine).

An HCP and one or more standard operating
procedures (SOPs), which also definethework activity,
supplement the IWDs for many C-Division work
activities. The C-Division HCPs, which resulted from
aprocessthat wasin use before LANL’s devel opment
of the IWD process and then were used concurrently
withIWDs, may eventually beeliminated fromthe WM
process, and some HCPswill no longer be maintained.
However, the HCPs contain a significant level of
information and detail about the research that would
not be contained within the IWD—for example, an HCP
and an SOP supplement the IWD for titanium hydride
(TiH,) sieving. Collectively, these three documents
provide a comprehensive description of the work
activity.

Summary. Research and work activities within
the C-Division are well defined in hundreds of IWDs,
HCPs, procedures, manuals, research notebooks,
technical papers, and operator aids.

Core Function #2: Analyze Hazards

In general, the IWM process has been effectivein
identifying, analyzing, and documenting many hazards
associated with C-Division research and devel opment
work activities. For example, the hazardsand controls
for laser-induced breakdown spectroscopy in TA-46,
Building 41, arewell documented withinthe IWD. The
IWD for the solvent dispensing process in TA-48
(Kingdom area) contains detailed work steps, hazards,
and controlsthat eliminated transporting chemicasby
hand throughout the laboratory area. Furthermore, most
C-Division IWDs reference one or more HCPs. In
general, HCPs are robust hazards-analysis documents
that often include a detailed “Hazop” or “What-If
Checklist” matrix to identify and analyze the hazards
associated with each step of the research activity.

In some cases, however, C-Division IWDs do not
rovide enough information about workpl ace hazardsto
allow identification of the appropriate hazard controls.

For example, the IWD for the TA-48 hot cell staff
machine shop does not sufficiently identify potential
hazards associated with noise, various cutting fluids,
and silica-containing abrasives that are available for
useinthe machineshop. Inanother example, the WD
for radioactive material handling for transuranic
structural and environmental chemistry, performed at
TA-48 in the RC-1 facility by the C-SIC group, does
not provide enough specific hazard information to allow
workers to readily identify the appropriate hazard
controls. ThisIWD requires the worker to abtain the
material safety data sheet (MSDS) and select the
appropriate chemical glovewithout sufficient guidance
for chemical glove selection. For this example, the
IWD refers workers to glove-chemical compatibility
guides(i.e., ChemWatch). Inafurther example, inthe
IWD for radioactive standards preparation used at TA-
48 RC-1, C-INC specifies three types of gloves as
personal protective equipment (PPE). However the
IWD doesnot link aspecific glovetypeto the activity.
In the case of using acid sol utions mixed with acetone,
two of thethree gloveslisted would not provide adequate
worker protection. Similar concerns were also
identified inaMay 2005 LANL Auditsand A ssessment
Division assessment on IWM, which determined that
“hazardswere missing from IWDs, and therefore were
not analyzed.” (See Finding #4.)

In a few cases, some C-Division work activity
hazards that were identified by the Independent
Oversight team had not been adequately analyzed. For
example, the potential explosion hazards for handling
TiH, during material certificationswas not sufficiently
analyzedto ensurethat material conditionsin onesieve
tray could not resultin an explosion. Furthermore, there
was no documented analysis to verify that conditions
would not be present such that “finely divided powder
may ignite spontaneously,” asstated inthe TiH, MSDS.
As a result of these concerns, a work pause was
initiated by C-Division line management. Inasecond
example, some carcinogenic metals are used in the
TA-46, Building 31 machine shop (e.g., nickel welding
rods) for which the hazards have not been analyzed,
and the appropriate controls (e.g., door postings and
completion of the Category 1 Chemica Form 1600)
have not been implemented. In athird example, the
potential concern with the inadvertent release of
hazardous gasesin Room 34, Building 24, TA-46 that
had the potential to exceed thethreshold limiting values
(TLVs) had not been analyzed. (i.e., C-CSE
Compressed Gas Certification). Within theroom there
wereover 20 compressed gascylinders, someof which
were being tested, others of which were either awaiting




testing or were calibration gases used for the
instruments. During routineoperations, limited quantities
of impurity gases (e.g., H,, O,, methane, and CO) are
intentionally released into the room from purging the
cylinders or the instruments. As a result of recent
security upgrades, the room has also been made
“tighter,” and normal ventilation pathways(i.e., through
the door) have been restricted. The IWD for this
activity limits gas bottles to less than 200 ppm of a
compound that may be hazardous. However, for some
gases (e.g., CO) this 200 ppm limit is well above the
TLV limit (i.e., 25 ppm for CO). There are no alarms
or gas monitoring equipment in the room to indicate
whether oxygen levels are depleted, or whether some
hazardous impurity gas (e.g., CO) has been released
in concentrations that exceed the TLV. On occasion,
workers may also work alone in the room without
notifying others.

are occupied by different groups. One of the MSA
corrective actions to address this concern was to
establish a Space Point of Contact (SPOC). However,
the SPOC was established via a Standing Order from
aprevious C-Division Director whose Standing Orders
were cancelled upon hisdeparture. The establishment
of the SPOC was also a C-Division MSA Pre-Start
Substantial Observation (Pre-Start Observation No. 21/
04-7.01-S0O3). Additional comments on this concern
are also discussed under Core Function #3.

Finding #5. When multiple LANL groups and/or
divisions occupy the same laboratory, there is no
mechanism to ensurethat potential hazardsand controls
are shared among all occupants, and that one person
or group hasresponsibility and authority for activities
conducted within the space.

Finding #4. Some LANL C-Division research and
shop activity hazards have not been adequately
addressed within IWDs or sufficiently analyzed to allow
the appropriate hazard controls to be identified and
implemented.

In a number of work observations by the
Independent Oversight team, area-level hazards were
not sufficiently identified and communicated among the
various work groups in the same workspace. For
example, electrical contractors conducting Project
Management Division-directed fire alarm system
upgrade work in TA-48 RC-1 were observed using
high noise generating equipment (e.g., hammer drills
and core drills) without an adequate assessment of
potential noise hazardsto themselvesor co-located C-
Division researchers. Inasecond example, within the
C-CSE Industrid HygieneAnaytica Lab (TA-59), KSL
iscurrently inthe process of installing anew laboratory
sink. However, there hasbeen no formal identification
and exchange of hazard information between the KSL
mechanicsand the C-CSE analysts. Inathird example,
electrical contractors conducting the alarm system
upgrade work at TA-48 RC-1 were working in areas
of the TA-48 RC-1 hot cell facility that arenot routinely
occupied or surveyed, possibly resulting in unmonitored
contamination or the spread of contamination; these
areas have not been radiol ogically surveyed for legacy
contamination. Two additional examples of area
hazards not being identified or communicated are
provided at the end of the section on Core Function#3,
below. The C-Division M SA recognized the concerns
associated with multiple hazards in workspaces that

Another concern within C-Division is the lack of
sufficient involvement of ES&H SMEs, such as
industrial hygiene, industrial safety, and medical, inthe
identification and analysis of hazards and in the
preparation or review of IWDs for research activities
and shop work. For example, an ongoing research
activity within the C-CSE group involves the routine
use of a highly hazardous chemical, TiH,. During
preparation of this IWD, the IWD was nhot reviewed
by industrial hygiene until after aquality concern was
raised by Quality Assurance. C-Division machineshops
in TA-46 and TA-48 have not had exposure
assessments conducted by industrial hygiene or reviews
of machine guarding conducted by industrial safety, and
some potential deficiencies were noted by the
Independent Oversight team. In some cases, the lack
of consistent, institutional ES&H programs or
involvement of ES&H SMEs has contributed to
inadeguate hazards analyses for C-Division research
activities and to the development of hazard controls
that may be inadequate. For example, in the absence
of consistent institutional guidance on the use of
hydrogen fluoride, C-Division, upon consultation with
industrial hygiene and medical SMEs, developed
hydrogen fluoride training programs and supplied C-
Division laboratories with calcium gluconate, a
treatment often used for hydrogen fluoride acid burns.
However, the distribution and use of cal cium gluconate
is no longer coordinated through Health, Safety and
Radiation Protection Division (HSR)-2. In another
example, several IWDs, which were not reviewed by
ES& H SMEs, incorrectly identified medical surveillance
requirementsas*“voluntary,” whichisinconsistent with
practices established by HSR-2. Further, some of these




medical practices are not well documented or
communicated. Inanother example, aprerequisitefor
work resumption following the M SA chemical control
forms (i.e., Form 1600) were submitted by the C-
Divisongroupsto LANL HSR-5 (Industria Hygiene).
However, few C-Division Groups (e.g., C-SIC) have
had any feedback from HSR concerning additional
controls or concerns with Category 1 chemicals or
carcinogensbased on their input to Form 1600. Similar
concernsabout thelack of sufficient SME involvement
in hazards assessments and safety reviews were also
identified during the 2002 Independent Oversight
ingpection. The 2002 Independent Oversight inspection
reported that “safety and health SMEs are not
appropriately involvedin the planning of programmatic
work” and “exposure assessments for chemical and
physical hazards are not being performed as required
by DOE Order 440.1A.” Asindicated above, industrial
hygiene, industrial safety, and medical resources are
insufficiently involved in someresearch activities. With
respect tothe MSA, WBSitem 3.03 required asapre-
start finding that “ prior to resumption, train al managers
and workersin proper engagement of SMEs(including
IHs and RCTSs), supervisors and the Facility
Management Point of Contact in IWD preparation.”
This pre-start finding has not been effectively
implemented. (See Finding#3.)

Summary. Hazards for many research and shop
work performed within C-Division have beenidentified,
analyzed, and well documented in IWDs and HCPs.
In general, researchers and staff are knowledgeable
of the hazards associated with their activities and are
diligentin mitigating, contralling, or removing workplace
hazards. However, three areas of concern identified
by the team with respect to hazard analysis are
significant, particularly considering that during the past
two years C-Division has had two accidents that
warranted investigationsby LANL investigation teams:
(2) research and shop activity-level hazards that have
not been sufficiently analyzed and/or documented in
IWDs; (2) area or laboratory hazards that have not
beenidentified, communicated, or adequately managed;
and (3) insufficient ES&H involvement in the
identification and analysis of hazards and devel opment
of hazard controls. The longstanding concern with
respect to insufficient ES&H involvement in hazard
identification was also identified during the 2002
Independent Oversight assessment and was a pre-start
finding in the C-Division MSA. The recent report on
the Type B investigation of the acid vapor inhalation
accident on June 7, 2005, in TA-48 (one of the C-
Division TAs also reviewed during this inspection)

identified nine judgments of need (JONS) assigned to
LANL. Of these nine JONSs, four (i.e.,, JONs 1, 2, 3,
and 5) were associated with theidentification, anaysis,
categorization, and documentation of hazards. These
observations indicate that immediate management
focus, attention, and effort are needed in this area.

Core Function #3: Identify and Implement
Controls

In general, the IWM process has been effectivein
identifying and documenting hazard controls through
IWDs, HCPs, and SOPs that have linked the hazard
control(s) to the hazard. For example, the IWD
prepared for standards preparationin TA-48 RC-1room
312 does an adequate job of defining work steps and
associated controls. Work scope, hazards, and controls
for laser-induced breakdown spectroscopy in TA-46,
Building 41, 112 arewell documented withinthe IWD.
At TA-48, the IWD for solvent dispensing in the
Kingdom areadetail swork steps, hazards, and controls.

Engineering controlsin most C-Division research
labs and shops are effectivein controlling hazards, are
well maintained, and are being used as designed. In
general, laboratory fume hoods and local ventilation
systems have been calibrated as required, and these
calibrationsareroutinely audited. 1nsome cases, fume
hood ventilation controls were state-of-the-art (i.e.,
computer-controlled flow rates and alarms). Doors
for most C-Division |aboratories have cipher locksthat
are programmed to permit entry only to authorized
workers. The use of machine shop equipment in TA-
46iscontrolled through locked doorsto the shop, locked
equipment, and the continuous presence of a Person-
In-Charge (PIC) within the shop. Almost all chemical
storage cabinets are ventil ated to outside the lab spaces.
In many cases, gloveboxeswith inert atmospheres are
used for handling more-toxic chemicals. Radioactive
laboratories have been specifically designed for
radioactive materials in use (i.e., actinide and apha
laboratory hoods, counting facilities, and radioactive
materialsboundary control stations). Within Building
RC-1, room 346, a C-SIC group solvent purification
system has been designed and installed to enable
synthetic chemists to dispense, purify, and transport
solvents into inert gloveboxes with a minimum of
handling and pouring.

Hazard communication postings on C-Division
laboratory doors adequately reflect the bounding type
of hazards for research experiments. In most cases,
hazard communication placards were found to be
current and to identify the applicable hazards. 1nsome
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cases, lists of authorized workerswere also posted on
the laboratory doors. Within C-PCS, the M SA peer-
review processresulted in anumber of innovativeideas
for communicating laboratory hazards through door
postings (e.g., “commandments’ of laser safety and
laser user status boards). As a good practice,
researchersin C-SIC who work with low concentrations
(i.e, well below regulatory standards) of beryllium label
the hoods and equipment with potential beryllium
warnings.

Although in many cases hazard controls are well
designed and effectively implemented, the |ndependent
Oversight team also identified several concerns with
respect to administrative controls that have not been
effectively implemented, as described in thefollowing
paragraphs.

C-Division has not fully implemented the LANL
work management process as defined in IMP-300.2.
Research activities are addressed in awide variety of
IWDs, which are generally compliant with Notice 0142
(April 2004). When work resumed after the sitewide
stand-down, Notice 0142 was the approved IWM
system. Prior towork resumption, existing IWDswere
reviewed for content and compliancewith Notice 0142.
C-Divisongroup leadersindicate that the current Notice
0142 IWDs meet the core functions of ISM, and
therefore meet the intent of IMP-300.2. However,
only afew C-Division IWDsmeet all therequirements
of IMP-300.2, and many are non-compliant in the
following respects:

e Theformat and content of the C-Division Notice
0142 work packages are inconsistent with the
format and content of |MP-300.2-generated work
packages.

* Most C-Division IWDs do not include a post-job
review (IMP-300.2, Part 4), since thiswas not an
element of Notice 0142.

e |n most cases, C-Division IWDs have not
incorporated the facility/work area hazards as
required by Part 2 of IMP-300.2. Although Natice
0142 requires the responsible division leaders
(RDLs) to assess appropriate hazards, the lack of
ownership and communication of areahazardsfor
co-located work groups is a continuing concern.

* In a number of examples, IWDs do not have
signaturesfrom both the responsibl e line manager
(RLM) and RDL as required by IMP-300.2. For
example, the IWD for TiH, sieving contains only
two signatures — the PIC and the Deputy Group
Leader, who also signs for the RDL. The PIC is
also the only signature for the SMEs.

* Thejob hazards analysis (JHA) tool has not been
used for a number of IWDs, even as a hazard
validation tool for IWDs.

WBS Item 2.2 of the C-Divison MSA Planwasto
develop and execute an implementation plan/process
for IMP-300.2 Thisimplementation plan hasyet to be
formulated, and the corrective action remains open.
In January and May 2005, C-Division Operations, with
concurrence of the Associate Director for Strategic
Research, issued memosto C-Division line managers
providing guidance on work management processes
until a C-Division implementation plan could be
developed for IMP-300. This guidance stressed the
use of another organization’s process and process
hazards screening (PHS) tool in lieu of the JHA tool as
suggested in IMP-300.2. A number of C-Division group
leaders and staff also believe that certain elements of
IMP-300.2 would not improvethework control system,
or worker safety, if implemented aswritten, e.g., using
the JHA tool to generate IWD packages. (See
Finding #2.)

ThelWD processhasnot been sufficient to identify
therequired qualification and mentoring processesfor
post-doctoral and visiting research staff prior to
operating certain types of hazardous equipment (e.g.,
Class 4 lasers). On-the-job training (OJT) and/or
mentoring is often required by the PICs for anyone
operating this equipment, but the OJT or mentoring
requirements are seldom structured or documented.
According to several PICs, athough researchers may




have signed IWDs and completed the required
ingtitutiond training, they may not bequalifiedto perform
al activitiesidentifiedinan IWD. For example, some
workers who have signed on the Machine Shop IWD
in TA-48, RC-1 are not authorized to operate all
equipment listed inthe IWD, and thereisno structured
processto qualify and authorize users on thisequipment.
Similarly, inthe TA-46 machine shop, the PIC mentors
each machine operator prior to machine use, but the
mentoring process is not defined. Also, a number of
staff members are trained and approved laser users
and are listed on the IWD for the operation and
maintenance of Class 3b and 4 lasersin Building 154,
Room 111; however, according to the PIC for this
laboratory, most laser usersare quaified to only operate
specificlaserswithintheroom. “Mentoring” isidentified
as a hazard control on this IWD, athough thereis no
structured, documented mentoring processintended to
achieve qualification and there is no institutional
program for mentoring researchers. The C-Division
MSA (WBSitem 5.3) states that “C Division will
develop OJT and mentoring procedures.” LANL
corrective action for this MSA item indicates that the
corrective action was closed as of October 31, 2004,
based on developing procedures for mentoring of
“students.” An additional corrective action has been
initiated to address OJT and the mentoring processfor
researchers and staff within the C-Division. The
expected completion date is February 2006.

Finding #6. LANL C-Division lacks a structured
process for mentoring and qualifying researchers and
shop staff to operate high-hazard equipment before
performing work.

In some cases, IWDs have not been adequately
revised to reflect recent changesin hazards or controls
prior to performing work. For example, the IWD in
use for the packaging and transfer of radioactive
material fromthe TA-48 RC-1 hot cell required afield
revision after the Independent Oversight teamidentified
adiscrepancy between the equipment specified in the
procedure and the IWD. The IWD and procedure
developed for this transfer was not revised before the
task even though new and different transfer containers
had been substituted for the original containers. Once
the PIC determined that no additional hazards had been
introduced, apen and ink change was madeto the WD
and the work proceeded. In another example, the
Independent Oversight team observed work being
performed in RC-1 using medical radioisotope
development procedures (MRDPs) that were

referenced by the IWD that wasin use at the time but
did not meet the Department of Transportation package
configuration requirements specified in the MRDP or
the IWD. A recent Occurrence Reporting and
Processing System (ORPS) report (March 2005)
identified an incident in the RC-1 hot cell facility in
which an off-scale reading was observed on a hand-
held radiation instrument. One of the causesidentified
in the ORPS report was a defective procedure, similar
to the MRDP procedure observed by the Independent
Oversight team. Corrective actionsincluded changes
to the IWD related to this task, additional training,
additional reviews of practices and procedures, and
revision of theMRDPs. However, thisfinal corrective
action isnot due until October 2006, and the defective
procedures continue to be used and referenced in IWDs
in use at RC-1. Similar concerns about performing
work outside an approved IWD were identified as
causal factorsintherecent Type B investigation of the
acid vapor inhdation accident on June 7, 2005, in TA-48.
(SeeFinding #2.)

Radiological surveys of laboratory samples and
other materials conducted by TA-48 RC-1 researchers
when transferring these items from radiologically
controlled areasto buffer or uncontrolled areas within
RC-1 arenot sufficient to detect and limit the potential
spread of low level radiological contamination. RC-1
researchersare permitted to conduct qualitative surveys
of materials being transferred from lab hoods and
radiologically controlled areas to uncontrolled areas
within RC-1. These qualitative surveys primarily use
surface area wipes (Kim wipes or paper towels) and
field radiation survey instruments, such as hand-held
Geiger-Mueller and alpha air proportional counters.
However, these instruments are not as sensitive as
systemsfor counting surface smears. Inaddition, these
instruments (especially the alpha air proportional
counter) are not sufficiently sensitive to detect release
limits (especially for transuranics) and detect potential
migration of materials contaminated with low-level
activity out of controlled areas.

In some cases, institutional LIRs and LI1Gs have
not remained current with changes in requirements,
laboratory practices, or integration of lessons learned
from accidentsand near misses. For example, thelaser
LIRand LIG (May 2004 and May 1999, respectively)
have not been revised to incorporate thelessonslearned
fromthe LANL laser incident (June 2004). C-Division
identified a similar concern during the MSA. WBS
3.04 —F6 states, “The Laser LIR and LIG are
inadequate, confusing, and in some casesarein conflict
withANSI Z136.1.” TheC-Divisioninterim corrective




action wastoissue aC-Division laser policy, whichis
currently in use. However, deficiencies in the
ingtitutional LIRsand LIGsremain. Inanother example,
an HSR-5 industrial hygiene sample database, which
is referenced in the Chemical Management LIR and
links industrial hygiene sample data, medical
surveillance information, and location/tracking of
chemicals, iscurrently months behind schedule.
Thelack of integrated institutional and C-Division
training programs has required individual C-Division
groups to develop separate training qualifications
tracking systems. Within C-Division there is awide
variation in the separate training qualification and
tracking programs devel oped by each C-Division group,
and some groups have been more successful than
others. With the diverse number of IWDs within a
group, for which the PICs periodically change the
training requirements, some C-Division group leaders
have been challenged to keep their staff members
training requirements current. In a few cases, the
required training (i.e., those specified in training plans
or IWDs) had not been completed or was not current.
In some cases, training requirementsin IWDs (which
are specified by the PICs) have not been incorporated
intoindividual training plansat the group level and thus
are not being tracked by line management (i.e., the
group leader). In other cases, training requirementsin
HCPs and SOPs have not been included in IWDs. For
example, the TiH, sieving IWD (C-CSE) does not
include the mentoring and OJT training identified inthe
SOPfor thisactivity. One of the conclusionsfrom the
recent acid-fume Type B accident in C-Division was
that the IWD preparer had not received hazardsanalysis
training, which had not beenidentified in the preparer’s
training plan. Asaresult, hazardsanalysistraining for
an IWD preparer has been added to all C-SIC training
plans, but has not been added to the training plans for
IWD preparers in other C-Division groups (e.g., C-
CSE). Inaddition, some groupshavedevel oped training
for their own staff when institutional courses do not
exist, but the application of this training across C-
Division groupsisnot consistent. For example, C-SIC
has developed an HCP to address the uses, hazards,
and controls associated with hydrofluoric acid (HF),
but similar instruction does not appear in the training
for other C-Division groupsthat may occasionally use
HF. An assessment of non-nuclear facility training
(including C-Division) conducted by the LANL Audits
and Assessment Group in March 2004 found that
managers had not ensured that their workers received
all required training, training documentation was
incomplete, and not al trainers were qualified. Some

of the issues identified by the Audits and A ssessment
Group were associated with implementation of training
at thedivisionlevel, but anumber of the concernswere
associated with indtitutional training coursesandtraining
programs. The C-Division MSA WBS 8.2 states, “C-
Division will develop an integrated Training/Work
Authorization Systemfor the Division.” However, this
corrective action is not scheduled for completion until
August 2007 and no interim corrective actions have
beenidentified.

Finding #7. Training programs applicable to LANL
C-Division, at boththeingtitutional and division levels,
are not adequately structured and integrated to ensure
that training requirements and controls important to
worker safety are identified and verified before work
is performed.

In some research laboratories that are occupied
by more than one research group, there is no single
point of contact to ensure that co-located hazards and
concerns are identified and communicated to all
occupants. For example, the “high-bay” lab (Room
115) in Building 31 has experiments being performed
by two Chemistry groups (C-ADI and C-PCS) and one
group from DX. Although thereis a PIC responsible
for each experiment, no individual is responsible for
ensuring that all occupants are aware of al hazards, or
to coordinate common activities (e.g., maintenance).
In another example, in TA-48, two researchers within
the same group and occupying connecting labs were
unaware of the hazards associated with each other’s
experiments. This concern was also identified in the
C-Divison M SA and wasto beresolved by the creation
of anew position, namely the SPOC. During the past
year the SPOC position, which was never fully
implemented, was rescinded by C-Division
management. A few C-Division groups have continued
to maintain thisposition, but theissue of not adequately
identifying, controlling, and communicating co-located
hazards remains, as evidenced in the recent
Independent Oversight work observations. (See
Finding #5.)

Summary. For most activities, C-Division has
identified, defined, andimplemented activity-level hazard
controls though the evolving IWD process. Overal,
IWDs are well-written, task-structured hazard control
documents that link controls to the tasks and hazards
they areintended to mitigate. Engineering controlsand
hazard communication postingsare effective. However,
within C-Division, several areasrequireimprovement,
particularly regarding implementation of IMP-300.2;




increased involvement of SMEsinwork planning and
development of hazard controls; establishing a
structured OJT and mentoring process for researchers
and shop workers; and improved radiol ogical surveys.
C-Division’simplementation of work control processes
is hindered by outdated LIRs and LIGs and by
weaknessesintheinstitutional training program.

Core Function #4: Perform Work Within
Controls

Overdl, C-Divisionresearch and devel opment work
activities observed by the Independent Oversight team
were conducted safely and within the control s specific
in IWDs. For example, an appropriate response to
loss of ventilation (both room and hood) in several TA-
48 RC-1 |aboratorieswas observed. Followingloss of
a ventilation train at TA-48 RC-1, the affected
laboratories were placed in a safe condition, workers
vacated the spaces, and the rooms were posted to
prohibit accessuntil ventilation could be re-established
and confirmed. In another example, the radiological
controls for TA-48, RC-1 chemistry lab maintenance
work and hot cell medical radioisotope handling and
packaging were appropriately applied at the activity
level. Workers followed the requirements of the
assigned radiation work permit (RWP), including proper
use of PPE and good contamination controls during
numerous donningsand doffings of PPE. Radiological
control technician (RCT) job coverage was continuous,
as required by the respective RWPs, and sufficient
radiol ogical monitoring was maintained for theworker,
tools, and generated waste.

In afew cases, however, some controls were not
followed. Inonecase, eectrical contractorsconducting
fire alarm system upgrade work at TA-48 RC-1 used
high noise generating equipment (power tools, such as
hammer drillsand coredrill) without appropriate hearing
protection or warning of potential noise exposures to
workers or co-located researchers. The IWD for the
electrical system upgrade work requires hearing
protection for work with power toolsthat can generate
noise levels greater than 85 dBA. Workers and their
supervision were not aware of what equipment met
this criterion, and they were not familiar with the
requirements in the IWD. Co-located workers,
primarily C-Division staff (as well as transient KSL
workersin the ared), were not warned of the potential
for high noise (in plansof the day or other verbal means),
nor was any posting of high noise areas provided during
this task. In another example, some controls in the

IWD for standards preparation (TA-48 RC-1, C-INC
division) were not followed; for example, spill trays
listed as control measures were not used. In another
example, radiological boundary controls (stanchions,
rope, and radiation postings) around a radioactive
material storage area (containing waste containersand
contaminated equipment) outside of TA-48 RC-1 were
adjacent to an area where workers were staging in
preparation for amaintenance activity. Thelocal RCT
was notified by the Independent Oversight Team and
promptly re-established the boundary controls, including
the placement of additional boundary control rope.

Summary. Work observed by the Independent
Oversight team was performed safely and within the
controls specified by IWDs, procedures, and area
postings. However, in a few isolated cases, worker
protection was not fully identified and implemented,
potentially resulting in unsafe conditionsfor theworkers
performing these tasks or for others in nearby
workspaces.

C.2.2 DX Division Core
Functions #1 — #4

TheDX Division'sprincipal activitiesareresearch,
development, and testing to solve national security
problemsby applying expertisein high explosives, shock
physics, and experimental sciencein support of nuclear
weapons and Department of Defense programs. In
addition to its experimental programs, the division is
responsiblefor the production of high-power detonators
for any new weapons systems, life extension programs,
and supporting the nuclear weapons stockpile
stewardship program. TheDX Divisionisasoinvolved
in environmental monitoring and remediation research,
development of advanced diagnostic techniques,
industrial collaboration, and technology transfer.

The Independent Oversight team reviewed selected
DX Division chemistry laboratory conditions,
operations, analyses, waste management, and
documentation; high explosive charge handling and
preparation; routine firing site command and control,
shot pre-brief, preparations, walk-down, Fire Marshal
authorization, access control, clearance, execution, post-
shot inspection, al-clear declaration, and associated
checklistsand documentation; DARHT accesstraining,
maintenance activities, and crane operations; shock
physics experiments and interface activities within
TA-55, an NMT Division facility; and carpenter and
machine shop safety equipment, conditions, activities,
hazard controls, and waste management.




Status of Corrective Actions

Although not specifically inspected by Independent
Oversight in 2002, at that time DX used the LANL
safe work practices process, which Independent
Oversight determined to have anumber of deficiencies.
TheDX MSA resulted in over 600 individual findings.
DX addressed the pre-start findings before resuming
operations and then combined the remaining findings
into eight LCAPs.

Since late 2004, DX has implemented the IWM
process, which represents an improvement over the
LANL safe work practices process that was in place
in 2002. The current status of ISM in DX indicates
that initial activities to address the LCAPs have been
effective in improving many of the conditions that
contributed to earlier findings and that DX has made
significant progress in accordance with the LCAP
schedules. For example, problemsidentifiedintheMSA
related to an ineffective work scheduling system have
been appropriately addressed by the LCAPs, and the
improved coordination of programmatic activitiesand
resources discussed under Core Function#1 isevidence
of better performance in this area. Many local
corrective actions remain to be completed, consistent
with the LCAP schedules. Continued DX progressto
address these corrective actions, if implemented as
described, should continue to improve ISM
performance.

Core Function #1: Define Scope of Work

The activity-level documentation of the scope of
work intheDX Divisonisgenerdly sufficiently detailed
to enable hazards to be adequately identified and
analyzed, to develop and implement controls, and to
perform the work. These documents include shot
requests, procedures, IWD scopes of work, and
customer requests, such asrequestsfor waste treatment
or narrative requests from external customers.
Schedules for work activities are also adequately
addressed. Therevised “plan of the week” process, a
result of MSA findings and subsequent corrective
actions, ensures that programmatic activity schedules
and resource constraints are addressed and better
coordinated with maintenance activities.

Although most scopes of work are well defined,
not all requests for work are adequately documented.
In one case, DX only required verbal communication
of detailsfor a spike penetration test from an external
customer, requiring the lead experimenter to develop

and negotiate the definition of work scope necessary
to support the shot. In another case, theinformationin
the IWD scope of work was broader than intended or
allowed by the facility safety envelope. Specificaly,
the IWD for DX routine firing operations at the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
waste treatment firing site states that the scope covers
liquid disposal, but does not specify limits on the
guantities of liquid wastes that could be disposed of.
DX has not performed an adequate hazard analysis
for disposal of large quantities of hazardous liquid
waste. |In practice, however, DX does not perform
disposal of liquid wastes except in extremely small
guantities.

Summary. Existingwork documents defining the
scope of DX work are generally adequate to support
the analysis of hazards, the development and
implementation of controls, and the performance of
work for most current DX activities. Further, work
schedules are adequately defined through an enhanced
“plan of the week” process.

Core Function #2: Analyze Hazards

The hazards associated with explosives are well
analyzed and understood within DX. Because of the
potentially high consequences of explosive hazards, DX
has had robust hazard analysis processes for many
years. For other hazards, the WM processwithin DX
was performed effectively and generally results in
appropriate hazard identification and analysis. Other
than the isolated exceptions described below, IWDs
reviewed by |ndependent Oversight for activitiessuch
aschemical operations, charge handling and preparation,
and routine firing operations adequately identified the
applicable hazards and associated risks. For example,
the analysis of hazards for “Failure Cone Tests”
addressed in the IWD for “Firing Operations in the
Vessel at TA-40-8 (Chamber 8)” and the referenced
documents were comprehensive and appropriately
addressed the associated hazards.

Following theworker injury on of May 27, 2005, in
a DX synthesis laboratory involving a deflagration
caused by the synthesis of an unexpected energetic
intermediate material, DX took effective corrective
actions to better address the hazards associated with
potential or unexpected energetic intermediate
reactions. DX revised their IWM addressing work
with energetic material to include specific steps that
address a formal, documented peer review of each
proposed synthesisto consider intermediate compounds




and potential contaminantsin additiontothe previously
considered analysis of the sensitivity of the products
and sdeproducts. Thismoreformal and comprehensive
review by one or more scientists not directly involved
with the experiment provides a better focus on all
potential hazardous energetic materials and reactions
and allows effective controlsto be implemented.

Although most DX hazards analyses are effective,
Independent Oversight observed deficiencies in the
areas of environmental hazardsand industrial hygiene
baseline hazard surveys, as described bel ow.

DX has not adequately addressed environmental
hazards at the RCRA waste treatment firing site. The
applicable WD doesnot list environmental hazardsor
controls for waste management and environmental
activities. DX relied on qualified worker training as
the only environmental control specified for RCRA
treatment shots; however, the qualified worker training
did not meet the requirements of IMP-300.2, and other
waste management activities and environmental
concerns associated with shot assembly, post-shot
cleanup, berm maintenance, and excavation hazards
were not addressed. (See Finding #2.)

In several cases, initial or baseline surveys to
identify and eval uate potential worker health riskshave
not been performed asrequired by DOE Order 440.1A.
In one DX chemistry laboratory, a nuclear magnetic
resonance machineisroutinely used. AlthoughtheLIR
addressing magnetic fields requires surveys to be
performed, the current industrial hygienist could not
locate any surveys for this particular machine. In a
DX carpentry and machine shop, several solvents, such
as acetone and ethanol, are routinely used; however,
baseline exposure surveys on these chemical s have not
been performed. These qualitative controls are not
based on a quantitative evaluation of the associated
hazards and do not meet the requirements of DOE
Order 440.1A for industrial hygiene baseline surveys.
(SeeFinding #3.)

Summary. The IWM process adequately
addressesidentification and analysisof hazards, andin
most cases, DX appropriately implements the
requirements. Although most DX hazards analyses
reviewed by Independent Oversight were appropriate,
DX has not effectively addressed environmental and
waste management hazards in IWDs and has not
ensured that adequate industrial hygiene baseline
hazard surveysare performed for all workplace hazards,
as required by DOE Order 440.1A.

Core Function #3: Identify and Implement
Controls

In general, DX develops and implements
appropriate controls for the identified hazards. When
possible, engineered controlsareintroduced to minimize
hazards or consequences. For example, the use of
foam to encompass beryllium contamination at
DARHT and the use of containment vessels at several
firing points have reduced environmental releases. In
aDX carpentry shop, the machineswerefound to have
proper guarding and shielding. When engineered
controls are not practical, appropriate administrative
controls are commonly used. For example, chemistry
and shot procedures are generally technically accurate
and complete, are well written, and contain the
appropriate information and level of detail. DX also
has an extensive access control program for itsfiring
sitesto ensure that all personnel are accounted for and
in a safe location prior to shots. In another example,
deployment of waste management coordinators into
the DX organization has resulted in better control of
waste management activities. InaDX carpentry and
machine shop, use of aformal training and qualification
process, postings, and administrative controls on
flammabl e substances (magnesium metal cuttings) and
on loosefitting clothing effectively contributeto asafe
work environment. Finally, DX appropriately applies
PPE when engineering and administrative controlsare
insufficient. For example, the WD for DX chemistry
operations lists al the common solvents used in the
laboratory and providesaprimary and alternate choice
of glove types for each solvent.

The DARHT accesstraining isnoteworthy. Itisa
comprehensive, informative, professionally devel oped,
dlide-based presentation with asoundtrack that presents
the facility hazards and associated controls in an
interesting manner. The presentation provides pertinent
information to visitors and workers and includes
directions and mapsto DARHT, apictorial tour of the
facility with excellent narrative, concise descriptions
of safety systems, personnel responsibilities, and
descriptions of routine operations. Using a slide
presentation instead of a video makes it easy and
economical to update the presentation when
reguirements change or to reflect lessons learned.

Interfaces between DX and other LANL
organizationsare generally well-defined. Therolesand
responsibilities for DX activities at TA-55 are
documented in a tenant agreement between DX and




NMT that specifically addresses such areas as
approved operations and responsibilities for safety,
security, training, and work authorization. Althoughthe
document has not been revised to specifically address
the IMP-300.2 IWM process, the responsibilities are
written to clearly show that DX must follow all NMT-
specific work authorization and safety documents, which
include IWDs. Interfacesat DX facilitiesaresimilarly
well-defined. For example, any workers coming into
DARHT must provide appropriate IWDs for work to
be performed and obtain facility-specific input for the
IWDs. To further clarify IWDs at the DARHT firing
point, thefacility providesacentral location for IWDs
and organizes and col or-codes |WDs based on whether
they are DX or outside organi zation IWDs and whether
they are shot-specific or non-shot related. Asaresult,
interfaces between organizations are enhanced by
providing everyone easy access to active IWDs.

IMP-300.2 requires that line managers authorize
workers to perform work only after verifying that the
workers have completed the required training and are
currently qualified. However, DX usesadivision-level
database for thisfunction that isneither comprehensive
nor current. As a result, for instance, the training
database did not show that one firing site technician
had completed all the required training and reading to
be qualified to work independently at afiring site; asa
result, the technician’'s supervisor had to complete a
“DX DivisionAuthorization and Worker Assignment”
document attesting to the fact that the individual was
appropriately qualified and assigned, before the work
could proceed. Thisproblem also delayed anumber of
staff from being designated as qualified or re-qualified
as firing site leaders. LANL is implementing a new
interactive training database that could provide the
required information, but there have been delays in
implementation and DX hasnot yet popul ated the system
with acomprehensivelist of training requirementsfor
DX staff positions. (See Finding #2.)

In addition to training weaknesses, deficienciesin
DX division IWD preparation indicate that institutional
guidance, ingtructions, and training for IMP-300.2 have
been ineffective in some areas. In severa cases,
workers prepared and managers approved IWDs
erroneously marked as “ standing” IWDs. In some of
these cases, the IWDswere marked as being qualified-
worker IWDs, even though DX has no qualified-
worker tasksidentified and analyzed that meet the IMP
300.2 requirements. In another example, DX used the
IMP-300.2 hazard grading matrix asarisk assessment
insevera recent IWDs, including performing additional
risk analysis activities and obtaining input from the

National Nuclear Security Administration Service
Center onrisk assessment as part of the hazard grading.
However, the grading matrix is only intended as a
hazard identification tool for determining the level of
analysis. As aresult, DX personnel prepared and
managers approved some IWDs with hazard grading
results that were not in accordance with IMP-300.2
requirements. For example, preparers checked blocks
indicating that activitiesmet the criteriafor high-hazard
activities but, contrary to the IMP-300.2 instructions,
marked the activity hazard as moderate because of
risk analysisresults. Additionally, with the exception
using the qualified-worker exemption for environmental
and waste management activities described under Core
Function #2, the mistakes in IWD preparation had
minimal apparent effect on the effectiveness of the
hazards analyses and identified controlsin the IWDs,
but did illustrate insufficient understanding of the
specifics of the IWD process by DX personnel. (See
Findings#1 and #2.)

In other cases, afew specific IWD controlswithin
otherwise acceptable IWDs were inadequate to
completely control theidentified hazards:

* Waste management and environmental controls
have not been adequately integrated into some
IWDs. For example, IWDs for charge handling
operations and chemical synthesis of energetic
materials do not provide controls for such waste
management activitiesasdisposal of solvent wipes
or storage of wastes. In another example, the WD
for open detonation at the RCRA treatment,
storage, and disposal firing site (Mini€) does not
include specific environmental controls, but instead
listsreference documentsthat provide controlsfor
al DX firing sites. Because the specific controls
for meeting the treatment, storage, and disposal
requirements are not identified in the IWD, there
isinsufficient assurancethat only the controlsthat
are needed to meet permit requirements are
selected from among the numerous controls, which
vary depending on thefiring site and are contained
in several different SOPs.

* In two separate cases, a high-explosive handler
placed tape over the bolt holes in the top of a
cylinder to prevent inadvertent introduction of high
explosives into the threads and cavity of the
cylinder’sbolt holes during high-explosivefilling
operations and during removal of the spike from
the post-penetration shot assembly. The tape was
intended to mitigate the potential for pinching,




compressing, or causing friction of high explosives
when bolts were installed. While the associated
IWDs listed these as hazards and the handler’s
actionswere appropriatefor the hazards, the IWDs
did not associate those hazards with the filling
operation, did not address the bolt holes, and did
not list the control that the handler used (also see
the discussion under Core Function #4).

* In an attachment to a standing IWD for routine
firing operations, which addresses unique aspects
of a planned shot, the description of the activity
states that “the controls listed below either
supplement existing controls or supersede them
when there is a conflict,” but does not list which
controls are supplemented or superseded. This
approach does not meet the criteria of being
“worker friendly,” with afocus oninformation that
the worker needs. In the same IWD attachment,
a key-lock control identified in the procedure to
ensure that a hydraulic system did not initiate
prematurely wasnot listed asacontrol inthe \WD.

e A DX carpentry and machine shop IWD does not
provide sufficient controlsto ensure that noise and
chemical exposure limits are not exceeded.
Although loud equipment isroutinely operated, the
IWD only implements a qualitative control on
hearing protection (i.e., if the machine noises
reguired shouting, then ear plugs should be used).
The same IWD also implements a qualitative
control on chemical exposure (only small quantities
will be used, or if large quantities are used an
industrial hygienist will be consulted). In both
cases, specific values are not provided asrequired
by IMP-300.2.

*  NMT procedures used by DX personnel in TA-55
for 40mm target preparation and shot alignments
specify alcohol (ethanol) asasolvent, and DX and
NMT-16 personnel use a 0.5 liter squirt bottle of
ethanol inside the glovebox for cleaning. Neither
the IWD nor the HCP addresses use of ethanol in
the glovebox from a facility hazard perspective,
and therefore neither document provides any
controlson the quantity of ethanol in the glovebox.
None of the workers or supervisors knew of any
facility limitson combustibleliquidsin gloveboxes.
The TA-55 fire hazards analysis limits solventsin
gloveboxes to “small quantities.” However, this
limitisnot trandated to auseable control for workers

introducing solvents to the gloveboxes. (See
Appendix E for further discussion.)

Summary. In most of the activities reviewed by
Independent Oversight, appropriate controls had been
established and implemented for recognized hazards.
Although DX implementation of controlsisgenerally
positive, many workers are not aware of the benefits
of the IWM, worker training and qualification is not
adequately tracked, and in afew cases, IWD controls
are not sufficiently tailored to completely address the
hazards.

Core Function #4: Perform Work Within
Controls

Readinessto perform work and work authorization
in DX is verified by numerous methods, including
schedules, access control protocols, IWD approvals,
daily Fire Marshal authorization, requests for waste
treatment approval s, pre-job briefings, and PIC release
of work. Observed pre-job briefingseffectively covered
theidentified hazards and controls.

The DX operations that were observed were
generaly performed safely and in accordance with
established controls. Workers performed operations
in accordance with the hazard controls identified in
appropriate proceduresand IWDs. Workerswho were
interviewed indicated that they felt empowered to stop
work if safety concernsarose. Satellite accumulation
areas are operated in accordance with requirements.
Shots are performed in accordance with established
checklists, and laboratory activities are performed in
accordance with established PPE requirements and
procedures.

Although most observed work was performed
safely, workers did not follow established controlsin
threeisolated cases. |n one case, laboratory personnel
did not label acontainer containing a peroxide hazard
in accordance with DX requirements. Intwo separate
cases involving related IWDs used during spike
penetration tests (oneinvolving shot preparation and a
second involving routine firing operations), a worker
identified aprevioudy recognized but unmitigated hazard
and implemented undocumented control s (in both cases
installing tape over bolt holes) without revising the
associated standing IWDs or otherwise implementing
the IWM process. (Thiswas further discussed under
Core Function #3, above.)

Summary. Most observed DX work was
appropriately verified ready, authorized, and performed




within established controls. Although Independent
Oversight observed a few isolated deficiencies, DX
personnel generally were effectivein performing work
within controls.

C.2.3 TA-55Programmatic Work
Core Functions #1 — #4

TheNMT Division operatesthe TA-55 plutonium
facility. NMT is a multidisciplinary organization
responsiblefor the science, engineering, and technology
of plutonium and other actinides in support of the
nation’s nuclear weapons stockpile, nuclear materials
disposition, and nuclear energy programs. Thedivision
conducts and provides support for scientific research
and devel opment on strategic nuclear materialsin TA-
55 and other nuclear facilities that it maintains and
operates. The TA-55 facility supports pit
manufacturing, surveillance, and special plutonium
recovery. TA-55 also provides chemical and
metallurgical processesfor recovering, purifying, and
converting plutonium and other actinides into many
compounds and forms. Additional capabilitiesinclude
the meansto safely and securely ship, receive, handle,
and store nuclear materials and to manage the wastes
and residues produced by TA-55 operations.

Independent Oversight’s review of core function
implementation at TA-55 examined a sample of
programmatic work activities conducted by severa
NMT Division groups, including NMT-2, NMT-5,
NMT-9, NMT-11, and NMT-16. Operationsreviewed
included glovebox handling and manipul ation of actinide
materialsin support of specific research, development,
and manufacturing needs, and certain programmatic
maintenance activities such as high efficiency
particulate air (HEPA) filter and glove changes, bagouts,
and decontamination/waste packaging activities. A key
focus of the review was to evaluate NMT’s
implementation of sitewide | SM requirements, including
the IMP-300.2 process.

Status of Corrective Actions

TA-55 was not specifically inspected by
Independent Oversight in 2002. However, NMT
programmatic activitiesin CMR werereviewed in 2002,
and somedeficienciessimilar to thosediscussed inthis
inspection wereidentified. For example, some hazards
and associated controlswere not identified or analyzed
because line management lacked sufficient tools and
guidance, such as involvement of safety and health

SMEs in planning programmatic work. Safety and
health requirements in LIRs were not adequately
incorporated into HCPs, and work instructions and
hazard controls were not always sufficient because of
weaknesses in HCPs, work instructions, specification
of PPE, and related areas. The NMT Division MSAs
identified alarge number of individual findingsinabroad
range of areas, a number of which pertained to work
planning deficienciesand inconsi stent application across
NMT groups. Thelarge number of individua findings
weregrouped by relevance and similarity and combined
into several LCAPs.

NMT Division management expends significant
effort in addressing findings and corrective actions,
including participation in weekly progress and status
meetings to review LCAP issues, status of actions,
milestones, and schedules. However, many local MSA
corrective actions remain to be completed, and some
corrective actions have not been effectivein correcting
past findings. In one example identified during this
inspection, a local corrective action pertaining to an
M SA finding on radiological work control documents
was closed but did not include extent-of-condition
reviewsand review or correction of any deficient HCPs
and work instructions. Consequently, these documents
still lack required work control information asidentified
by the M SA finding. Also, although corrective actions
to address 2002 findings resulted in changes to work
control processes, a variety of similar concerns were
noted during this inspection. Additiona efforts are
needed by the division to evaluate root causes and
approachesto devel oping corrective actionsthat address
symptoms and prevent recurrence.

Core Function #1: Define Scope of Work

The scope of work for most programmeatic activities
at TA-55isdescribed in facility safety and operations
documentation. At thefacility level, program activities
are generally described in the facility’s currently
approved safety analysis report. (See Appendix E.)
Specific operationswithin laboratories or workstations
are further described within group-level documents,
such as HCPs, IWDs, and work instructions. These
documents generally define the scope of work in
significant detail, and are sufficient to permit effective
identification and analysis of hazards. Hundreds of
these work control documents have been developed
by theindividual NMT organizations. To manage the
large number of documents, NMT effectively uses a
comprehensive document management system called
Documentum. Each NMT group maintains a series of




Documentum folders where current versions of
approved work control documentsreside. Thefolders
are arranged by group and include separate sections
for HCPs, IWDs, work instructions, and related
material, greatly facilitating access to and retrieval of
key documents.

While the work scope for most research and
manufacturing operations is well defined, some
programmatic support activities, such as bag-ins,
bagouts, glove changes, and HEPA filter changes, occur
at variouslocationswithin TA-55. For these activities,
work control documents describe the general tasksto
be performed but do not provide sufficient detail to
ascertain the unique hazards and controls associated
with thejob. Inthese cases, additional evaluation by
the worker is needed at the time of the job to evaluate
some hazards and controls. For example, NMT-5
workers performing a HEPA filter change were using
a generic work instruction that listed fall protection
controls not applicable to the work because workers
would not be accessing areas abovefour feet. Similarly,
workers bagging out trichloroethylene (TCE) samples
were using a work instruction that did not address
specific chemical hazards or controls for TCE.
Combination cartridges were in use based on verbal
instruction from HSR, but were not required by the
governing work instructions. Inthese examples, IWDs
more specifically tailored to the actual activity to be
performed (e.g., replace GB XXX HEPA filter or Bag
out TCE samples in GB XXX) would have required
evaluation of the specific hazards associated with the
work and needed controls, consistent with the
expectations of IMP-300.2.

Summary. The scope of work for most
programmatic activitiesiswell defined by HCPs, IWDs,
and processwork instructions. Thesedocumentsdefine
the scope of most work in significant detail, and are
sufficient to permit effectiveidentification and analysis
of hazards. In a limited number of cases, scopes of
work for repetitive activitiesthat take placein different
locations in TA-55 (e.g., HEPA filter changes, glove
changes, bagouts) are not defined in sufficient detail to
evaluate all specific job hazards. However, worker
experience, training, areafamiliarity, and evaluation at
the work site have been sufficient to ensure that the
work scope and hazards are properly understood for
these activities prior to the work.

Core Function #2: Analyze Hazards

NMT uses several processes to identify hazards
associated with activity-level program work. Process

hazards analyses and HCPs are mechanisms for
identifying hazardsfor one or more groupingsof similar
manufacturing or research activities. These documents
generally encompass the principal hazards that may
impact the worker, the public, or the environment. At
the task level, these documents are supplemented by
work instructions and IWDs, which more specifically
document the unique hazards aworker may encounter
during each task of a specific operation. A positive
attribute of the LANL WD process, both IMP-300.2
and its predecessor Notice 142, isthe requirement for
linkage of hazards (and controls) to individual work
steps. Whilethereissomevariation in the quality and
clarity of task breakdowninthe NMT IWDsthat were
reviewed, al identified the hazards associated with each
step or task. When implemented as intended, these
mechani sms provide acomprehensivelisting of hazards
associated with work activities.

Although hazard identification processes produce
therequired hazard listings, thelevel of rigor associated
with preparation of work instructionsand IWDsvaries,
and not all unique hazards are sufficiently defined by
the IWD to allow specific controlsto be identified, as
required by IMP-300.2. As indicated under Core
Function#1, unclear hazard definition wasmost evident
inwork activitiesgoverned by generic work instructions
that do not define the specific work scope. Other
examples were also noted in process operations that
involve use of chemicals, most of which are not
specifically called out by the IWD. For example, a
number of IWDsin NMT-2 and NMT-11 simply list
“chemicals’ under the hazard listing without listing the
specific chemicalsor groups of chemicalsthat present
similar hazards and controls. (See Finding #2.)

NMT-5 uses a rigorous process to plan some
programmatic maintenance-type work. This NMT
group preparesawork traveler that specifically defines
the job to be performed— the only group to use this
level of work planning for maintenance-type activities.
For example, work order 000233 was prepared
specifically for replacement of GB 335 exhaust HEPA
filter. However, despite this level of work planning
detail, the hazards analysisdid not delineate the specific
hazards or controls needed for the work. Instead, a
generic Notice 142 IWD and work instruction for
HEPA filter changeswas attached to thetravel er, which
included requirementsfor acontral (i.e., fall protection)
for a hazard that did not apply to the work (i.e., no
work above 4 feet was planned).

Some hazards have beenidentified but not properly
analyzed. An NMT-11 work instruction for analytical
measurements in plutonium powders references the




possible creation of dilute (less than 1.2 percent) HF
during filtrate generation. Thework instruction further
states that “an HF concentration below 1.2% is
considered safe and can be safely removed from
skin by rinsing with water for 15 minutes.” This
conflicts with the MSDS for less-than-1 percent HF,
which indicates an acute hazard even at low
concentrations. Accidental exposure callsfor awater
rinse followed by 15 minutes of calcium gluconate
application. It should be noted that HF may be
particularly hazardous at low concentrations because
symptoms of exposure may be delayed for 24 hours or
more, requiring even morerigor and awareness of the
potential for accidental or unexpected contact. These
hazards analysis problems may be caused or
compounded by the lack of required HSR SME
involvement in the IWD process (see Findings #2
and #3).

Radiological hazards are prevalent throughout
TA-55. However, these hazards also have not always
been subjected to appropriate eval uation through work
planning mechanisms and interface between line
management and HSR. For example, in NMT-11,
radiologicd hazardsareidentified but the unique hazards
associ ated with use of neptunium during fuel production
arenot adequately called out, analyzed, or documented.
Standard plutonium controls, such as plutonium
bioassays, would not be adequate for neptunium but
were not eval uated and/or modified for this operation.
The process hazards analysis, HCPs, and work
instructions for actinide fuels work do not adequately
define or analyze the special hazards posed by the use
of 100-gram quantitiesof neptunium powdersby NMT-
11 workers; for example, the site’s standard bioassay
program and TA-55 health physics questionnaire are
only designed to account for plutonium, uranium,
americium, and tritium. Specific controls must be put
in placeto ensurethat appropriate neptunium bioassays
are performed following workplace events involving
neptunium because the standard plutonium bioassay
would be ineffective in detecting or quantifying
neptunium intakes. Further, the HSR-12 protocol for
placing individuals on a routine bioassay program
indicatesthat NM T-11 fuel productionworkershandling
100 gram quantities of neptunium may needto beona
routine neptunium bioassay program. Calculations
performed by HSR-12 following Independent
Oversight’sinquiry indicated athreshold of nearly 1700
grams; however, the calculations were based on a
release fraction of 0.001 for “solids and spotty
contamination” versus a release fraction of 0.1 for
“nonvolatile powders,” whichismorereflective of what

NMT-11 handles. Using the latter release fraction, a
threshold quantity of as low as 10 to 20 grams may
warrant routine bioassay for neptunium in accordance
with ANSI/HPS N13.29-2001, which the site uses to
determine routine bioassay needs.

In addition to bioassay concerns, there are also
potential inadequaciesin the assessment of neptunium
airborne contamination from instruments designed and
calibrated for plutonium. The lack of comprehensive
hazards analysis has resulted in the lack of an
appropriate, documented technical basisfor addressing
these issues.

Finding #8. Potentia radiological hazards posed by
neptunium and isotopes other than plutonium, americium,
uranium, and tritium are not adequately addressed by
existing LANL TA-55 hazards analysis processes or
HSR mechanisms.

Summary. A variety of methodsare used toidentify
hazards associated with activity-level program work.
Process hazards analyses and HCPs identify hazards
inherent in one or more groupings of similar
manufacturing or research activities. Atthetask level,
these documentsare supplemented by work instructions
and IWDs, which more specifically document the unique
hazards a worker may encounter during operations.
IMP-300.2 and its predecessor Notice 142 require
linkage of hazards (and controls) to individual work
steps, thereby enhancing the previous LANL work
control processes. |n most cases, the hazards analysis
mechanismsresult in acomprehensivelisting of hazards
associated with work activities. However, lack of
required SME involvement limitsthe effectivenessand
accuracy of hazardsanalysisefforts. Insufficient rigor
and analysis of hazards posed by chemicals and use of
non-routine radioactive material at TA-55 hasresulted
in potentially inadequate controls.

Core Function #3: Identify and Implement
Controls

NMT appropriately uses a variety of engineering
and administrative controls, coupled with PPE, to
mitigate hazards from many TA-55 activities.
Engineering controls are used extensively, including
containment and confinement devices, such as
gloveboxes, hoods, and ventilation systems specific to
the work. Engineered controls are complemented by
a variety of administrative controls, including work
permits, administrative procedures, IWDs, and work
instructions prepared to control particular activities. In




addition, NMT and HSR conservatively requirethat all
personnel donaminimum level of PPEinall production
areas, even though most of these areas are normally
free of contamination.

LANL has defined the IMP-300.2 process as the
primary mechanism for communicating hazards and
controls at the task level. IMP-300.2 replaced the
Notice 142 interim work control process in 2004.
However, most NMT programmatic activitiesreviewed
by Independent Oversight continue to be governed by
work control documents prepared under Notice 142.
Thissituationisauthorized by NMT-AP-045, the official
division-level processdocument that implements | M P-
300.2, which took effect in May 2005. NMT-AP-045
is generally comprehensive and appears to outline a
reasonable approach and graded implementation plan
for achieving compliance with IMP-300.2. Division
management indicates that the site WM coordinator
concurred with its content and acceptability.

Whileadequatein principle, Independent Oversight
identified two key flawsin AP-045 that have impacted
NMT’s compliance with al IMP-300.2 requirements.
First, the document does not address key elements of
IMP-300.2 related to qualified-worker status.
Specifically, there are no provisions to ensure that
NMT’s authorization of moderate-hazard qualified-
worker activities meet al ingtitutional requirements,
including adequacy of training materials, review and
approval of division qualified-worker activitiesby the
site IWM coordinator, and placement on the IWM
website. Several NMT groups, such as NMT-5,
currently usethe qualified-worker provisionto perform
significant programmatic work without IWDs, but they
do not meet al IMP-300.2 requirements. For example,
no NMT qualified-worker activitiesare currently listed
on the site IWM website, as required to utilize this
provision. Also, training materials used to justify
qualified-worker activitiesin NMT do not contain al
activity-level hazards and controlsand therefore do not
demonstrate equivalency with Part 1 of the IWD.
Lastly, IMP-300.2 allows for qualified-worker status
as an dternative to Part 1 of the IWD but does not
indicate that Parts 2, 3 and 4 are also exempt. NMT
incorrectly authorized these activities as qualified-
worker activities without adequate justification and
without review and approval by the site IWMC. (See
Finding #2.)

In asecond concern, NMT-AP-045 did not define
the review process necessary to ensure that Notice
142 IWDsand work instructionsthat are used asNMT
work control documents meet the specific requirements
of IMP-300.2. While the NMT RLM has certified

that these requirements are being met, there is
insufficient evidence to demonstrate that systematic
reviews of individual IWDs have been performed
against IMP-300.2 requirementsto certify compliance.
For example, there is no documented evidence of
specific review criteria or of any findings associated
with existing Notice 142 IWDs. Independent
Oversight's review revealed a variety of deficiencies
in Notice 142 work control documents that were
deemed by NMT to comply with IMP-300.2, as
discussed below. (See Finding #2.)

A number of Notice 142 IWDs, HCPs, and work
instructions that were reviewed did not meet IMP-
300.2 requirements for specificity of contrals, and in
many cases, IWD controlsdiffered from and sometimes
conflicted with the associated work instructions and
HCPs. Such a condition does not meet IMP-300.2
requirements. For example:

e The NMT-2 IWDs and work instructions for
dissolution and purification/recovery refer to the
use of toxic/pathogenic chemicals and cite the
MSDSfor controls, in conflict with IMP-300.2. In
particular, thework instruction for dissolution refers
to use of HF, which normally requires special
controls and emergency response procedures,
however, such controls are not listed. Similarly,
NMT-2 has one of the highest collective doses
within NMT Division; however, external exposure
controls listed in the IWD and work instructions
refer to generic time, distance, and shielding and
“follow ALARA” as controls, with no further
information about specific actions that should be
considered or when specific actions should be
applied. The HCPfor aqueous chloride operations
(covering these IWDs and work instructions)
references a control for “ measurement of
radiation readings when dealing with suspected
high-radiation items,” but there is no indication
of where thisis expected to occur.

* Asdiscussed, the NMT-11 work instruction for
analytical measurements in plutonium powders
referenced the possible creation of dilute (lessthan
1.2 percent) HF during filtrate generation. This
hazard and any needed controls (including
availabhility of calcium gluconate gel) are not listed
inthe IWD.

* TheNMT-111WD, work instruction, and HCPfor
actinide batch processing each differ in the
radiological controls needed for the same work.




For example, thework instruction requires surveys
and RCT coverage while the IWD does not, and
the HCPrequiresan RWP. None of these controls
were accurate or implemented. Accordingto some
staff, thewords* personal dose/exposure surveys’
referenced in the work instruction might mean
thermoluminescent dosimeters (TLDs)—an
unconventional interpretation of theword “ survey.”
RCT coverageisalso not defined and could mean
several things (no RCT was present to perform
surveys during the evolution). The requirement
for an RWPlisted in the HCPisincorrect because
the HCP work instruction isintended to serve that
purpose (seediscussion of radiological work control
documents, below).

»  Forladder and scaffolding hazards, theNMT IWD
for glovebox exhaust Zone 1 HEPA filter
replacement lists only the following controls:
“proper set-up of ladders, climb with three
points of contact, and use equipment as
intended by manufacturer.” Thework instruction
contains completely different controls, including a
reference to 29 CFR 1910.23 for fall protection.
In most cases, the controls listed in the work
instruction are clearer than those in the IWD.

*  The NMT-16 40 MM Impact Test Facility IWD
simply refersto the HCP for hazards and controls,
and the HCP uses non-specific controls such as,
“Workers shall wear appropriate PPE” and
“Workers shall use appropriate tools in a safe
manner.” Neither the IWD nor the HCPlists use
of ethanol inthe glovebox asahazard, and therefore
neither document provides any relevant facility
safety controls, such aslimitation of quantity inthe
glovebox. (SeeAppendix E.)

Examplessimilar to those noted abovewere evident
in a variety of NMT Notice 142 work documents
reviewed. According to NMT-AP-045, these
documents were deemed compliant with IMP-300.2
and thus will remain valid until their next scheduled
revision or review, which in some cases is two years.
Such conditionsare contrary to the expectationsdefined
by the IMP-300.2 work control process. (See
Finding #2.)

Independent Oversight also reviewed a limited
number of IMP-300.2 IWDs for new activities, such
as some activitiesin NMT-9 and NMT-15. While the
sampling was small, these documents were more

rigorous and better specified controls than the Notice
142 documentsdiscussed above. At present, most NMT
programmatic work does not use IWDs prepared under
IMP-300.2. Thus, additional divisional focus on
migration of existing work control documentsto IMP-
300 standards may improvetheclarity and consistency
of the defined hazard controls.

A separate concern was identified in the quality
and content of radiological work control documents,
such as HCPs. A similar issue (HCPs not addressing
all radiological requirements) wasidentified during the
2004 NMT MSAs but has not been adequately
corrected. NMT’s corrective action for this finding
was to issue a laboratory variance to the LIR
requirement stating that only the applicablerequirements
from the LIR are to be included in the NMT work
control documents. However, the corrective action
did not include extent-of-condition reviews and review
or correction of any deficient HCPs and work
instructions. Consequently, these documentsstill lack
the required radiological information for a governing
radiological work control document. (SeeFinding#13.)

Under LIR 402-700-01.1, Occupational
Radiation Protection Requirements, RWPs are the
primary radiologica work control documents. However,
the LIR allows for the use of HCPs for routine
radiological work if these documentsincludethe same
standard radiation protection requirements and
information that would be included in an RWP.
Currently, most NMT programmatic work in
radiological areasis governed by an HCP rather than
RWP. While TA-55 RD-555 contains specific
radiological information and requirements for many
general radiological work activitieswithin PF-4, none
of the NMT HCPs that were reviewed contained the
required radiological information needed by theworker
for the specific activities, and none of them met LIR
requirements for radiological information required in
an RWP. For example, HCPs and work instructions
did not specify anticipated or actual radiological
conditions, RCT coverage requirements, or limiting
conditions, al of which arekey elementsof an adequate
RWP or radiological work control document. In a
related concern, thereisinsufficient HSR-1 involvement
in the review and approval of HCPs, which serve as
the primary radiol ogical work control documentsinlieu
of an RWP. Under TA-55-RD-555, TA-55 Radiation
Protection Requirements, HSR-1 approval isrequired
for RWPs and procedures used to control radiological
work. However, HCPs at TA-55 have not been
approved by HSR-1.




Finding #9. LANL NMT radiological work control
documents, such as HCPs and work instructions, do
not contain al required radiological information and are
not reviewed or approved by HSR-1 as needed to
ensure that workers are properly informed of
radiological conditions.

Independent Oversight also identified concerns
about the adequacy of external radiation surveys in
radiological areasand in support of programmatic work.
These deficiencies are discussed in the following
paragraphs.

First, radiation surveys are not always performed
during programmatic work that involves changing
conditions, and neither institutional nor divisional
requirements clearly specify when such surveys are
needed. For example, NMT-2 activities separating
americium saltsfrom plutonium haveresulted in contact
gamma dose rates greater than 1000 mR/hr at the
glovebox window, based oninformal surveysperformed
by some workers who borrowed an ion chamber from
HSR. There has been no RCT coverage or
documented surveying during this work. The actual
external doseratewaslikely higher than that measured
by the ion chamber because of neutron contributions
that were not detected by the gamma instrument.

Theinstitutional requirement for external surveys
in ESH1-06-02.2 isthat routine surveys be performed
“before, during and after work that has the potential
to result in significant changes in radiological
conditions.” However, the term “ significant” is not
defined. TA-55 RD-555 hasthe same criterion except
that it does not provide the “ significant changes’
cavest; thiscriterion is also unclear and does not meet
expectations because any handling or movement of
material can result in minor changes in radiological
conditions that would not normally require additional
worker awareness. Notwithstanding the lack of clear
criteria, ESH1-06-02.2 conveys that workers must be
aware of radiological conditionsas part of theALARA
process.

TA-55 RD-555 and the TA-55 radiation monitoring
instructions also state that “ it is critical that workers
inform HSR-1 of operations that change
radiological conditions, have the potential to
change radiological conditions, or may necessitate
changes in radiological monitoring methods or
instrumentation. For example, changes in
radionuclides, quantities, physical or chemical
form, or process must be communicated to HSR-1
supervision or leadership. Such changes could

require corresponding changes in routine surveys
or air sampling and monitoring to ensure proper
characterization of the radiological hazard.”

Although NMT conductsformal plan-of-the-day/plan-
of-the-week meetings, these meetings do not
encompass or address most routine NMT
programmatic operations. There is limited interface
through the plan-of-the-day between division
management, NMT groups, and HSR for routine
programmatic work. Programmeatic activitiesareonly
addressed when “hot jobs,” such as glove changes,
are performed, because these jobs require continuous
RCT coverage. NMT’simplementation of the plan of
the day is not as rigorous as defined in the LANL
Conduct of OperationsLIR and Conduct of Operations
Implementation Manual in that many programmatic
activities are not addressed. This approach is based
on the assumption that most programmeatic operations
do not impact other groupsand therefore do not require
review or resource loading during the plan of the day.
However, the requirement to advise HSR of operations
that changeradiol ogical conditions, havethe potential
to change radiological conditions, or may necessitate
changes in radiological monitoring methods or
instrumentation is not addressed through the plan of
the day or an alternative mechanism.

Finally, thelack of programmatic radiation surveys
during programmatic work isnot mitigated by the TA-
55 routine survey frequency for radiation surveys. The
TA-55 HSR-1 radiation monitoring instructions only
require quarterly radiation surveys of gloveboxes,
regardless of the radiation levels or posting status of
the area. For gloveboxes located in radiation areas
(with dose rates exceeding 5 mrem/hr), thisfrequency
is much less than the suggested weekly frequency for
routinely occupied radiation areas specified in ESH1-
06-01.2. There is no documented technical basis or
justification for theless-conservative frequency stated
inthe TA-55instructions.

Finding#10. LANL NMT line management and HSR
have not ensured that sufficient radiation surveys are
performed during work that involves changing
radiological conditionsto ensurethat workersare aware
of radiological conditionsand can effectively minimize
eXposures.

A few deficiencieswerealsoidentified in radiation
area postings and contamination surveys. First, some
radiation area postings did not adequately define the
boundaries of the area and were not in compliance
withingtitutiona requirementsfor signageor information




that must be conveyed by the sign. Instead of the
three-part signsrequired by LANL, these postingswere
small labelsattached to the glovebox. Sincethelabels
are placed on the glovebox rather than at the entrance
or location where the radiation area begins, personnel
could inadvertently enter a radiation area without the
required warning. Most TA-55 work areas are posted
asradiation buffer areas because contamination levels
are expected to be below 20 dpm/100 cm?. However,
the routine survey records that were reviewed did not
demonstrate sufficient quantitative contamination
surveysinlaboratory spacesto demonstrate compliance
with surface contamination and posting requirements.
In some cases, survey forms only document that large
area wipes had been taken. This method can only be
used for qualitative purposes because of averaging
constraints and lack the sensitivity to detect down to
20 dpm/100 cm? of removabl e a phacontamination, as
required for comparison with regul atory requirements.

Summary. NMT appropriately uses a variety of
engineering and administrative controls, coupled with
PPE, to mitigate hazards from many TA-55 activities.
Engineered controls are complemented by avariety of
administrative controls, including work permits,
administrative procedures, IWDs, and work instructions
prepared to control particular activities. LANL has
defined the IMP-300.2 process as the primary
mechanism for communicating hazardsand controls at
thetask level. NMT’simplementing document for IMP-
300.2 does not contain sufficient detail about |IMP-300.2
requirements, resulting in some work control
deficiencies(e.g., inadequate specification of controls).
IWDs, HCPs, and work instructions contain numerous
deficiencies and inconsi stenciesin the specification of
hazard controls. An NMT corrective action related to
an M SA finding on radiologica work control documents
was not effective, resulting in continuing deficiencies
inthe presentation of required radiological information
to workers. Further, efforts to control external
radiological exposure are not supported by sufficient
radiation surveys during programmatic work to
determine the magnitude of changesinradiation levels
and ensure the effectiveness of ALARA efforts.

Core Function #4: Perform Work Within
Controls

M ost observed PF-4 programmatic operationswere
performed safely and in accordance with requirements.
The room controller process was used effectively to
ensure readiness to perform work. Room controllers

appropriately walked down assigned areas, checked
the status of equipment and safety systems such as
continuousair monitors, and updated the door postings
with information about room status and specia controls
before authorizing work to commence. Technicians
were highly knowledgeable about their processes and
diligent in performing equipment checks, maintaining
glovebox integrity through cautiouswork practices, and
monitoring handsupon removal from gloves. (However,
monitoring speeds were often too fast, as discussed
below.) All personnel observed in PF-4 wore the
required level of PPE, and workers performing hands-
on work donned appropriate extremity dosimetry and
were observed using puncture-resistant gloves when
handling sharp objects. Personnel exiting processrooms
followed therequirementsto use exit frisking equipment
that islocated at all exit locations.

However, some observed PF-4 contamination
control practices were not sufficient to detect the
potential for spread of contamination. Althoughworkers
used hand-held friskersupon removing their handsfrom
glovesand before exiting areas, most individual sfrisked
far too quickly to detect contamination at levels that
would exceed radiation buffer area criteria. An RCT
covering abag-in also frisked himself and workerstoo
quickly to adequately detect low levels of
contamination. Personnel wereobserved handling items
(including doffed respirators) and contacting surfaces
in the radiation buffer area with bare hands, contrary
to RD-555 requirements. These specific problemswere
addressed promptly by facility management and
performance improvement were noted during the
inspection, but sustained attention is needed.

Because of inattention to detail or lack of rigor,
somework activities are not performed in accordance
with requirements and/or deficienciesin work control
documents are not identified before proceeding with
work. For example, hazardsand controlsidentifiedin
the IWD for actinide ceramics batch preparation did
not contain all the controls identified in the work
instructions, but this anomaly was not questioned. A
reguirement in thework instruction for RCT coverage
and personal/exposure surveys was also not followed
or questioned. Hazardsand controlswerenot reviewed
during the pre-job brief for HEPA filter changeout by
NMT-5 because personnel were thought to be familiar
with the procedures due to their prior experience and
training onthework instruction. During the evolution,
astep platform was staged on top of loose, unnecessary
brown paper in the area rather than on a smooth and
cleanfloor surface (asrequired by thework instruction),




and aworker was observed using hisfist rather than a
tool to drive the spacer into the filter plenum.

Summary. Most observed work was performed
safely in accordance with stated requirements.
Technicians and workers were skilled and
knowl edgeabl e and exercised appropriate diligenceand
caution when working in contaminated gloveboxes and
with potentially contaminated/hazardous components,
and most controlswerefollowed. While some observed
contamination control practices were not sufficient to
detect the potential for spread of contamination,
management actions were taken and these practices
improved during the assessment. Sustained diligence
inthisareaisneeded. Whiletherewere afew examples
of not following requirements, not minimizing safety
risks, or not questioning work package anomalies, most
work at TA-55was performed safely and in accordance
with requirements.

C.2.4 Maintenance and Construction

KSL isasupport contractor to LANL that performs
maintenance and construction activities. LANL
FacilitiesManagement Division (FM D) coordinatesthe
KSL support servicesfor thevarious LANL divisions.
This Independent Oversight inspection focused on the
safety of KSL maintenance and construction activities
performed at C-Division facilities at TA-48, NMT
facilities at TA-55, and various DX facilities. Work
packages were reviewed, managers were interviewed,
and maintenance and construction activities were
observed to assess the management of safety associated
with thiswork.

Status of Corrective Actions

The 2002 Independent Oversight assessment and
subsequent self-assessments by LANL identified
deficienciesin the LANL work control processand in
the application of thisprocessto KSL maintenance and
construction activities. Independent Oversight
reviewed corrective actions taken and planned to
address problemsidentified during these assessments.
Corrective actionsincluded changesto the LANL work
control process, and steps taken to improve
implementation through more effectivetraining.

An assessment of WM by the LANL Assessment
Group, Audits and Assessments Divisionin May 2005
identified many of the same deficiencies that were
identified during thisIndependent Oversight review. As
examples: workers performing qualified-worker
activitieswerenot qualified asrequired by IMP-300.2;

there were deficiencies in work definition, hazards
analysis, and controls, including those associated with
exposures to silica, sharps, noise, and inhalation of
soldering fumes; and workers did not implement
controls. LANL and KSL are developing asystematic
approach totraining to addressthe deficienciesidentified
by the Audits and Assessments organization. The
LANL institutional program is scheduled to be
completedin 2007, and the KSL implementing program
is scheduled to be completed in 2008.
Thenumerousdeficienciesinwork controlsinclude
the deficiencies in the identification of hazards and
controlsthat were previoudly identified during the 2004
LANL MSAs. Thoserelated to KSL work have been
incorporated into issues assigned to FMD, KSL, and
NMT (for work at TA-55). FMD developed a
correctiveaction planfor MSA findingsrelated to IM P-
300.2. Thisplanincluded actionsto implement IMP-
300.2 and to audit this implementation. Actions for
implementation have been completed, but the audit has
not yet been conducted. FMD management is aware
of the need to improve implementation, but the FMD
M SA corrective action plan does not include additional
actions in this area. KSL has also developed a
corrective action plan to strengthen training based on
MSA findings, the Audits and Assessments |WM
assessment, and comments from the Los Alamos Site
Office. Completion isscheduled for 2008. NMT has
separated MSA findings into management system
categories and is devel oping plansto strengthen these
management systems. Corrective action plansare till
under development, and none have been completed.
Although stronger management systemswould improve
work controls, there is no clear evidence that the
planned actionswoul d addressthe specific deficiencies
identified during this Independent Oversight inspection.

Core Function #1: Define Scope of Work

The scope of maintenance and construction work
is specified in work ordersfor all work performed by
KSL. This scope is broken down into more detailed
tasks and stepsin Part 1 of IWDs for all work except
for that classified as “qualified-worker” activities
pursuant to IWM procedure IMP-300.2. This
procedure permits work to be performed as“ qualified
worker activities” without defining tasks on an IWD,
when thosetasks are approved by the IWMC and listed
onthelWM website. KSL had been using thisapproach
for most low- and moderate-hazard work at facilities
other than TA-55 but discontinued this practice for
moderate-hazard work during thisinspection.




In general, when tasks and steps are identified in
an IWD, work is adequately defined. Independent
Oversight’sreview of IWDsin about 30 work packages
indicatesthat, in most cases, work isdefined in sufficient
detail on IWD Part 1 to support the identification of
hazards and requisite controls. One exception was
identified: a TA-55 preventive maintenance work
package required replacement of belts and lubrication
of bearings for a blower that had no belts and no
bearings that could be lubricated. An ineffective pre-
jobwalkdown contributed to thisdeficiency.

Tasks for qualified-worker activities were not
described in most of the IWDs reviewed during this
inspection. (Asdiscussed above, thispractice changed
during theinspection.) These tasks are required to be
listed on the IWM website and to be specifically
addressed in training provided to qualified workers.
However, some tasks performed by KSL under the
qualified-worker program are not on thewebsite. Notes
posted on the website describe how thelisted activities
are to be used and state that the “list should not be
considered exhaustive,” implying that other activities,
which arenot listed, may also be performed without an
Part 1 of an IWD. KSL has performed unlisted
activities without an IWD Part 1. For example,
excavation and trenching, which are not listed on the
website, were recently performed as qualified-worker
activities by KSL's small projects construction group
without Part 1 of an IWD. During the trenching and
excavation, aburied 480 volt linewas accidental ly struck
and damaged. A KSL assessment identified the lack
of Part 1 of an IWD as a contributing cause. The
requirement to list qualified-worker activities on the
IWM website assuresindependent review and approval
of these tasks by the IWMC. Performing qualified-
worker activitieswithout thisreview and approval does
not meet theintent of IMP-300.2 and may not provide
adequate assurance of safety.

In addition, because training documentation
describing the detail s of tasks, hazards, and controlsis
not always maintained asrequired by IMP-300.2, there
isalack of assurancethat specific tasks are adequately
addressed intraining. LANL and KSL have devel oped
corrective action plans to strengthen performance in
this area by establishing an institutional systematic
approach to training based upon job and task analyses.

Defining the scope of work in work orders is
particularly important for qualified-worker activities
because tasks and steps are not identified in the work
package. The scope of work was adequately defined
for most work observed by Independent Oversight. An
exception was identified during one KSL job at a DX

facility. Inthiscase, work was not adequately defined
by FMD for pump maintenance. The work order
identified two leaking pumpsrequiring service, but the
needed repair actually involved repairing one leaking
pump, repairing aleaking pipeflange, and installing a
pipe support. Workers repaired the leaking pump but
suspended the remaining work until the work package
was revised to includeit.

Summary. Tasks are adequately defined when
they are listed on IWDs. However, tasks associated
with qualified-worker activities, which are not described
in IWDs and which constitute asignificant fraction of
maintenance and construction work, are not always
adequately defined. Qualified-worker activitiesare not
alwayslisted onthe WM website, and tasks associated
with these activities have not been systematically
analyzed to ensure that appropriate training and
gualification requirements are established. During this
inspection, KSL acknowledged the need for better
control of qualified-worker activitiesand required that
IWDs be established for all work except for that
classified as low hazard pursuant to IMP-300.2.
Limiting the application of the qualified-worker
provisionsof IIMP-300.2 to low-hazard work, along with
establishing an institutional systematic approach to
training, is appropriate for improving performance in
this area.

Core Function #2: Analyze Hazards

Appropriate processes are established in IMP-
300.2 and in KSL implementing procedures for
identifying hazards associated with KSL work activities.
Criteriaare established for categorizing the hazard level
of planned work to support the tailoring of controls
commensurate with the level of anticipated hazards.
IMP-300.2 requires activity-specific hazards to be
identified on Part 1 of IWDsor intraining for qualified-
worker activities listed on an IWM website, and
requires RDLSs to identify area hazards on Part 2 of
IWDs. Aspreviously discussed, KSL recently limited
the application of the qualified-worker provisions of
IMP-300.2 to low-hazard activities.

Most physical hazards, such as the potentia for
electrical shock, pinch points, injury from pressurized
systems, and burns, are adequately identified and
analyzed. KSL workers typically understand these
hazards and are reminded of them daily during pre-job
briefings. Radiological hazards are also adequately
addressed during pre-job briefings, on IWDs, and on
RWPs and are understood by theworkforce. Although
most IWDs adequately address physical and




radiological hazards, this was not the case for onejob
observed at TA-48. In this case, Part 1 of the IWD
for a sink and drain repair at a TA-48 chemistry
laboratory did not identify potential injection hazards
associated with radiologically contaminated sharps
encountered during therepair, and appropriate controls
were not included for this hazard in the work package
and were not utilized.

KSL has not adequately identified and analyzed
some activity-specific exposure hazards. A number of
exposure hazards were not adequately conveyed to
workers and were not identified with sufficient
specificity to support specification of appropriate
controls. Asexamples:

* Welding and brazing fumes. Installation of
equipment and rel ocation of an emergency shower
in TA-55, PF-4 required silver brazing of copper
piping, but thework packagedid not identify brazing
fumes as a hazard; thus, controls for this hazard
are not specified. MSDSs for the silver brazing
aloy, which wasnot included in thework package
as required by IMP-300.2, identified toxic
constituentsin the fumes and recommend use of a
respirator for maximum protection. The fumes
werenot identified asahazard in thework package,
industrial hygiene was not involved in the review
of thispackage, and no air sampling or other formal
analysis was performed to analyze potential
exposures. A KSL worker required medical
attentioninApril 2005 after experiencing dizziness
as aresult of exposure to fumes while brazing in
TA-46, but lessons learned from this event were
not incorporated into the work package. The
project also included welding of stainless steel
tubing and carbon steel piping, but the hazards
associated with wel ding fumeswere not addressed
in the work package. The JHA tool includes
hazardsand controlsfor welding and brazing fumes
but these hazards and controls were not included
in the package, and a previously planned analysis
of welding and brazing fume exposure hazardswas
not funded. After these issues were raised, KSL
suspended wel ding and brazing without respiratory
protection pending further review.

* Silica. Potential exposuresto airborne crystalline
silica, which were present at aTA-55 construction
siteduring sawing, drilling, and coring of concrete
were not identified in work packages. These
activities are not included on the list of qualified-
worker activities posted on the IWM website.

Although controls may have been adequate to
control exposures(e.g., use of water during coring
to control dust), silicahazardsand controlsare not
specified on some IWDs, and neither air sampling
nor other formal exposure assessment was
performed.

* Fiberglass. A KSL project at TA-55 included
removal and installation of fiberglass piping
installation. Fiberglassdust isarespiratory hazard
for which respiratory protection may be needed to
meet established exposure limits. However, no
exposure hazards or controls were identified, and
no MSDS was included in the work package.

* Noise. Some noise hazards were not adequately
evaluated. For example, there was no survey of a
DX boiler room at TA-15 to determine whether
K SL workers needed hearing protection to mitigate
loud noisefrom pumps, blowers, and compressors.
Other work packages did not require hearing
protection for workers using a hammer drill and
metal saw in DX-3 or for drilling work in TA-55,
PF-4.

RDLshave not adequately identified areahazards
involving potential exposures to hazardous materials
on Part 2 of IWDs. The results of analyses of area
hazards are documented on standard forms for work
planned pursuant to Notice 0142 and on Part 1 of IWDs
for work planned pursuant to IMP-300.2. TA-55 area
hazard descriptions on Part 2 of IWDs are based on
the output of the JHA tool at TA-55; they are limited
primarily to adescription of general hazards that may
be present and do not indicate activity-specific hazards.
For example, a Part 2 for electrical and piping
construction work inside Building PF-4, Room 107
states in part, “ Other hazards that may be present are
beryllium/noise/chemical s/l ead/asbestos/pressure/
steam lines.” For a heating, ventilation, and air
conditioning preventive maintenancejob in the TA-55
Access building, where no exposure hazards were
apparent, the work package contained aform stating,
“Working near non-ionizing radiation, beryllium, noise,
chemicals, hazardous biological materials, lead,
asbestos, temperature/humidity extremes or high
explosives.” Area hazard descriptions for KSL work
at TA-48 were equally general. Such general
descriptions of exposure hazards are not adequately
tailored to planned work activitiesand are of little value
to workers. More effective interface between KSL




and facility ownersis needed during work planning to
better define work area exposure hazards for KSL
workers. Additionally, errors in KSL work package
for aTA-48 scaffold assembly/disassembly job resulted
in incorrect area hazards being conveyed to workers.
The work package was issued and approved for work
with the wrong IWD Part 2 area hazards; this
discrepancy was noted by the Independent Oversight
team and the pre-job brief, and work was postponed
pending reissue of the work package. The work
package contained an approved IWD Part 2 for Room
332 of the hot cell, not for Room 322 where the work
was to be conducted. Area hazardsin Room 322 are
different from thosein Room 332. Theroom difference
was not identified by work planners, supervisors, or
workers, even though previous work had been
performed using this package.

Finding #11. KSL has not ensured that potential
exposures to hazardous materials are adequately
identified or analyzed as required by DOE Order
440.1A.

Summary. Activity-specific radiological and
physical hazards are, in general, adequately identified
and understood by KSL workers, However, potential
hazards associated with exposures to hazardous
materials are not always fully analyzed and are not
well understood by the workforce. A finding from the
2002 Independent Oversight inspection addressed a
similar deficiency associated with programmatic work
at Chemistry and Metallurgy Research. Increased
involvement of ES&H SMEs is needed to improve
performanceinthisarea. (SeeFinding#3.) Theneed
for more effective review of work packages by KSL
safety engineers was acknowledged, but no definitive
corrective actions had been developed for this area.
In addition, area hazards are not sufficiently specified
for planned KSL activities. More effective interface
between KSL and RDL staffs is needed to better
describe areahazardsthat K SL workers may encounter.

Core Function #3: Identify and Implement
Controls

A number of controls have been established to
ensure mitigation of hazardsduring KSL work activities,
including training, procedures, and specid permits. Most
of these controls are included in IWDs and training,
and KSL workers are reminded of them daily in pre-
job briefings. Additional controlsinclude monitoring

and assessments by LANL line management and KSL
safety professionals.

IWDs specify the training that is required before
each work step is performed, and training records
indicate that assigned K SL workers have consistently
received thistraining. For qualified-worker activities
performed without IWD Part 1, IMP-300.2 requires
training documentation that includes “details of the
tasks, hazards, and controls’ covered by the training
and references LIR 300-00-04, which further requires
that qualifications be based on written tests, oral tests,
or operational evaluations. As previously discussed,
thetraining required for qualified-worker activitieshas
not always been completed, and training documents do
not alwaysverify that adequate training was provided.
Assessments by the LANL Assessments group and
by KSL have determined that these training and
qualification requirements have not been met for KSL
qualified-worker activities. In particular, qualification
determinations have not always been based on written
tests, oral tests, or operational evaluations, and IWM
training required by Section 7 of the procedure is
incomplete. In addition, this Independent Oversight
review identified that training documents do not always
providethedetailsof tasks, hazards, or controls needed
to ensure that workers are adequately trained to work
without IWDs. Anongoing review by theAssessments
group has identified this same deficiency. An
observation by Independent Oversight illustrates how
such training deficiencies may limit the effectiveness
of the qualified-worker program. Specifically,
Independent Oversight observed a zero voltage check
on a 480 volt circuit at TA-48 by an electrician who
was hot wearing adielectric flash hood as required by
National FireProtection Association (NFPA) 70E. The
electrician was considered to be a qualified worker
and wasworking without aPart 1 WD, and the course
documentation did not indicate whether the requirement
for ahood was taught. The same job was performed
using an IWD at TA-55 by an electrician who was
wearing the hood in accordance with the control listed
on the IWD.

Adequate procedures have been devel oped for the
control of KSL maintenance and construction activities.
IMP-300.2 provides an adequate processfor controlling
KSL maintenance and construction work and allows
user organizations to tailor this process to suit their
needs. Implementing proceduresissued by FMD, and
by NMT for TA-55, provide appropriate tailoring for
work performed by KSL. Workers are authorized by
procedure to stop work when new hazards are




encountered or if they question the safety of planned
activities for any reason. They are reminded of this
authority, and of the expectation that they will useit, in
training and pre-job briefings.

Permits have been used effectively to control
hazardous work. Permits are referenced by IWDs
and were used when required for observed KSL work
activities. RWPs specified PPE, dosimetry, and
monitoring requirements that were appropriate for the
radiological conditions at the job site. Spark or flame
producing operations permits and excavation permits
were issued when required. Confined space permits
wereissued when required, but the required information
was not always recorded on the forms. For example,
a steam line replacement work package for TA-46
contained three confined space entry permit formsthat
lacked information on theair monitoring equipment, the
authorized user, individualsmonitored whilein the space,
monitoring data, and permit closure and termination.
Furthermore, craft workers who perform confined
space air monitoring have not been provided formal
training and there are no specific requirementsfor such
training.

Craft foremen were typically present at the KSL
job sites visited by Independent Oversight, and
supervisors expressed athorough understanding of the
work that wasbeing performed. KSL safety engineers
andindustrid hygienistsalso provide support to the craft
when requested, but expectations for proactive safety
monitoring and reviews by these safety professionals
have not been established. Radiological controlswere
appropriate for the observed work. RCT coverage
and radiologicd surveyswereadequate, and radiological
controlswereappropriately conservative. Conservative
controls were particularly evident during repair of a
closed cooling water heat exchanger in TA-55, PF-4.
The internal surfaces of the heat exchanger were
assumed to be contaminated, and respirators were
required during opening of the system even though no
radioactivity was detected in water samples from the
heat exchanger. The use of conservative controlswas
appropriate because contamination was found on
internal surface of the heat exchanger.

Summary. When hazardsareidentifiedin IWDs,
appropriate controls are also specified in the IWDs
and are implemented. The specified controls are
consistent with regulatory requirements and LANL
procedures. An appropriate set of work control
procedures has been established, and permits are used
whenrequired. However, for qualified-worker activities
that do not specify controls on IWDs, training
documentation is not always sufficient to demonstrate

that controls were taught in the required training, and
appropriate controls were not established in a few
cases. The planned implementation of a systematic
approach to training by KSL is appropriate to address
thisdeficiency.

Core Function #4: Perform Work Within
Controls

All observed work was properly authorized prior
to commencing work. Work orders were reviewed by
the KSL maintenance superintendents, issued to the
personin charge, and approved by therespectivefacility
point of contact or operation center supervisor before
work began. With one exception, pre-job briefings
appropriately covered the work package and IWD
requirements in sufficient detail to inform workers of
the potential hazards and required controls associated
with their respective assigned tasks. One pre-job
briefing (for repair of a sink drain in TA-48, RC-1)
was conducted without industrial hygienein attendance,
eventhough the WD included anotethat “ |H Personnel
and RCTs are required at the Pre-job Briefing.”

Workers at TA-55 and DX complied with all
controls that were clearly identified in management
reguirements documents, procedures, work orders, or
work packages. When there were specified work steps
in work packages, the work was usually conducted in
accordance with those steps. However, in one case a
K SL personin charge of acorrective maintenance task
ontheTA-55, PF-4 elevator performed alockout/tagout
out of sequence. Although this particular change
provided increased safety, administrative controlswere
not followed for the field change to the work package
in accordance with procedures. Other work
observations indicated that lockout/tagout was
appropriately used to de-energize el ectrical equipment
and isolate other hazardous energy sources at several
TA-55, TA-48, and DX facilities.

Scaffolding at TA-55 was appropriately
constructed, inspected, and tagged prior to use;
however, a ladder inspection at TA-48 was not
conducted before use, even though the IWD required
workers to “Inspect ladder prior to use and confirm
the annual ladder inspection is current.” In addition,
an inspection sticker ontheladder indicated inspection
was past due, and use of the ladder continued after
Independent Oversight informed the person in charge
and the maintenance superintendent about these
deficiencies. Subsegquent investigation by KSL revealed
that the ladder had been recently inspected but the
documentation had not been updated.




| dentified PPE was used when required, with some
exceptions. Radiological controlsfor the KSL sink and
drain repair at a TA-48 chemistry laboratory were
observed to beappropriately applied at theactivity level.
Workers followed the requirements of the assigned
RWP, including proper PPE and good contamination
control techniques during numerous donnings and
doffings of PPE. RCT job coverage was continuous,
as required by the RWP, and sufficient radiological
monitoring of the worker, tools, and generated waste
was maintained. However, some IWD requirements
were not followed during aKSL sink and drain repair
at aTA-48 chemistry laboratory. During removal of a
drain trap in a chemical lab sink, the obstruction was
identified visually to be broken glass pipette tips and
capillary tubes. The potential injection hazard
associated with the handling and disposal of these
radiologically contaminated sharpswasnot includedin
the IWD, and activity-specific information and
appropriate PPE or disposal containersfor sharpswere
not availableor used. ThelWD for thistask contained
astatement that “If any hazards are identified that are
not described on this screening, STOP WORK and
contact the FC.” Work was not stopped, and no
additional PPE or needed equipment, (e.g., leather
gloves, sharpsdisposal container) was considered. In
addition, as discussed above, appropriate flash
protection PPE was not utilized in accordance with
NFPA 70E or LANL training for troubleshooting a480
volt motor control center at TA-48.

Another difficulty evident inthe troubleshooting of
this motor control center was insufficient lighting.
Workers had to use a flashlight while working on an
electrical control panel with sparselighting, resultingin
awkward handling of bothtoolsand theflashlight. The
IWD Part 2 for thisarea contained in thework package
identified “Poor lighting” as a work area hazard and
specified as a preventive measure “Use additional
setups of halogen lighting to bathe area in sufficient
lighting.” However, thiscontrol was not followed.

Summary. All work was properly authorized
before commencement. In many cases, when controls
were clearly identified, workers implemented those
controls during the course of work. However, there
were severa instances where procedures were not
followed in the areas of lockout/tagout, ladder
inspections, lighting, and control of sharps. Inaddition,
improvements are needed in stop-work implementation
when new hazards or situationsthat could impact safety
are encountered, especially when such conditions
require IWD revision or implementation of additional
work planning or controlsto protect workers. Most of

the deficienciesidentified during thisreview had been
previously identified but not adequately corrected.

C.3 Conclusions

LANL has made progress in some areas, such as
continuing efforts to develop and implement the IMP
300.2 procedure, as aresult of their efforts to address
previously-identified deficiencies. However, in many
cases, the previousdeficienciesare still evident because
corrective actionsare not complete, not comprehensive,
or not effective. Further, there are a number of
deficienciesiningtitutional safety management systems,
including weaknessesinimplementing IMP-300.2 and
acontinuing lack of SME involvement in identifying
and analyzing hazards.

Significant work control accomplishments are
evident in C-Division sincethe completion of the M SA.
IWDsarenumerousand, ingeneral, adequately identify
work/research tasks, hazards, and controls. The staff
is knowledgeable of the hazards and controls within
their workspaces, and all work that was observed was
performed safely. Engineering controls within the C-
Division laboratories are well designed and effective.
However, much remainsto be done. For example, C-
Divisionisnot fully compliant with IMP-300.2, although
there is skepticism within C-Division about whether
compliancewith IMP-300.2 will improveworker safety.
SMEs (e.g., industrial hygiene, industrial safety, and
medical) are not sufficiently involvedin planning some
research activities. A structured OJT and mentoring
process has not been developed for the research and
shop staffs. Some hazards have not been adequately
analyzed, and some work areas hazards within a
laboratory have not been adequately communicated
among the various groups working in the space. Line
managers have not consistently verified that workers
are adequately trained before performing work, in part
because of inadequate division-level and/or institutional -
level training programs and databases. Some of these
concernswere causal factorsin recent accidentswithin
C-Division, and a number of these concerns may
require both institutional and C-Division corrective
actions. All of these deficiencies had been previously
identified during the C-Division MSA, recent LANL
Audits and Assessment Division assessments, or the
2002 Independent Oversight inspection. However, the
outstanding corrective actions from these previous
assessments (in particular the C-Division MSA) are
numerous and extensive, and most have not yet been
completed.




Many aspects of DX implementation of Core
Functions #1 through #4 are effective. Existing work
documents, project plans, and work schedules
adequately define the scope of work for most current
DX activities. ThelWM process adequately addresses
identification and analysisof hazards, and in most cases,
DX appropriately implements the requirements. In
most cases, appropriate controls are established and
implemented for recognized hazards. Most observed
DX work was appropriately verified as ready,
authorized, and performed within established controls.
Although most DX hazards analyses and controlswere
appropriate, Independent Oversight observed a few
deficiencies in LANL institutional guidance for
development of IWDs, inclusion of environmental and
waste management hazardsin DX IWDs, performance
of industrial hygiene baseline hazard surveys, and
performance of work within established controls. In
addition, many workers still are not aware of the
benefits of the IWM process and expressed the belief
that IWDs did not improve safety or, in some cases,
actually decreased safety by shifting focusfrom safety
analysis to an administrative exercise. Management
attention in these few areas is needed to optimize
implementation of the IWM process and ensure
acceptance of the process by DX personnel.

NMT and TA-55 have generally robust processes
and systems to plan and control programmatic work.
These include the use of process hazards analysis,
HCPs, work instructions, manufacturing work
instructions, and IWDs. Hazard identification and
analysis processes are generaly effective; however,
analysis of some chemica hazards and radiological
hazardsfor non-routineisotopes, such asneptunium, is
not rigorous enough to ensure adequate controls. NMT
has striven to maintain historical work control processes
(HCPs, work instructions) while also expending
significant effort to comply with new institutional
regquirements as they evolve, such as Notice 142 and
IMP-300.2. Overlap and perceived duplication of
information have been asource of continuing frustration
within NMT, and the multitude of requirements has not
alwaysresulted in clear work authorization documents.
Existing HCPs, work instructions and IWDs either
conflicted or lacked sufficient detail about hazardsand
controls at the task level. Similar concerns were
identified inthe 2002 | ndependent Oversight ingpection
and 2004 MSAs. Some groups and division office
management haveimproperly used the qualified-worker
provisions of IMP-300.2 without meeting the specific
requirementsand necessary institutional authorizations.
NMT practices for planning and scheduling

programmatic work through aformal plan-of-the-day/
week process does not meet site conduct of operations
reguirements and has not adequately addressed some
programmatic operations that could impact outside
groups, such as HSR. While the radiation protection
program at TA-55isgenerally sound, deficiencieswere
identified in severa areas, such as hazards analysis,
radiological work documents, radiol ogical monitoring
and surveys, and posting.

TheLANL work control process hasimproved and
provides an adequate framework for controlling KSL
maintenance and construction work, but some
implementation deficiencieswere observed. Potential
exposures to hazardous materials are not always
adequately addressed in Part 1 of IWDs, and area
hazards identified in Part 2 of IWDs are not always
adequately tailored for planned work. The qualified-
worker provision of IMP-300.2 was prematurely and
incorrectly implemented by KSL before a supporting
training program was established. Corrective actions
taken and planned are appropriate to address some of
the identified deficiencies. The recent restriction of
the qualified-worker program to low-hazard activities
is appropriate in view of the weaknesses in the
supporting training program. The planned
implementation of asystematic approachtotrainingis
needed to support application of thisprogramto higher-
hazard work. Increased involvement by ES& H SMEs
is needed to assure that exposure hazards are more
effectively identified and controlled, and a more
effective interface between the RDL and KSL is
needed to better tailor area hazards to planned work.
The Independent Oversight review in 2002 identified
weaknesses in the work control process and
implementation. The process has been strengthened
since then, but some of the same implementation
deficienciesremain. In particular, both the 2002 review
and this2005 ingpection identified that required personnel
did not always attend pre-job briefings, craft personnel
did not ways comply withwork instructions, and some
exposure hazards were not adequately identified or
adequately analyzed to ensure that worker exposures
werewithinlimits.

C.4 Ratings

The ratings for the first four core functions are
presented separately for the activities reviewed to
provide Los Alamos Site Office and LANL
management with information on the effectiveness of
organizations and theimplementation of thevariouscore
functions.




LANL CORE FUNCTION RATINGS
ACTIVITY
CoreFunction CoreFunction CoreFunction CoreFunction
#1—Definethe #2—Analyze #3—Identify and #4—Perform
Scopeof Work theHazards Implement Work Within
Contrals Controls
. . Effective Significant Needs Effective
Chemistry Division Performance Weakness Improvement Performance
Dynamic Effective Needs Needs Effective
Experimentation Parf
T ormance Improvement Improvement Performance
Divison
Nuclear Materials Effective Needs Needs Effective
Technology Division Performance Improvement Improvement Performance
Performance
Performed by K SL Improvement Improvement Improvement

C.5 Opportunities for

Improvement

This Independent Oversight inspection identified

the following opportunities for improvement. These
potential enhancements are not intended to be
prescriptive or mandatory. Rather, they are offered to
thesiteto bereviewed and evaluated by theresponsible
line management, and accepted, rejected, or modified
asappropriate, in accordance with site-specific program
objectivesand priorities.

LANL - Institutional

1.

Provideadditional guidanceand definitionsfor
the IMP-300.2 process. Specific actions to
consider include:

Provide clear definitions and limits on use of
“standing IWD” and “qualified worker.”

*  Provide training on the benefits of the IWM
process for program work.

* Provide more details and guidance on
implementation of and tailoring individual
IWDs to hazards unique to the jobs.

e Provide instructions and guidance on
developing controls for potential hazards as
well as actual or anticipated hazards.

Encourage the use of stop-work authority as
acontrol for potential but unexpected hazards.

e Streamlinetherevision processfor IMP-300.2
to better incorporate lessons learned from
initial implementation in program divisions.

2. Continue efforts to develop and implement a

systematic approach to training. Reexamine
priorities to determine whether this initiative can
be completed sooner than the current 2007
scheduled date. Train workers on hazards and
controlsfor specific tasks, and includeinformation
equivalent to that required on IWD Part 2intraining
documentation as evidence of thistraining.

Clarify expectations for control of qualified-
worker activities. Specific actions to consider
include:

* Establish criteriafor use by line organizations
and the IWMC for classifying planned work
asqualified-worker activity.

e Specify requirements for IWMC review and
approval of proposed qualified-worker
activities.

e Limit theuse of qualified-worker activitiesto

those specifically approved by the IWM
coordinator and posted on the website.




4.

Establish an institutional committee on
chemical hazards to provide guidance on
chemical selection, use, control, hazards
analysis, and training.

Usethe RDL Council, working with FMD and
KSL, to strengthen the interface between
RDLs and KSL to ensure that area hazards
identified on Part 2 of IWDsareappropriately
tailored to planned KSL work activities.

C-Division

1.

In coordination with HSR, review all C-
Division radiological contamination control
practices, develop an appropriate technical
basis for radiological controls, and ensure
compliance with institutional LIRS,
radiological control procedures, and
regulatory requirements. Specific actions to
consider include:

e Using results of the review of researcher
radiological contamination control practices,
develop atechnical basis for instrumentation
used by researchers. Determine whether the
instrumentation meets Minimum Detectable
Activity requirements for radiological
monitoring of lab samples or other materials
for release to uncontrolled areas, including
gualitative measurements using field counting
survey instruments (as compared to a more
guantitative analysis via low background
counting). Correct any deficiencies and/or
establishjustification for any anomalies.

e Coordinatewith radiation protection SMEsto
determine whether current radiation control
practices, which require the existing routine
surveys conducted in unrestricted areas, are
sufficient or require greater detail or increased
frequency.

* Review RC-1radiological control procedures
against the LANL institutional radiation
protection requirements for control of
radioactive materia sto ensure compliance, and
revise as necessary.

Reassess, prioritize, and implement the
remaining open corrective actions for C-
Division. Specific actionsto consider include:

Emphasize open corrective actions resulting
from the C-Division MSA; corrective actions
from recent accidents, events and near-misses
within C-Division (such as the 2004 laser
accident and the most recent acid-gas event);
and work management and laser corrective
actionsidentified by the Auditsand Assessment
Group.

Develop and implement risk-ranking or
prioritization techniques.

For corrective actionswith long lead timesfor
completion, develop interim compensatory
actions.

Focus on specific areas that were again
identified by the Independent Oversight team,
including:

— Working outside the established safety
envel ope, which was a contributing factor
in the laser and acid vapor inhalation
accidents

— IWDsthat do not adequately describe the
hazards and/or controls

— Hazardsthat are not sufficiently analyzed

— Area workplace hazards that are not
identified or communicated to othersinthe
workspaces, or for whichthereisnosingle
point of responsibility or ownership

— Lack of aplan to implement IMP-300.2

— Insufficient involvement of ES&H SMEs
inwork planning

— Radiation surveys that are not sufficient
to detect and limit the spread of low-level
radiological contamination

— Need for a structured mentoring process
for the research and shop staffs

— Increased rigor in revising and updating
IWDs to accommodate changes in work
scopes, hazards, and/or controls.




3. Assess the effectiveness of previously closed

corrective actions. Place particular emphasis
on the closed corrective actions for C-Division-
related issues previoudly identified during the C-
Division MSA, corrective actions from the 2004
laser accident and the most recent acid-vapor
inhalation event, and work management and |aser
corrective actions identified by the Audits and
Assessment Group.

Continue to develop ways to increase
efficiency, productivity, and consistency in the
development and implementation of |WDs.
Specific actionsto consider include:

* Require external customer requests for shots
to include a detailed, documented scope of
work.

* Requireall DX shot planstoinclude adetailed
description of the scope of work.

* Expedite development of the revised high
explosive worker training program, complete
definition of required training for the six
categories of these workers, and popul ate the
training tracking databasewith thisinformation.

* Requireal DX IWDsto include adocumented,
sequential procedure to facilitate hazards
identification, identification of procedure steps
where specific (rather than general) hazard
controls must be invoked, and consistency of
implementation during work performance.

e Limit the lead experimenters discretion in
specifying the list of DX shot plan and IWD
reviewers by establishing a minimum set of
SMEs required to review and concur in all
these documents, thereby improving the
opportunity toidentify al hazardsand establish
appropriate controls.

* Improve the use of IWDs to address hazards
common to most or al jobs within an area,
room, or facility.

¢ |ncreasethe focus of individual IWDs on the
hazards unique to the specific job.

* Increase the use of separate approaches to
anticipated hazards and potential but
unanticipated hazards (e.g., use of stop-work
as an administrative control for unanticipated
hazards).

e Ensurethat environmenta and health hazards
are addressed with the same rigor as safety
hazards.

* Increasetheuse of industrial hygiene surveys
to establish exposure action levels (e.g., for
noise and magnetic fields).

NMT TA-55

1.

Increase the emphasis on migration of NMT
work activities and Notice 142 IWDsto IMP-
300 standards. Specific actions to consider
include:

* Revise NMT-AP-045 to more accurately
reflect requirementsfor qualified-worker status
and use of Notice 142 work control documents.

e Ensure that NMT-AP-045 contains sufficient
instructions for implementing all IMP-300.2
requirements for qualified-worker status and
specificity of controls. For example, the
procedure for site IWM acceptance and
placement of activities on the institutional
website and the process for certifying Notice
142 IWDs as IMP-300 compliant should be
defined.

e Conduct special training of NMT group
personnel to ensure adequate understanding
and consistent application of requirements
across groups.

e Develop review criteria to be used as a basis
for evaluating existing work control documents
against IMP-300.2 requirements.

e Conduct asystematic review of all authorized
work control documentsto ensure compliance
with IMP-300.2. Revise as necessary.
Maintain records of review findings.




Improve the consistency and specificity of
hazards and controls across work documents
and ensure that IWDs reflect all hazards and
controls consistent with [MP-300.2
requirements. Specific actions to consider
include:

* Reduce the reliance on generic IWDs and
work instructions by preparing task-specific
IWDs that identify specific hazards and
controls.

* Avoid references to other documents or
regulationsin specifying controls, and instead
extract and list the specific controlsapplicable
to the work.

e Avoid the use of subjective controls (such as
“use good practices’ and “time, distance and
shielding”) and replace with specific controls
applicableto the work.

e Avoid the use of generic controls (such as
“RCT Coverage” and “surveys’) and replace
with specific criteria such as “RCT coverage
when extracting Am salts’ or “ surveysrequired
when dose rates may exceed 50 mR/hr at
glovebox window.”

e Eliminate duplication and the potential for
inconsistencies by using the IWD asthemain
work document specifying hazards and
controls, with other documents attached or
referenced as necessary.

I ncrease line awar eness of special hazardsand
controls needed for certain chemicals and
non-routine isotopes that may be processed
in TA-55, and ensure adequate SME
involvement in the work planning process.
Specific actionsto consider include:

* Revisethe TA-55 health physicsquestionnaire
toinclude acheckbox for “other” isotopesthat
require evaluation by HSR-1.

e Conduct special training for staff onthe unique
hazards and controls that may be needed for
non-routineisotopes.

e Establish a mechanism that ensures
implementation of the requirement for HSR-1
review and approval of radiological work
control documents, including HCPs.

e Establish thresholds for required industrial
safety and hygienereview and participationin
work planning, including review and approval
of IWDs and other work control documents.

Ensure that HCPs and/or other radiological
work control documentsthat are used instead
of RWPs contain the level of radiological
information and detail required of an RWP,
consistent with LIR requirements. Specific
actionsto consider include:

e Conduct special training of division staff
responsible for preparing HCPs and work
instructions to ensure that they are aware of
LIR requirements.

e Determinetheroot causefor failing to properly
addressthisM SA finding.

e Review and revise current work documents
to ensure that they meet LIR requirements.

e Implement a mechanism to ensure
implementation of the requirement for HSR-1
review and approval of radiological work
control documents.

I ncrease awar eness of radiation levels during
programmatic activities performed in
radiological areas, and improve posting and
contamination monitoring practices. Specific
actionsto consider include:

* Revise TA-55 procedures to increase the
frequency of routine radiation surveys in
radiation areas to meet the requirements of
ESH1-06-01.2, or providejustification for any
significant variance.

*  ReviseHSR documentsto clarify requirements
for external exposure surveys during
radiological work. At a minimum, workers
should be aware of and be able to articulate
thetotal doseratesfor thematerialsbeing used,
whether workers perform surveyson their own




or HSR conducts the surveys. Work
documents should & so provide anticipated dose
rates, consistent with an RWP (see item 4,
above).

e Consider modifying the current TA-55 plan-
of-the-day format toincludeall programmeatic
work where line managers briefly review all
planned work, including any operationsthat may
require HSR review or involvement, per
TA-55-RD-555.

*  Ensurethat radiation area postings are placed
at alocation that precedes entry into a5 mrem/
hr or greater field, and utilize LANL-approved
signsthroughout PF-4.

* Increase the frequency and documentation of
guantitative smear measurements to
supplement routine large area swipesin PF-4
labs.

*  Expand group and facility work instructionsto
provide better and more specific requirements
for down-posting airborne areas, doffing
respiratory protection, and similar functions.

LANL-FMD

1. Ensure that common exposure hazards, such

as fumes created by welding, soldering and
brazing; airborne silica generated during
concrete sawing, drilling, and coring; and
noise produced during use of specific power
tools are adequately analyzed. Hazards
analyses and required controls should be
documented and made availableto laboratory and
contractor employees for reference on IWDs.

2. Strengthen hazards analysis processes by
ensuring that planners have the training
necessary for exposure hazard identification,
by providing a more systematic approach to
worker training, and by instituting a more
effective review of planned work by ES&H
SMEs.

KSL

1. Continue to restrict the performance of
qualified-worker activities without IWD Part
1 to low-hazard activities until a systematic
approach to training has been established.

2. Clarify expectations for involvement of KSL
safety engineers and industrial hygienists in
the planning and conduct of hazardous work.
Focusattention onimproving theidentification and
control of exposure to hazardous materials.

3. Identify required training by course numbers
as well as titles on IWDs to assure that the
intended training requirements are met.

4. Require managers to more carefully review
completed permits to ensure that the
required documentation is complete.

5. During pre-job briefings, emphasize the
importance of following the requirements in
IWDs and following the established
procedures for changing these requirements
when changes are needed.




APPENDIX D

FEEDBACK AND CONTINUOUSIMPROVEMENT
(CORE FUNCTION #5)

D.1 Introduction

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Office of
Independent Oversight (Independent Oversight) team
evaluated contractor feedback and improvement
processes at the Los Alamos National Laboratory
(LANL). The Independent Oversight team examined
two areas:

e TheLANL processfor managing issuesidentified
during the resumption effort, with emphasis on
selected operational efficiency elements(i.e., safety
basis, the integrated work document process, and
conduct of engineering), the corrective action
review board (CARB), and local (i.e., division- or
group-specific) corrective action plans (see Section
D.2.1).

* LANL feedback and improvement processes, such
as the contractor assurance system (CAS)
assessments, corrective action and issues
management, injury and illness investigation and
prevention, lessonslearned, the employee concerns
program, and ingtitutional processes. Independent
Oversight focused on the organizations assessed
through the evaluation of core function
implementation for work activities and safety
systems. These included the Chemistry (C)
Division, the Dynamic Experimentation (DX)
Division, the Nuclear Materials Technology (NMT)
Division, and organizations and subcontractors
responsible for facility maintenance work (i.e.,
Facility Management Division [FMD] and KSL)
and safety bases (see Section D.2.2).

Independent Oversight also interviewed LASO and
LANL personnel and reviewed various program
documents and assessment reports. As discussed in
Appendix F, Section F.2.5, safety system oversight, a
feedback and improvement element, was reviewed as
a focus area.

D.2 Results

D.2.1 LANL Processes for Managing
Resumption Issues

Background on Resumption Effort

DOE and LANL investigations of a number of
security- and saf ety-rel ated eventsidentified concerns
about organizational cultural issues related to
implementation of safety and security management.
TheLANL Director suspended most LANL operations
on July 16, 2004 (afew regul atory-driven or otherwise
essential activitieswere allowed to continue). LANL,
in coordination with the Los Alamos Site Office
(LASO), developed a detailed resumption plan for its
research, development, and facility activities. The
resumption plan called for each organization to
complete a comprehensive management self-
assessment (MSA) and verify readiness for each
LANL activity through alaboratory readiness review
(LRR). The degree of rigor in the assessment/
verification process and the level of management
approval for restart was based on therisk level. The
LANL Director’s approval and LASO concurrence
needed to be obtained before operations were allowed
to resume.

Independent Oversight provided support to LASO
during theresumption effort. Independent Oversight’s
experience indicated that the MSAsand LRRswere a
valuable learning experience in self-evaluation and
identified many weaknesses and deficienciesin safety
processes and performance. Independent Oversight
also determined that the corrective actions resulting
fromtheresumption effort, if implemented rigorously,
had the potentia to result in better safety processes
and improved safety performance.

The LANL resumption effort identified over 2500
individual findings or substantive observations. Of
these, over 400 were categorized as requiring
disposition before activity restart, and approximately




500 were identified as issues to be addressed at an
ingtitutional level. LANL organizationsdeveloped loca
corrective action plans (LCAPs) for their post-restart
findings and substantive observations, and the
institutional issues were rolled into existing LANL
initiatives and associated corrective action plans.
Approximately 1600 post-restart resumption corrective
actions have been developed; more than half of these
actions have been completed, and the remainder are
being tracked to closureinthe LANL corrective action
system, called |-Track.

LANL tailored its normal issues management
processes (discussed in Section D.2.2) to track the
numerous issues (e.g., findings) and the large number
of individual corrective actions resulting from the
resumption effort. Accordingly, LANL developed and
implemented a number of specific processes for
managing resumption issues.

Independent Oversight selected three important
LANL resumption elementsfor review: the operational
efficiency project, the CARB, and the LCAPs. These
elementsand I ndependent Oversight’sobservationsare
discussed on thefollowing subsections.

Operational Efficiency Project

The operational efficiency project was initiated
before the stand-down to address eight broad,
institutional focus areas that LANL management
determined to represent some of the highest risks and
to warrant themost attention fromaninstitutional level:
safety, quality assurance, software quality assurance,
conduct of engineering, safety basis, operations,
environmental risk management, and training. LANL
determined that the resumption effort identified many
of the sameissues. Independent Oversight evaluated
the operational efficiency process and focused on
selected focus areas and specific elementswithin those
focus areas — safety (e.g., integrated work
management), operations (e.g., conduct of operations),
conduct of engineering (e.g., configuration
management), and safety basis (e.g., the unreviewed
safety question process) —to eval uate implementation
of the operational efficiency project.

The operational efficiency project has strong
support and visibility with LANL senior management.
Thisproject isadequately described in the Operational
Efficiency Project Execution Plan (dated March 2005)
and identifies a number of institutional activities that
are crucia to improving safety at LANL. It uses
modern project management toolsto track progresson
the actionsitems for the eight functional areas.

The operational efficiency project has contributed
toimprovementsto ingtitutional programsin anumber
of areasof longstanding need. Intheareaof operations,
the operational efficiency project was instrumental in
establishing institutional requirementsfor aconduct of
operations program and issuing the LANL institutional
conduct of operationsmanual. |naddition, atask force
formed under the auspices of the operations element
of the operational efficiency project recommended the
development of a new approach, which is being
implemented to enhancethefacility safety management
process at LANL. In the area of conduct of
engineering, some improvements have been made in
institutional programs, such as the development of
standardized administrative procedures for certain
engineering activities.

Although someingtitutional-level progresshasbeen
made, the operational efficiency project hashad limited
success in driving improvements down to the facility
and activity level and in ensuring effective
implementation by line management. Based on
Independent Oversight’s review of relevant safety
management processes (e.g., integrated work
management, conduct of operations, configuration
management, unreviewed safety questions) at the
facility and activity level (see Appendices C and E),
the operational efficiency project has not yet had a
major impact at the facility and activity level. For
example, the organizations reviewed during this
Independent Oversight inspection had varying
approachestoimplementing the M P-300 requirements,
and some organizations had no clear plansor milestones
for implementing IMP-300 requirements. As another
example, there are no clear requirementsfor involving
subject matter experts (SMES) in identification and
control of hazards, and there are no milestones to
addressthisimportant deficiency, which wasidentified
as a weakness in a number of internal and external
assessments, including Type B accident investigations
and the 2002 I ndependent Oversight inspection. (See
Findings#1, #2, and #3.)

A number of factors have contributed to the slow
progress in driving improvements to the facility and
activity levels. First, LANL has not established
sufficient institutional drivers that require timely
implementation of some important institutional
initiatives. For example, LANL did not ensure that
divisionsdevel oped adequate implementation plansand
upgraded their processes and integrated work
documents (IWDs) to fully meet IMP-300
requirements. Inaddition, whilethe IMP-300 document
provides an adequate framework for a work control




process, LANL management has not established
expectations that divisions and facilities develop
specificimplementing proceduresto tailor IMP-300to
their specific needs. Furthermore, no additional
guidance documents have been promul gated as part of
theissuance of the IMP-300. Asanother example, the
conduct of engineering project has developed
institutional procedures, but there are no requirements
or milestones for adopting or implementing those
proceduresat thedivision level. Theapproach usedto
decide on the schedules for adoption of these
procedures consists of cumbersome negotiations
between the operational efficiency project and the
divisons.

A second and related factor is that LANL
management has not devoted sufficient attention to
establishing a clear chain of responsibility and
accountability for corrective actions, extending from
theingtitutiontothedivision, facility, and activity levels.
One of the mgjor attributes of the resumption process
was the establishment of achain of responsibility and
accountability for identifying, evaluating, reviewing,
verifying, and approving findings and pre-start
corrective actions. This chain of responsibility and
accountability included the M SA/LRRsreview teams,
team leaders, responsible line managers, responsible
division leaders, division directors, and LANL’s
Associate Laboratory Directors. This chain of
responsibility and accountability was described in the
resumption process program plans and included a
provision for Associate Directorsto certify that actions
were complete and met safety and security objectives.
During thetransition from pre-start resumption activities
to post-start activities (e.g., development and
implementation of corrective action plans), LANL
underwent continuing reorgani zations and management
changeovers and lost its focus on maintaining and
monitoring a clear chain of responsibility and
accountability for theresolution of findingsand timely
and effective completion of corrective actions. As
discussedin Appendices C and D, inanumber of cases,
milestones have been missed, pre-start issues have
recurred, corrective actions have been delayed or not
completed, and/or corrective actions have not been
verified to be effective. Some of these concerns can
be attributed to insufficient focus on a chain of
responsibility and accountability for ensuring that
corrective actions are addressed and that individuals
who are assigned to develop and implement specific
corrective actions have the requisite authority and
resources.

A third factor isthe lack of rigorous processes for
the operational efficiency project integrated project team
leaders to use in determining or verifying the
effectiveness of elementsimplemented by thedivisions
or by organizations within divisions. The project has
typically relied on verbal feedback from line
management to establish implementation progress; this
feedback has not been based on formal assessment
and verification that processes are established in
procedures or work instructions, that managers and
workers have been trained and understand process
expectations, and that procedures have been effectively
implemented in the field. Although the Audits and
Assessments organization also performs assessments
of ingtitutional processes and implementation by line
and support organizations, their resources can not
support timely validationsfor all operational efficiency
projectsand sub-projects. However, recent Auditsand
Assessments reviews typically have identified
deficienciesinimplementation of several institutional
programs that were restructured through operational
efficiency projects, such as for integrated work
management (IWM) and safety basis. (See
Finding #13.)

A fourth factor is that some of the activities
performed under the auspices of operational efficiency
have not always been clearly defined or implemented.
For example, in the safety basis element, the project
coordinated an effort to review past unreviewed saf ety
guestion (USQ) determinationsbut did not first establish
whether the initial USQ screening process was
adequately implemented, an areawhere many problems
have been identified throughout the DOE complex. The
Independent Oversight team identified deficienciesin
this area at LANL during this inspection (for more
details, see Appendix E).

Based oninterviewswith LANL management and
the Operational Efficiency Project Manager, the project
managers and team leaders have clearly recognized
the need for implementation drivers and stronger
monitoring of implementation statusat thedivisionlevel.
Earlier this year, the project manger developed plans
for performing division-level reviews and completing
them by October 2005. However, LANL management
then decided they needed to collect a broad range of
information about implementation morerapidly. Rather
than institutionalizing a formal process, they
implemented aninformal “scorecard” processthat will
be an ongoing element of the operationa efficiency
project. This process was designed to collect
information from al divisionssimultaneously about the




implementation status of all of the operational efficiency
functional areasand wasbased on criteriaand guidance
developed by the project team. While the scorecard
process provided a large amount of information
(including organi zational implementation plansto close
the gaps identified in the exercise), its effectiveness
has been limited by weaknesses in the criteria and
guidance provided tothedivisions. Therewasno clear
direction and no expectations that the scoring would
be based on field reviews of documents or observations
of work. As a result, scorecard reports typically
reflected opinions or desktop analysis rather than
validated performance assessment. For example, the
criteriafor measuring |MP-300 implementation do not
addresswhether existing IWDsand hazard control plans
have been upgraded to meet IMP-300 requirements.
As discussed in Appendix C, Independent Oversight
determined that many IWDs for the C and NMT
Divisions have not yet been upgraded to meet IWM
requirements, and in some cases clear milestones for
their upgrade have been established.

Corrective Action Review Board

During the resumption effort, LANL used a
Readiness Review Board, consisting of senior LANL
managers and LASO representatives, to review each
organization’s MSA and corrective action plan. The
Readiness Review Board wasthe primary management
tool for determining readiness to resume operations.

LANL established the CARB in February 2005 as
a longer-term measure to perform a similar role in
reviewing resumption issues and corrective actions.
This CARB consists of LANL managers and staff
appointed by the LANL Director, aswell asaLASO
senior staff member. In addition, many members of
the current CARB, including its chairperson, have
served on the Readiness Review Board and have other
experience in managing complex safety issues,
providing significant and relevant experience in
evaluating LCAPsand their implementation.

The major focus of the CARB is to ensure that
LCAPs are properly developed and appropriately
implemented. The CARB is aso tasked to review
broader institutional issues, including those managed
by the operational efficiency project and the Institutional
Assurance Board (IAB). The CARB is expected to
focus on root causes behind the issues, analyze the
collective significance of the issues, and determine
whether more comprehensive corrective actions are
needed. Independent Oversight evaluated the CARB
by examining its policies and procedures and by

selectively examining the initial CARB reviews of
LCAPs.

In general, CARB operations are formal and well
documented. The CARB charter clearly describesits
missions, its membership, and the roles and
responsibilitiesof CARB members. Formal documents,
such asthe CARB procedure for reviewing corrective
action plans for resumption of Risk Level 2 and 3
activities, provide meaningful instructionsfor the scope
of thereview, comment resolution, and correctiveaction
change control. Another CARB procedure provides
comprehensive checklists for reviewing corrective
action plans and verifying that corrective actions are
adequate, that causal analysis has been conducted
where required, that actions address the issues, and
that there are adequate plansto assessthe effectiveness
of completed actions. The procedures also address
reviewsof high- and/or medium-significanceissuesand
analyzingissuesthat may not be significant individually
but may have significance when considered in
aggregate. Development and application of standard
checklists and criteria for reviewing corrective action
plans, as ingtituted by CARB, aid the uniformity and
the rigor of the review process.

The CARB isapositive step and performsaneeded
function. However, asdiscussed in the next subsection,
it has only begun to perform its main function; to date,
most of its efforts have been spent developing the
needed processes/procedures and assembling the
teams. Continued management attention will be needed
to ensure that the CARB process is effectively
implemented and sustained.

Local Corrective Action Plans

Most of the approximately 2500 issues identified
in the resumption effort are being managed through a
large number of LCAPs. The LCAPswere devel oped
by various organizations within LANL to address the
remaining local issuesand institutional issueswithlocal
components.

To accommodate the process for managing
resumption issues, LANL developed a separate
procedure (DI 05-001) to complement LANL'sissues
management process as defined in laboratory
implementation requirement (LIR) 307-01-05 and its
accompanying laboratory implementation guide (L1G).
The separate resumption procedure provides specific
requirements for developing corrective action plans,
seeking approval, and validating/verifying the
effectiveness of corrective actions through self-
assessments. It also incorporates many important




aspectsof the LANL issues management process, such
asdetermination of significance, requirementsfor root
cause analysis, and assignment of root cause coding,
asdefinedin LIR 307-01-05 and itsaccompanying L1G.

Considering thelarge number of L CAPsthat need
to be reviewed, CARB reviews of organizational
LCAPs have been prioritized based on risk factors,
including facility operationsand hazards and the number
and significance of resumption issues. At the time of
thisIndependent Oversight inspection, the CARB was
inthe process of completing itsreview of thefirst three
corrective action plans for the Los Alamos Neutron
Scattering Science Center; the Manufacturing Systems
and Methods Division; and the Computing,
Communications, and Networking Division. These
were used as “beta tests’” for the process. Three
separate CARB review teams have also been
established and are currently engaged in reviewing
other high-priority corrective action plans developed
by LANL'sdivisions, including C and DX Divisions.

Theinitial CARB reviewsof organization LCAPs
have been rigorous and in some instances have
identified asignificant number of deficienciesin LCAP
analysis, actions, and milestones. For example, the
CARB'’s preliminary review of C-Division's LCAP
identified many weaknesses in the adequacy of
significance-level assignments, evaluation of causal
analysis and cause code assignment, timeliness of
corrective actions for issues (e.g., some issues were
not planned to be closed for several years),
effectiveness of corrective actions, and accuracy of
information entered into the tracking system.
Independent Oversight’ swork observationsand review
of the C-Division LCAP reaffirmed CARB’s
observations. In addition, Independent Oversight’s
work observations revealed a number of persistent
deficiencies(e.g., lack of participation of subject matter
experts in work planning, which had been identified
during pre-start and had been closed through
compensatory measures) at the facility/activity level.
(See Findings #1, #2, #3, and #13.)

Furthermore, for all three LANL organizations
reviewed by Independent Oversight in thisinspection
(C-Division, NMT, and DX), a large number of
resumption findings and significant observations had
been binned into avery small set of broad issues, and
correctiveactionsweredirected at addressing therollup
issues rather than the individual resumption findings.
For these divisions, there isinsufficient evidence that
corrective actionsfor the broad issueswill fully address
the specific MSA findings. Furthermore, thesedivisions
have not yet formally defined verification/validation

processes for determining the effectiveness of
corrective actions. (See Finding #13.)

The weaknesses in the line organization LCAPs
and verification processes highlight the importance of
rigorousimplementation of the CARB processto ensure
that identified deficiencies are effectively addressed.
Without a strong review process, the weaknesses in
LCAPs and the LANL MSA process (see Section
D.2.2) could significantly reduce the value of the
extensive management self-assessment effort.

D.2.2 LANL Feedback and Improvement
Systems

As discussed in Section D.2.1, LANL has
implemented a number of specific processes to track
and manage the numerous issues (e.g., findings) and
corrective actionsresulting from the resumption effort.
This section addresses LANL'’s established feedback
and improvement processes that are used for non-
resumption issues.

Background on Previous Deficiencies

LANL safety feedback and improvement
processes and performance were rated Needs
Improvement by Independent Oversight in April 2002.
That Independent Oversight inspection determined that
although many feedback and improvement mechanisms
were being used at LANL, these mechanisms,
particularly self-assessments and i ssues management,
lacked institutional ownership and had not been fully
developed or rigorously implemented to identify and
effectively resolve integrated safety management
(ISM) program and performance deficienciesand drive
continuous improvement. That inspection also
concluded that these systemslacked sufficient direction
and management accountability, that issues
management requirements were not well defined at
any level, and that the numerous corrective action
tracking systems had not been effective. The 2002
Independent Oversight report cited that institutional
ownership and responsibility for these management
systems was being assigned to a newly established
performance assurance division.

During the 2004 work suspension, all LANL
organizations performed MSAs, which included a
number of assessment criteriarelated to feedback and
improvement processes and performance. The MSAs
conducted by the organi zations addressed by the current
Independent Oversight inspection all identified
deficiencies in the areas of self-assessment, issues




management, employee safety concerns, and lessons
learned. Specific institutional feedback and
improvement issues had been identified through these
MSAsor wereincluded in theingtitutional issuesbeing
addressed through the corrective actions devel oped by
the operational efficiency projects. At thetime of this
Independent Oversight inspection, revisions to the
processes for management assessments, issues
management, and lessons learned were also under
development by the new Performance Surety Division.
An Independent Oversight team that conducted a
special assistance review during resumption efforts
made recommendations to LASO related to LANL
activities, including the application of lessons learned
during the MSA and resumption process to the
development and implementation of the CAS and
revised feedback and improvement processes. These
recommended |essonsincluded techniquesfor verifying
that requirements are fully understood and correctly
implemented at the working level, divisional/group
management accountability for performing assessments
enforced by senior management, rigorous management
review of the quality and comprehensiveness of line
self-assessments, and identification of deficiencies
through proactive assessments rather than reacting to
events.

Contractor Assurance System

In April 2005, LANL issued a CAS description
document that described fiscal year (FY) 2004 as a
year of improvement, implementation, and integration
of the CAS; FY 2005 as laying a firm foundation of
performance; and FY 2006 as exercising a sustainable
assurance system model. The LANL assurance model
is described as based on a foundation of management
self-assessment, complemented by functional, process,
and independent assessments and performance
indicators. Themodel also considers LASO and other
external oversight activities and is driven by the
objectives and measures defined in Appendix F of the
DOE-University of California contract. The LANL
CAS model also describes the improvement element
through application of the issues management model
asdefined inthe LIR document overseen and managed
by the IAB and the Executive Board. The CAS
description document also details the LANL
accountability model, which describes roles and
responsibilities for positions from the Laboratory
Director to workers.

LANL recently completed the FY 2005 baseline
assessment of their CAS and issued a draft report in

October 2005. Thisdraft report identified anumber of
strengths and opportunities for improvement. While
providing much useful information concerning
stakeholder perceptions of CAS implementation, the
draft baseline assessment could provide more useful
feedback to management. The primary bases used to
evaluate the CAS were various previous LANL self-
assessments and anumber of surveysof LANL senior
management and LA SO and National Nuclear Security
Administration (NNSA) customers. The methodol ogy
should also consider incorporating more direct
evaluation of the adequacy of the processes and
implementation products of CAS elementsinthefield,
in accordance with a risk based sampling plan. In
addition, thereport would be more useful with abetter
description of the measurement plan and measures used,
including the number and significance of overdue
corrective actions and a quantitative comparison of
externally and internally identified findings. Further,
the maturity of CAS elements needs to be determined
by a judicious combination of methods to include
performance based observation and analysis and
sufficient analysis of data.

Assessments

LANL has established processes for identifying
and conducting internal independent and line
management self-assessments, including less formal,
but documented management safety walk-around
(MSWA) assessment activities. Top-level policy
documents, called |aboratory performance requirements
(LPRs), detail performance criteria and requirements
for conducting independent and line management self-
assessments of work activities and the effectiveness
of facility operations. The Assessments group in the
Auditsand A ssessments Division performsindependent
assessments of an appropriately prioritized selection
of institutional safety programs and their
implementation. Seven independent assessments, led
by qualified and certified team leaders, were performed
in FY 2005, and nine are scheduled for FY 2006.
Independent assessment reports reviewed by the
Independent Oversight team consistently reflected good
planning, appropriate scope and rigor, good
documentation, and well-crafted and meaningful
findings, observations, and recommendations. Findings
aredirectly input to I-Track and tracked to closure by
the Audits and Assessments Division. (However, see
discussion in theissues management section below for
weaknesses in the assignment of ownership for
independent assessment findings.) The Assessments




group aso conducts specia reviews when requested
by LANL organizations. Independent Oversight’'s
review of four of these special reviews indicated that
the reports identified a variety of issues and
recommendations but nonewereidentified asfindings
and none were input to I-Track. Although the LANL
internal independent assessmentswere appropriate and
of high quality, the requirements and processes for
implementing the LPR requirements and identifying,
planning, and conducting internal independent
assessments and reviews are not defined in any
institutional or organizational procedures.

LANL has also established and implemented a
formal process for identifying and scheduling M SAs.
An LIR details the requirements for conducting self-
assessment activities, comprising assessments by line
management and by functional managers. Aninterna
website provides additional guidance about
management expectations for self-assessments,
including such tools as sample criteria review and
approach documents and templates for assessment
plans and reports. The line management assessment
portion of the LIR was superseded by a Director’s
Instruction issued in March 2005 pending revision of
the LIR. This Director’s Instruction details the
processesfor conducting line management assessments
by division, center, office, and program leaders,
including the issuance of an annual (fiscal year)
assessment plan, arisk-based schedule and frequency,
and structured reports submitted to directorate
managers and the Performance Surety organization for
trending and analysis. The Director’s Instruction
specifies an assessment frequency based on facility
hazard categorizations, with radiological, nuclear, and
moderate- and high-hazard non-nuclear facilities
reporting quarterly and al other facilitiesreporting semi-
annually. The Instruction specifies that the first
assessment period would be the six months ending
September 30, 2005, and that all facilitiesweretoissue
reports for this first period. C-Division and FMD
developed formal assessment plans and conducted
assessments, and at the time of the Independent
Oversight inspection they were drafting summary self-
assessment reports.  In addition, FMD developed a
comprehensive management assessment program
manual and implementing management assessment
procedure. However, theNMT and DX Divisions, two
organi zations evaluated by Independent Oversight that
have numerous high- and moderate-hazard facilities/
activities, have not identified, planned, or performed
MSAs as required by the Director’s Instruction. In
addition, the ten designated Functional Managers—

individual s appointed by the Laboratory Director to be
responsiblefor coordinating, monitoring, and ng
implementation of program areas such as fire
protection, occupational safety and health, safety basis,
guality, and environmental management—have not
performed the LIR-specified program assessments
since the spring of 2004.

LANL has also established and implemented a
formal process, detailedinan LIR, for performing less-
formal assessments of working conditions and
performance through aprogram of MSWA s, conducted
by managers from deputy group and office leaders up
through the Laboratory Director. The LIR
appropriately specifiesthat walk-arounds are to focus
on the performance of specific safety activities,
including contractor and tenant activities, and are
intended to identify safety deficienciesand workplace
problems as well as noteworthy practices. The LIR
also establishes sets of general and specific
requirements for the conduct of MSWASs, including
documentation of the walk-around details and results
in a central LANL database with disposition and
tracking of corrective actions. A graded approach to
establishing thefrequency of walk-aroundsis specified,
with a minimum expectation of three per quarter for
managers with low-risk operations, such as office
environments, and a higher number expected for
managers with higher-risk operations. An interna
website provides additional guidance regarding the
MSWA process and management expectations,
including 15 detailed functional area guidance cards
(checklists). Computer-based training on walk-around
techniques and expectationsis available for managers
and supervisors. During the past year, LANL has
instituted a commercial, supervisory, behavior-based
observation program that is being integrated into the
MSWA program. This structured program involves
six training sessions for supervisors and managers in
observation and feedback techniques and has changed
the format and content of MSWA reporting. Many
supervisors and managers have been trained in this
new process. The Performance Surety Division
provides oversight of the MSWA program, and the
performance of MSWASs by each directorate and
divisionisposted quarterly inthe LANL Mirror, awidely
distributed and read publication of incidents, actions,
and lessonslearned at the Laboratory. Many MSWASs
are being performed and documented, with an overall
Laboratory-wide level of performance of 87 percent,
relative to the minimum specified three MSWAS per
guarter, for the April-June quarter. C-Division and
FMD essentially met or exceeded expectationsfor the




past two quarters. However, their reported level of
performance is based on the low expectations for
“office environment” operations, and several
organizationsin the Independent Oversight inspection
sample with significantly higher-risk operations were
not achieving even thislow level of compliance. For
example, inthelast two quarters, only 90 and 81 percent
of NMT Division managers met the three-per-quarter
MSWA criterion, and in DX division only 68 and 89
percent of managers met this criterion over these
periods. Only C-Division had developed the MSWA
plan asrequired by the LIR; DX, NMT, and FMD had
not.

The Independent Oversight team reviewed a
sample of over 150 M SWA reports from 2005. Some
of thesewerewell documented and reflected managers
interaction with workers, review of work planning
documents, and evaluation of conditions and worker
performance. However, many of the reports lacked
rigor in the substance and quality of documentation of
the scope of the evaluation, did not reflect observation
of work or interaction with workers, did not identify
assessment criteriaas specifiedinthe LIR, and did not
document many database fields correctly or at all.
Further, the database is intended to provide atool for
identifying deficienciesor issuesthat are not corrected
on the spot, documenting corrective actionsand owners,
and tracking actions to closure; however, none of the
samplereportsreviewed by Independent Oversight used
thistool, athough a number of them identified issues
that required longer-term or follow-up actions. A review
of over 100 behavior-based safety system MSWA
reports identified significant improvement in
documentation content and in identifying corrective
actions and status, which are now tracked on the same
reporting ticket. However, the actions taken or to be
taken, action status, and basisfor closure are often still
not clearly documented.

The LANL organizations that were reviewed
during this Independent Oversight assessment had
identified self-assessments as a deficient area during
their 2004 work suspension M SAs and are addressing
those deficiencies to various degreesin their LCAPs.
However, none of these deficiencies has resulted in
formally documented or tracked interim actions, and
the LCAP actions address only long-term activities,
such as developing division-level assessment
procedures; the target completion dates extend many
months into the future. C-Division and FMD have
established the organizational infrastructurefor the self-
assessment function, have assigned personnel to

implement it, and have developed appropriate
procedures. Although personnel have been designated
with collateral dutiesrelated to self-assessment in the
NMT and DX Divisions, the organizational structure
and definition of roles and responsibilities are not as
mature. DX hasnointernal procedureto further define
how self-assessment activities are to be conducted.
NMT has an administrative procedure, whichisbeing
revised to address the Director’s Instruction
requirements, but it has not been implemented since
the 2004 work suspension.

Significant deficiencieswereaso identified inthe
LANL self-assessment program by an internal
independent assessment report issued in July 2004,
which resulted in self-identification of a Price-
Anderson AmendmentsAct (PAAA) violation (PAAA-
NTS-LANL-2004-0018), Institutional Management
Assessment Program. Concerns about inadequacies
in the LANL self-assessment program were also
discussed in a DOE Office of Price-Anderson
Enforcement Preliminary Notice of Violation and
Proposed Civil Penalty issuedin June2004. Corrective
actionsfor the Noncompliance Tracking System report
and part of LANL's transition to a new suite of site
policy documents, which will replace LIRS, Director’s
Instructions, and other policy and procedure documents,
included development and issuance of a new
implementation procedure (Operational Assurance
Program Procedure), describing operational assurance
(e.g., feedback and improvement) elements. Another
Noncompliance Tracking System report corrective
action specified issuance of detailed procedures
describing each of these processes, including both
independent and management self-assessments, called
implementation support documents. These new
documents have been under development for over one
year, and the due dates have been extended twice
(currently scheduled for completion by November 30,
2005). However, the Laboratory Director stated in a
presentationto all LANL personnel in August 2005 that
no new paliciesor interna requirementswould beissued
and that no moreinternal audits or assessmentswould
be performed. These directions or statements of
intention have not yet been more formally documented
or communicated for implementation, and thereis some
confusion about management expectations. However,
management personnel interviewed by the Independent
Oversight team indicated that this policy constituted a
moratorium on theissuance of these new and improved
feedback and improvement policy and procedure
documents. No end date for this moratorium has been




identified, and it appears that closure of the PAAA
violation actionitemswill befurther delayed.

The maintenance services subcontractor, KSL, has
established aformal self-assessment program governed
by arecently issued (June 2005) procedure. However,
the management assessment procedure lacks sufficient
requirementsand action stepsto identify the scopeand
schedule of self-assessments, KSL managers had
developed no plans or schedules, and only two self-
assessments had been performed at the time of this
Independent Oversight inspection.

The 2002 Independent Oversight inspection at
LANL identified deficiencies in the rigor of self-
assessment activities, including management walk-
arounds, and identified that institutional requirements
and directions had not ensured consistently effective
implementation of assessment programs. Similar
deficiencies were identified by LANL's independent
assessment and by the organizational self-assessments
in 2004. Corrective actions have been neither timely
nor effective, and implementation of existing processes
and i nterim actions have not been enforced; those same
deficienciespersist today. Further, thefailureof severa
major divisionsto implement the current requirements
to plan and conduct M SAsand their failure to conduct
functional manager program assessments reflects a
reduction in the level of self-assessment activity at
LANL and a continuing lack of management
accountability for compliancewith requirements. The
current senior management edict regarding suspension
of issuing new policiesand requirements could further
delay establishment and implementation of an effective
self-assessment program at LANL.

Finding #12. LANL has not established and
implemented a fully effective management self-
assessment program that ensures that saf ety programs
and performance areroutinely and formally eval uated.

Corrective Action and Issues Management

The following discussion focuses on LANL
processes and performance for managing non-
resumption-related i ssues; the eval uation of resumption
issues management is discussed in Section D.2.1.

Issues management and corrective action
reguirements for non-resumption issues are currently
definedinan LIR issued in June 2003 as supplemented
by anAugust 2004 LI1G. I-Track isthedesignated action
tracking tool, although various other systems are used
at LANL totrack issuesand actions. |-Track contains
numerous separate modules or domains, including one

for each division and for resumption issues, safety
committees, PAAA issues, and the Occurrence
Reporting and Processing System (ORPS). The same
platformisused to document safety concerns, MSWAS,
and incident reports. Several LANL organizationshave
recently instituted new mechanisms to improve the
quality and rigor applied to managing safety issues.
FMD and NMT have formed boards of SMEs and
managers to review issues and proposed corrective
actions, ensure appropriate levels of analysis, and
support effective resolution of issues affecting the
divison. The LANL divisions examined during this
Independent Oversight inspection have assigned issues
management coordinators, and the Performance Surety
Division has provided training on the planned new action
tracking tool. KSL hasissued a processimprovement
management procedure describing its issues
management program.

A new institutional support document has been
drafted and anew commercial action tracking tool has
been acquired, but they are not yet approved for use
and their issuance has been delayed by senior
management (as discussed above).

Inadequaciesin LANL corrective action and issues
management processes and performance have been
identified by external and internal assessments
repeatedly and are acknowledged to be problematic
by LASO and LANL management. The 2002
Independent Oversight inspection report identified
numerousweaknessesin LANL'’scorrective action and
issues management processes and performance,
including thefailureto document many issuesin I-Track,
ineffective and untimely resolutions, and inadequate
guidance and toolsfor analysis, trending, and tracking.
LANL developed and implemented six corrective
actionsin response to the feedback and improvement
finding detailed in the 2002 Independent Oversight
report; the actions included clarifying roles and
responsibilities, conducting focus-group studies of issues
management and assessment processes, and revising
procedures for these management systems. These
actions have been ineffective, because these
weaknesses in processes and performance continue
to impede effective and continuous safety improvement
at LANL. A comprehensive and rigorous assessment
of the LANL issues management processes by
Performance Surety in late 2004 identified serious
disconnects in the issues management processes.
Identified deficiencies included insufficient rigor in
characterizing safety problems, poor causal analysis,
insufficient accountability for actions, multiple and non-
integrated tracking tools, and inadequaciesin trending




and identification of institutional issues resulting in
ineffective improvements in work planning and
execution. The report provided recommendations for
short- and long-term corrective actions. However,
LANL management did not takeformal, focused actions
to address these deficiencies or recommendations.

Although many issues are documented in |-Track
and other tracking systems, a review of |-Track data
showsthat it isnot being used consistently to formally
document and manage the resol ution of issues, and that
issues that are input to I-Track are not always
adequately addressed or resolved in atimely manner.
Root cause analyses are not always performed for
issues categorized as high significance, asrequired by
procedure. Trending analysis and metric reporting
requirements required by procedure are not being
performed and reported to senior management. Many
issuesdating back to 2003 remain open. |-Track remains
an awkward, non-user-friendly system that does not
support data retrieval for trending and analysis and
effective reporting of performance to management.
Causal analysisand extent-of-condition determinations
are rarely performed. There are no institutional or
division-level policies or procedures detailing the
requirements or processes for trending or causal
analysis. The existing requirements document is out
of date and does not have sufficient detail or high
expectations for management of safety issues. Line
organizations have not established formal issues
management implementing processes as required by
the LIR.

Underlying these continuing performance problems
in issues management at LANL are severa common
areas of weakness. These include insufficient detail
and requirements in policy/procedure documents,
insufficient understanding of issues management
purposes and processes by LANL employees, and the
failure of line management to ensure that an effective
program is established and fully implemented.

The significance categorization definitions and
thresholdsinthe LIR for issues management are setin
away that resultsin few issuesbeing subjected to causal
analysis or validation of effectiveness. Further, the
definitionsand classification thresholdsfor issueslack
sufficient detail, examples, and guidance. The current
LIR requires root cause analysis and effectiveness
validation only for issues categorized as high
significance, which is defined as a “severe potential
risk that posesimminent hazards.” 1ssues categorized
as medium and low significance require only an
apparent-cause code assignment, with no
documentation of the basis for the apparent-cause

determination and no effectiveness review. The LIR
does not specify who makes the significance
determination. The Independent Oversight review of
internal independent assessment findings indicated
conservative categorization, but line organization
categorizationsand resumption issue categorization are
lessconservative. For example, none of the post-restart
issues from NMT, DX, and C Divisions' resumption
self-assessment and readiness reviews were
categorized because they first binned these issuesinto
rollup issues and did not put the original findingsinto
the I-Track database. Subsequently, C-Division then
classified all of their common issues as “low”
significance, and DX and NMT divisions categorized
all of their rollup issuesas“medium” significance. As
aresult, none of these major, crosscutting, divisional/
directorate common management issues have had, or
require by procedure, aroot cause analysis or reviews
to validate effectiveness. The current LIR does not
require or address the determination of extent of
condition as part of the analysis and action plan
devel opment process.

Several examples reflect inadequate
implementation of the issues management program
through inappropriate and untimely responses to
identified safety issues. Issues from the May 2005
internal independent assessment report on WM
implementation have not been managed effectively or
in compliancewiththe LANL issuesmanagement LIR.
Twofindings, categorized ashigh significance, described
work not being adequately defined, hazards not
identified, controls not implemented, and IWM
responsibilities not being performed for some work
activitiesin many LANL organizations. However, as
of October 20, 2005, over five months after the report
wasissued, no root cause analysis had been performed,
no interim actions or compensatory measures had been
documented, and no corrective actions plan had been
established in I-Track. A third finding, categorized as
medium significance, stated that qualified-worker
activitieswere not qualified asrequired by procedure,
and personnel performing hazard identification and
analysis were not required to be trained. This issue
wasimproperly closedin|-Track by indicating that the
issueisaddressed by the operational efficiency training
and qualificationinitiative, an activity that isnot timely
(with action completion target dates extending out many
years). In addition, the three corrective actions from
the operational efficiency project ontraining werecited
as addressing this issue but were clearly not timely
(target completion datein April 2006) or were unfunded
for at least the current fiscal year. No interim actions




or compensatory measureswere established to prevent
continuing non-compliance and to ensure that workers
doing hazardouswork activitiesare sufficiently trained
as required by the new integrated work management
procedure, IMP-300.2. Further, none of these actions
address the adequacy of the processes and role of the
IWMC in approving qualified-worker determinations.
As a result of Independent Oversight’s preliminary
observations, this issue was reopened in |-Track, and
KSL management placed a formal work suspension
on moderate-hazard qualified-worker task planning and
field execution until a corrective action plan is
developed.

C-Division has recently conducted some rigorous
and comprehensive self-assessments, but the
management of deficiencies identified during these
assessments was not sufficiently timely and rigorous.
Although the assessors communicated concerns to
group leaders, “Persons in Charge” (PICs), and
affected individuas, somesignificant safety deficiencies
identified during laser safety assessments were not
promptly documented, screened, and managed as
required by the LANL issues management process.
The response to some of these identified issues again
illustrates an insufficient sense of urgency to promptly
document deficiencies and conduct evaluations for
needed immediate or interim actions. These
deficienciesincluded expired IWDs, deficient hazards
analyses, incomplete training, non-conservative laser
classification, inadequate protective devices and
barriers, inadequate alignment procedures, inadequate
eye protection for the type of laser, and inadequate
communication. Someimmediate actionswere taken,
and these deficiencies were appropriately documented
on assessment reports, but no issues were recorded in
I-Track at that time. In one case, the report stated
“The PIC and Group Leader understand that laser
operations are not to commence without another LSO
walkthrough that results in a passing appraisal.”
However, nowritten directive or formal stop-work order
was issued. Further, the assessment reports were
submitted to the directorate operations support staff
for inclusionin adivision self-assessment report, with
the joint expectation that issues requiring entry into |-
Track would be identified during report preparation.
Thesereportsidentified deficienciesin laser processes,
conditions, performance, and assessment that call into
guestion the effectiveness of the previous corrective
actions. Considering the number and significance of
the deficiencies and the attention focused on recent
significant laser eventsat LANL and C-Division, such

deficiencies warranted more timely and rigorous
actions.

At the request of LASO, Performance Surety
conducted a thorough analysis of LANL Post-
Standdown Occurrence and Subthreshold Events in
April 2005 and identified anumber of short- and long-
term recommended actions. Thisreport concluded that
LANL causal factor and corrective action profiles
demanded attention to correct adecline in occurrence
performance. The report also identified that the sub-
threshold events (events below the ORPS reporting
regquirements) were not given the appropriate level of
rigor in reporting and review. LASO and LANL
management were briefed on theresults of thisanalysis
and provided with the completed report. However, the
recommendations have not been reviewed against
ongoing initiativesor eval uated for needed actionsthat
should be documented and tracked in I-Track. Further,
LANL has not established sufficient institutional- or
division-level processesto support the requirements of
DOE Order 231.1A and DOE Manual 231.1-2 for
tracking and trending incidents that do not meet the
criteriafor reporting to DOE. LANL doesnot include
non-reportable datain the periodic analyses of events
for trends and repetitive occurrences as required by
DOE Manual 231.1, and theinstitutiona event-reporting
procedure does not specify inclusion of thisdatainthe
required trend analysis and reporting.

Issues identified by internal independent
assessments are not addressed holistically to identify
actions to address line and support organization
implementation deficienciesaswell as programmatic,
process, and oversight deficiencies. In internal
independent assessment reports, the Audits and
Assessments Division assigns ownership of complex
findingsthat involvefailuresto adequately implement
LANL requirements to program owners with
recommended corrective actions and putstheseissues
directly into I-Track. Separately, memorandaare sent
totheindividual line and support organi zationsthat were
evaluated, describing the good practices and
deficienciesidentified during the assessment. However,
issues identified in these memoranda have not been
put into I-Track by Audits and Assessments. Program
owners, who accept the responsibility for addressing
the assigned issues, devel op corrective action plansthat
address only the programmatic elements of the issues;
line and support organizations do not take documented
actionsto addressimplementationissues. For example,
a July 2004 internal independent assessment of the
management assessment program identified five




findings, with five associated action recommendations
for the division’'s process owners. All actions
established by Performance Surety were assigned to
Performance Surety. The many cases of inadequate
implementation of the program and LANL requirements
documents that were cited in the report and
communicated to C, DX, and NMT Divisionswere not
put into I-Track or otherwise formally addressed by
the line organizations. Audits and Assessments does
not follow up on line actions until the next examination
of that topical area. Theline performance deficiencies
identified inthe May 2005 internal assessment of WM
implementation were handled in the same manner; line
organizations did not initiate I-Track issues and were
not held accountable for failure to follow LANL
procedures by either the Audits and Assessments
independent assessment process or the program
owners. Theexistingissuesmanagement LIRandLIG
do not adequately describe the process for addressing
issueswith multi-organizational responsibilities(i.e., the
assignment of ownership of issues and actions).
Asdiscussed inAppendix C, corrective actionsfor
many of the deficiencies identified in the 2002
Independent Oversight inspection, other external
assessments, or the M SAs have not been implemented,
have not been timely, or have not been effective. In
addition, care must be taken to thoroughly analyze and
document the lessons learned from the difficultiesin
implementing the new IWM procedure and apply them
to the planning for the transition to a new issues
management process and action tracking tool.

Finding #13. LANL has not established and
implemented afully effective corrective action program
that ensures that safety deficiencies are appropriately
documented, rigorously categorized, and evaluated in
a timely manner, with accurate identification of root
causes, extent of condition, and appropriate recurrence
controls.

Injury and lliness Investigation and
Prevention

Injury and illness statistics for recordable and lost
workday rates at LANL exceed NNSA and al DOE
rates for the last four quarters and have been on an
increasing trend since 2000. Occupational injury and
illness case rates are key lagging indicators in the
LANL performance indicator program and are
monitored and reported quarterly to senior management
and LASO. The July 2005 “stoplight” chart for these
key performance indicators reflected unsatisfactory

performanceratingsfor 29 of 41 LANL organizations
and marginal performance ratings for five more
organizations. LASO ratings of LANL performance
inthis areafor thefirst two quarters of FY 2005 were
unsatisfactory; after significantly raising the goalsand
rating thresholds, LA SO rated performancefor thethird
quarter of FY 2005 as satisfactory.

The LANL Genera Employee Training and the
Occupational Medicine (HSR-2) internal website
specify that workers, including subcontractors, are to
report occupational injuries, illnesses, and toxic
exposures to their supervisors and go to the
occupational medicine clinic during normal hoursor the
nearest care facility after hours. Notice 139,
Notification and 1SM-Based Investigation of Safety
Events at LANL, issued in April 2004, delegates the
investigation and determination of causes and any
corrective/preventive actionsincidentsthat do not meet
ORPS reporting threshol dsto “ responsible managers”
and investigation of some Category 2 and Category 3,
4, and R ORPS reportable events to the responsible
division leader and Performance Surety, and the
investigation of Category 1 and some Category 2
ORPS-reportable events to teams led by associate
directors. Notice 139 requires investigation and
documentation of non-ORPS-reportable work-related
injuries or illnesses and exposures to hazardous
chemicalsor physical agentsand documentationinthe
LANL MSWA database.

For ORPS-reportable events resulting in injuries,
the investigation and analysis of causes and
documentation are generally rigorous and well
documented. Monthly meetings on recordable cases
with occupational medical and Computerized Accident/
Incident Reporting System (CAIRS) staff inthe Health,
Safety and Radiation Protection Division (HSR) to
review each new case, follow up on ongoing cases,
and evaluate restricted/days away cases. Various
actionsto improve occupationa injury andillnessrates
have been taken at LANL, including conducting
nuMerous ergonomic investigations, taking preventive
actions where indicated, implementing a humber of
safety communication programs (including safety
committees), and initiating behavior-based safety
observations programs.

LANL has not managed the unacceptable case
rates and adverse trends as a significant safety issue.
LANL and LASO have repeatedly acknowledged that
performance with respect to recordable and days away/
restricted case rates and trends are unacceptable;
however, this issue has not been subjected to any
rigorous, comprehensive causal analysis. No




management assessments or internal independent
assessments of the occupational injury and illness
program have been performed by line or support
organizations. Whileavariety of corrective/preventive
actions have been initiated or enhanced at the
ingtitutional, directorate, or divisionlevels, these actions
have not been managed in aprioritized, comprehensive,
and coordinated manner with project controls and
management review and support.

The Independent Oversight team identified
numerous deficiencies in processes and performance
for theinvestigation and performance improvement of
occupational injuriesand illnesses:

e Programsand processes are inadequately defined
ininstitutional and divisional procedures. There
are no institutional or divisional procedures
describing the requirements and processes for
occupational medicine or CAIRS reporting
processes. Notice 139 contains no linkage to
CAIRS reporting, is unclear on requirements for
documentation of corrective/preventive actions,
contains no linkage to the LANL issues
management program or the PAAA program, and
acknowledges “localized data systems” for
recording eventsin addition to the use of the M SWA
system. There is no requirement or guidance for
theinvolvement of safety and health professionals
intheinvestigation or determination of causesand
needed actions.

e Although several HSR groups and line managers
have a variety of responsibilities for managing
occupational injury and illness incidents, these
activitiesare not formally considered asaprogram
or functional areaand no organizational/functional
owners have been established to monitor and
administer these activities effectively.

e HSR performsno quality check of input fromline
management (e.g., the adequacy of event
descriptions, and causes and actions) on the DOE
injury and illness investigation forms that are
reported to CAIRS.

e The MSWA database is not routinely used to
document theinvestigation of injuriesand illnesses
as required by Notice 139. Approximately 40
incident reports in the MSWA database from
October 1, 2004, through September 19, 2005, were
related to injuries/exposures (including KSL

workers). However, approximately 120 first aid
and recordable injuries and exposures were
reported during this period by C, DX, and NMT
Divisions.

The majority of the DOE injury and illness
investigation forms are sent to CAIRS without
completion of the fields describing the activity/
events, causes, or actions by line management.
Independent Oversight selected and reviewed 38
investigation forms documenting injuries and
exposuresin C, DX, and NMT Divisionsfor 2004
and 2005, including eight Occupational Safety and
Health Administration (OSHA) recordable cases
and 30 first aid (non-reportable) cases. Of these
38 reports, only 4 of the OSHA recordables had
complete activity/event descriptions, causes, and
action fields, and none of the non-recordable cases
had these fields completed. Further, for 9 of the
38 cases, HSR sent reminders to responsible line
managers citing the expectation to investigate the
injury and develop corrective actions, but only 2
managers subsequently submitted the required
information.

KSL occupational injury and illnessinvestigation
processesareinadequately detailed in administrative
procedures and contain a number of conflicts and
inconsistencies. The requirements for KSL to
implement their investigation and reporting process
for ORPS-reportable KSL injury events where
investigations are managed by LANL (supported
by KSL) are not clearly detailed in procedures.
The Independent Oversight team reviewed several
recent case files and identified instances where
theevaluations of causesand descriptions of events
were inadequately documented and corrective
actionswere not put inthe KSL module of LANL's
I-Track as required by procedure. In most cases,
No causes or actionswere documented in required
DOE forms.

In one case, involving a pipefitter experiencing
dizziness as a result of exposure to fumes while
brazing in a confined space, the investigation and
follow-up were inadequate. No DOE form was
onfile. Theinitia incident report, completed by a
KSL safety professional, identified problemsin the
work planning, improper placement of the air
monitor pickup intheworker’sbreathing zone, and
the failure of the worker to wear a harness and




ropefor emergency retrieva. Nofurther evaluation
or corrective/preventive actionswere documented
or on file, including the actions taken to compl ete
thisjob. Independent Oversight reviewed the WD
and confined space permit and determined that the
permit failed toidentify the potential for toxic gases
or fumes as either a primary or secondary hazard,
the ventilation specified as a control on the IWD
was not supplied, and the required chest or full-
body harness for emergency rescue was not in
place. KSL did not identify the causes and
document the preventive actions taken to address
these deficiencies. (SeeAppendix Cfor additional
discussion of deficiencies in IWDs and air
monitoring on confined space permits.) Duringthis
inspection, KSL management initiated a formal
review of all injury and illness investigation
processes and procedures and began devel opment
of a strategy for consolidating procedures and
strengthening investigation and corrective action
processes.

Overal, poor occupational injury performance has
been inadequately investigated and addressed by
LANL and KSL management. Formal processes are
deficient, line management investigations and
corrective/preventive actions have been inadequately
performed or documented, and line management is not
held accountablefor compliancewith LANL and DOE
requirements.

Finding #14. The LANL injury and illness program
lacks sufficient rigor to ensure that incidents are
consistently reported to supervision and sufficiently
documented, that root causes are identified, and that
effective corrective and preventive actions are
identified, documented, and implemented.

Lessons Learned

The requirement to develop and communicate
lessons|earned from operating experiencesfromwithin
and outside LANL for applicationtowork planning and
performance is identified in the LANL Performance
Requirements document for Performance A ssurance.
No implementing processes have been issued, but
guidance on lessons-learned notifications and feedback
is contained in an Operations Support Tool document
issued in 2003. The lessons-learned program is
coordinated by an individual in the Feedback and
Improvement Team of the Operational Assurance
Groupinthe Performance Surety Division. Threegroup

procedures describe the processes for receiving and
processing lessons|earned information, producing and
distributing aerts, and disseminating information (e.g.,
the LANL Mirror publication). The primary |essons-
learned process at LANL is for the coordinator to
screen external lessonsand internal event notifications,
seek evaluation of potentially significant and applicable
lessonsfrom functional areamanagers, and coordinate
dissemination of lessons learned resulting from this
review process. An interna lessons-learned website
provides a searchable database of LANL lessons
learned, links to the DOE Headquarters database and
other DOE site databases, an organizational lessons-
learned contact list, forms for submitting lessons
learned, and links to current and archived editions of
the LANL Mirror. TheMirror isaprofessional quality
publication, issued quarterly, that summarizes in
approximately 30 pages LANL reportable occurrences,
selected DOE complex events, variouslessons|earned,
management walk-around performance, and ORPS
report corrective action status. Lessons learned
publishedintheMirror and early-notification lessons-
learned aerts, called “First Takes,” are well written
and supported by photographs or graphics. The Mirror
is available on line and is widely distributed in hard
copy at various locations on site. Various laboratory,
directorate, and division-level documentsreviewed by
the Independent Oversight team indicate that lessons
learned are being communicated to organizations and
workers and discussed at safety meetings. The NMT
Division hasissued aninternal administrative procedure
that details the processes for sharing and applying
lessons |learned in the division from events that do not
meet ORPS reporting thresholds, aswell asexternally
generated lessons learned. The procedure includes
instructions for conducting lessons-learned meetings
and inquiries, documenting and disseminating lessons
learned, and tracking any resulting corrective actions.
Lessons learned are generated and disseminated to
NMT personnel, and any needed actions are
documented and tracked to closure.

Although lessons learned are being reviewed,
generated in a high-quality manner, and disseminated
totheworkforce, the existing processes and application
are still informal and there isinsufficient evidence to
demonstrate that |essons|earned are effectively applied
to work at LANL. Few lessons learned are being
posted tothe LANL website. Although LANL typicaly
experiences more than 100 ORPSreportsfrom LANL
events annually and many more operational, injury, or
exposure incidents below ORPS reporting thresholds,
only eight lessons learned have been posted to the




database to date in calendar year (CY) 2005 and only
11 werepostedin CY 2004. Important lessonslearned,
such as the DOE Office of Environment, Safety and
Health special reports on hoisting and rigging and
electrical safety, were not posted or specifically
evaluated for applicability and action or communicated
to site personnel.

A new institutional support document has been
drafted that strengthens and details the processes and
requirements for implementing and managing the
LANL lessons-learned program. However, as
discussed above, recent senior management actions
could delay the issuance of the enhanced procedures
on feedback and improvement program elements, such
as lessons learned.

Employee Concerns Program

LANL has established and implemented aformal
processfor employees, contractors, and visitorsto voice
and obtain evaluation and resolution of environment,
safety, and health (ES& H) concerns. Aninternal safety
systems website contains a database and links to the
LANL safety concernsprogram, including adescriptive
overview, ingructionsfor filing aconcern, and frequently
asked questions. Where anonymity is not desired,
concerns can be posted on line. Persons desiring
anonymity can call a telephone “hotline” number
published in the “frequently asked questions’ section
of the website. An LIR for the safety concerns
program was issued in 1998. However, the LIR has
not been maintained to reflect organizational and
process changes and inadequately addresses such
issues asthe maintenance of confidentiality, linkageto
alternate concernsresol ution, appeals processes (such
as DOE safety concerns programs), or any linkage to
the LANL issues management processfor deficiencies
that should receive more structured analysis and
management.

This system is actively used by LANL workers,
with over 170 concerns logged in CY 2004 and over
130 to date in CY 2005. A review of the concerns
database indicatesthat most saf ety concernshave been
closed within afew daysto amonth. However, afew
took many monthsto close, and five concernsinitiated
inCY 2004 remain unresolved. Six concernsfrom CY
2005 have remained open for over three months, and
several have been open for over nine months. In one
case, a significant issue should have been addressed
using the LANL issues management process. In
January 2005, aworker reported that on three different
occasions, maintenance personnel disabled power to a

laboratory hood exhaust without notification and without
restoring power to the hood exhaust motors. Theissue
was closed with statementsindicating incorporation of
arequirement into the KSL work package to interface
with facility managers before and after work activities
on those specific units. The root causes and extent of
condition for these potentially significant performance
deficiencies were not documented, and it is not clear
that the action taken provided sufficient recurrence
control.

Other Feedback and Improvement
Processes

LANL usesother meansto communicate feedback
and initiate improvements in safety programs and
performance, including behavior-based safety
observation programs and safety committees.

LANL hasestablished severa safety behavior work
observation programs that provide real-time feedback
on safety performance; improve communication of
expectations and concerns among Workers, Supervisors,
and management; and have led to improvements in
safety programs. The behavior-based safety
observation program for supervisors discussed above
is scheduled to be expanded to the general workforce
at LANL inFY 2006. NMT hasamature (initiated in
2000) behavior-based safety observation program
called ATOMICs, and has conducted between 50 and
250 aobservations a month over the past two years. In
July 2005 (the latest month with compiled data), over
250 peoplewere observed during 177 observations, and
over 100 at-risk behaviors were identified and
corrected.

Ancther institutional program providing for the
communication of feedback between workers and
management and initiation of improvement actionsis
the“ nested” safety committee program. Thisprogram
involvesapyramid of interconnected committeesfrom
the team level in al organizations, through group,
division, and directorate-level committees, to the
Director. Committees, chaired by senior managers,
are expected to meet monthly and review safety
performance metrics, injuriesand other safety incidents,
MSWA issues, work process problems, and similar
issues. Subcommittees of each committee research
and analyze various data and issues brought to the
committee to provide analysis and recommendations
for resolution. Issues that are not resolvable by a
specific committee are communicated to higher-level
committeesfor disposition.




This safety committee concept and structure has
been in place at LANL for many years, but
implementation and effectiveness have varied over
time, depending on consistent and widespread
participation by al organizationsand management levels.
This feedback and improvement mechanism suffers
from a lack of formally defined implementation
reguirements, including responsibilities and sufficient
accountability mechanisms. After revival inearly 2004,
the purposes and processes have undergone additional
recent reviews by site management. A new charter
for thetop-level Director’s Central Safety and Security
Committeewasissued on August 23, 2005. Thereare
several dated publications and referencesto the nested
safety committee concept, some documents at the
division level address safety committees, and therole
of this safety committee structure is credited in the
LANL ISM system description. However, there are
noingtitutional policy or procedure documentsthat detail
the requirements and expectations for this program.
Although severa organizations, including the HSR and
NMT Divisions, have tracking systems for issues
identified by nested safety committees, there are very
few issuesin the safety committee domain of I-Track.

D.3 Conclusions

Theoperationa efficiency project, the CARB, and
LCAPs are important initiatives that are contributing
to LANL effortsto manage resumption issues, improve
ES&H programs, and enhance safety performance.
Each of these initiatives has a number of positive
aspects, such as the detailed CARB processes, and a
number of accomplishments have resulted, such as
LANL'’s conduct of operations manual. However,
deficiencies were observed in all three of these
initiatives. LANL management is not adequately
addressing the factors that reduce the effectiveness of
the operational efficiency project, such as the lack of
ingtitutiond driversand shortcomingsinthe verification/
validation process. Additionally, the CARB has not
yet made substantial progress on reviewing the
numerous LCAPs and institutional issues and action
plans. The LCAPs aso need sustained management
attention at theingtitutional and division levelsto address
weaknesses in implementation of corrective actions,
including establishment of clear and timely milestones
and an effective processfor validating the effectiveness
of the actionsin addressing the original issues.

LANL hasissued a CA S description document and
has established and implemented a variety of
fundamental feedback and improvement processes.

Significant resources and efforts have been directed
at cataloging, analyzing, and developing corrective
action plans for the issues identified during the 2004
resumption MSAs. However, progress in developing
and implementing the resulting corrective actions has
been slow, interim or compensatory actions have not
beenidentified, and in some casesL ANL organizations
have failed to maintain compliance with existing
feedback and improvement process requirements.
Institutional rolesand responsibilitiesfor feedback and
improvement programs have been better defined, and
process oversight has been assigned to a new
Performance Surety Division. However, authorities
for ensuring effective implementation of these
programsareless clearly understood or exercised, and
LANL management has not held organizations and
managers accountable for effective implementation.
In general, athough safety problemsarebeing identified
and addressed and progressisbeing madein addressing
known safety program issues, minimal improvement
has been made in most feedback and improvement
processes, and performance since the Independent
Oversight inspection in 2002 has degraded in the area
of management assessment. Significant revisions in
feedback and improvement requirements and process
documents have been drafted and a new issues
management tracking tool hasbeen acquired, but LANL
management has suspended the issuance of new
requirements documents pending selection of the
successful bidder for the new prime contract (scheduled
for December 2005). Delaysin the development and
issuance of these improved institutional management
system documents adversely affect continuous
improvement in safety performance at LANL.

D.4 Rating

Core Function #5 — Feedback and Continuous
Improvement - SIGNIFICANT WEAKNESS

D.5 Opportunities for
Improvement

This Independent Oversight inspection identified
the following opportunities for improvement. These
potential enhancements are not intended to be
prescriptive or mandatory. Rather, they are offered to
thesiteto bereviewed and evaluated by theresponsible
line management, and accepted, rejected, or modified
asappropriate, in accordance with site-specific program
objectivesand priorities.
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1.

Address institutional and directorate/
divisional management weaknesses that delay
resolution of previously identified deficiencies
in feedback and improvement systems and/
or impede the effective establishment and
implementation of sound feedback and
improvement programs at LANL. Specific
actionsto consider include:

* Prioritize the completion, approval, and
issuance of the operational assurance process
and the supporting institutional support
document for independent and management
assessment, issues management, lessons
learned, trend analysis, and abnormal events
programs and processes.

* Formally assess the methodologies used to
devel op and deploy the new IWM processand
the resulting deficiencies and weaknesses in
process documents and implementation,
identify lessons|earned from this project, and
ensure that lessons learned are applied to the
development and deployment of new feedback
and improvement processes.

e Ensure that sufficient ES& H resources (e.g.,
technical and administrative personnel and
funding) are alocated in each directorate and
divisionto effectively support ongoing feedback
and improvement programs. Ensurethat clear
roles, responsibilities, and authorities are
established.

e Egtablishformal implementation manualsand
proceduresat thedirectorateand divisonlevels
for feedback and improvement programs that
promote and ensure consistency and
compliance with institutional programs and
processes.

e Ensurethat management at al organizational
levels clearly and formally communicates to
all personnel their full support of and
expectationsfor full compliance and effective
implementation of feedback and improvement
processes and programs. Empower program
and process owners to provide rigorous
monitoring and oversight of program
implementation.

* Integrate into institutional, directorate, and
divisional feedback and improvement processes
sufficient reporting and management decision
mechanisms that routinely bring to
management’s attention meaningful measures
of thelevel of implementation and performance
in feedback and improvement processes.
Provide for escalation of responses to
performance problems to trigger effective
corrective measures.

e Establish mechanismsto ensurethe continuity
and sustainability of corrective actions
addressing M SA issues during changes in
management and through the transition period
for the new contract, contractor organization,
and personnel.

Significantly strengthen processes and efforts
to identify and eliminate the causes of
occupational injuries, illnesses, and
exposures. Specific actions to consider include:

* Manage an injury and illness performance
improvement initiative with an empowered,
multi-organizational task force supported by
appropriate SMEs and advisors.

*  Establishan organizational /functional owner to
provide coordination and oversight of the
processes involved in addressing all aspects
of responses to occupational injuries and
illnesses.

e Establish formal institutional processes and
proceduresfor all aspectsof injury and illness
response, reporting, and case management.
Clearly and formally define roles,
responsibilities, and authorities for all
responsible organizations and personnel.

e Conduct a formal root cause analysis or
analyseson occupational injuries, illnesses, and
exposures.

e Develop a comprehensive corrective action
plan or plans based on the causal analysis/
analyses that aggressively addresses
contributing and root causes and contains
periodic performance based assessments and
progress evaluations to validate actions and
implementation.




* Implement the action plan(s) in accordance * Ensure that authority and resources invested

with project management techniquesand tools. in the operational efficiency project are
commensurate with senior management
3. Significantly strengthen processes and efforts expectationsfor this project.
to manage resumption issues. Specific actions

to consider include: e Strengthen the scorecard processin formality

Ensure that operational efficiency project
milestonesinclude mechanismsthat driveline
management implementation and independent
verification/validation of effectiveness.

Re-establish aclear chain of responsibility and
accountability for corrective actions that
extends from the institutional to the division,
facility, and activity levels.

and execution.

Ensure that CARB reviews of consolidated
MSA/LRR issues (i.e., those in broad sets of
bins) fully evaluate the corrective actions for
the full range of issues that were binned.

Ensurethat ingtitutional standardsand guidance
drive verification/validation processes for
determining the effectiveness of corrective
actions.




APPENDIX E

ESSENTIAL SYSTEM FUNCTIONALITY

E.1 Introduction

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Office of
Independent Oversight (Independent Oversight)
evaluated essential system functionality (ESF) for
selected safety systems at the Los Alamos National
Laboratory (LANL) Technical Area (TA)-55 PF-4
facility. The systems selected were the important-to-
safety heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC)
systemsand thefire suppression systems. |ndependent
Oversight also evaluated the various programmatic
functions associated with assuring that these and other
safety systems are capable of performing their safety
functionswith ahigh level of confidence commensurate
with their importance to safety, such as configuration
management, the unreviewed safety question (USQ)
program, maintenance, and operations.

Independent Oversight also evaluated LANL'srole
inthesafety system oversight (SSO) program, including
corrective action management, as applied to previous
and newly-identified deficiencies with the selected
systems , as discussed in Appendix F. The review of
SSO included the LANL cognizant system engineer
program and other LANL assessment systems, and
includes information about corrective actions for TA-
55 safety systems. Theevaluation of the ESF elements
in this Appendix also considers the SSO deficiencies
identified in Appendix F.

The purpose of an ESF assessment is to evaluate
thefunctionality and operability of selected structures,
systems, and components (SSCs) that are essential to
safe operation of the facility. The review criteriaare
similar to thecriteriafor the Defense Nuclear Facilities
Safety Board (DNFSB) Recommendation 2000-2
implementation plan reviews,; however, the Independent
Oversight reviews aso include technical evaluations
of the selected SSCs' design, engineering, configuration
management, operation, maintenance, surveillance, and
testing. Additionally, thesereviewsaddressafacility’s
authorization bases (ABs) and related programs, such
asthe USQ program. ESF assessmentsare performed
at avery detailed technical level that includes system
calculationsthat arethe basesfor the systems’ designs
and safety analyses; the documented safety analyses
(DSAS) and other related AB documents, such as

technical safety requirements (TSRs) and the fire
hazards analysis (FHA); drawings; specifications;
vendor documents; facility-specific technical
procedures; facility walkdowns; and interviews with
system engineers, design engineers, maintenance and
testing engineers, operators, technical managers, and
other technical support personnel. The primary focus
of thesereviewsisverification that the systems’ designs
and ABs are technically correct, consistent, and in
accordance with applicable codes, standards,
regulations, and DOE orders, and that the systems are
fully capableof performing their design safety functions.

E.2 Results

E.2.1 Engineering Design and
Authorization Basis

The overall designs of most aspects of the PF-4
HVAC and fire suppression systems are generally
adequate. In the HVAC systems, the fans, dampers,
ductwork, appurtenances, and control systems are of
robust construction and providethe redundancy, layout,
etc., that generally ensure logical, manageable
operations, reliability, and ease of maintenance and
testing for most normal operations. The control settings
for the cascading building and glovebox pressuresare
appropriatefor normal operational contamination control
while till allowing safe, convenient accessto working
spaces. Likewise, the fire suppression systems are of
robust design and construction in most regards. For
example, redundant water sources powered by diverse
power sources provide high source reliability.
Additionally, the fire suppression systems provide the
added safety of defense-in-depth that isnot credited in
the accident exposure analyses.

Weaknesses were identified in the engineering
design and/or the supporting analyses for the PF-4
important-to-safety HVAC and fire suppression
systems, thetechnical validity and completeness of the
1996 ABs, and thetranslation of design, analyses, and
ABsinto thefacility’s proceduresand practices. These
weaknesses reduce the assurance that these systems
can perform their safety functions. In most cases,
weaknesses in supporting programs, such as




configuration management and SSO, contributed to the
identified engineering design and AB weaknesses.
(Also see Appendix F).

Design and Analysis Weaknesses

Weaknesses in engineering design and analyses
include:

e Failure of safety-class ductwork due to fire.
The 2002 FHA analyses indicate that the safety-
class HVAC ductwork could experience
temperatures of 500° F or higher, which is an
increase from the original 200° F design
temperature. There are no documented analyses
that address the ductwork’sintegrity at the higher
temperature, considering the thermal stresses that
could result from thisincrease. Loss of ductwork
integrity could allow bypass leakage in excess of
accident analysis assumptions.

e Failure of Zone 1 header due to fire and its
impact on the Zone 1 high-efficiency
particulate air (HEPA) filters. The 2002 FHA
did not adequately analyze the effects of a room
fireonZone1 HEPA filters. Althoughit predicted
room temperatures in excess of 800 —1000° F for
at least 100 minutes, it provided no analysis of the
integrity of the Zone 1 header when exposed to
these temperatures. Further, this header is
classified only as safety significant; thus, it cannot
be credited to protect the safety-class Zone 1
HEPA filters. Thermally induced failure of this
header would result in the hot room gases being
drawninto theZone 1 HEPA filter plenums. Cooler
diluting air flow from the other gloveboxeswould
berelatively low due to their relatively high flow
resistance compared to a breached header’s
resistance. Thus it is possible that the resultant
temperature could be significantly higher than the
new HEPA filter limit of 500° F. An additional
concernisthe effect of oil located in the glovebox
bubblers, which regulates pressurein theindividual
gloveboxes. The 1999 FHA analysis of Zone 1
HEPA filters for the glovebox fire predicted
temperatures of 1600 — 1800° F for 10 minutes.
However, these anal yses predicted increase of the
exhaust plenum temperature by only 10° F because
they credited the cooling dilution flow fromthe other
unaffected gloveboxes (about 50). This analysis
did not take into consideration the temperature

effects on the oil-filled glovebox bubbler, which
could include vaporization of the oil and subsequent
fire in the ductwork, and the potential effects of
such afire on adjacent gloveboxes and the HEPA
filters (including soot loading). The 2002 FHA
analyses also did not address the effect of aroom
fireontheoil bubblersfor al gloveboxeslocatedin
the room and the consequent effects of this oil on
Zone 1 HEPA filter loading and the potentia for
firein the ducts.

Non-conservative final safety analysis report
(FSAR) analyses for the design basis seismic
event. Both the current (1996) and draft updated
(2002) FSAR analyses of the design basis seismic
event are based on the assumption that all ventilation
systems’ fans cease to operate as a result of the
event. However, there are no safety-class,
seismically qualified design features or procedures
to ensure that all fans would actually shut down.
Consequently, there are other credible individual
fan and equipment failure scenarios that are not
considered inthe FSAR that could produce public
exposures in excess of the currently calculated
value (18 Rem) and the 25 Rem evaluation
guidelines. A failure modes and effects analysis
was hot devel oped to provide a systematic review
of all credible scenarios Thefollowing are several
such failure scenarios identified during this
assessment (others may exist):

— Failure of all fans except one or more
supply fans. Continued operation of one or
more supply fanswould pressurizethefacility
with respect to the outside, causing forced,
high-volume, unfiltered, ground-level release
from the building. Any fansin operation, for
this scenario or any other involving fan
operation, would tend to maintain the material
at risk and dust generated in an airborne state
longer than the current FSAR scenario and
therefore more subject to release.

— Failure of the Zone 2 recirculation fans
only. Much of the dust generated by the event
would bedrawn into the bleed-off filter trains,
aong with the combustion products from the
design basis seismically-inducedfire. Failure
of the recirculation fans would preclude the
recirculation HEPA filtersfrom removing most
of thismaterial. Instead, this material would




collect on the bleed-off HEPA filter and could
cause high differential pressure (dp) and
possible subsequent failure; they are rated at
only 10" water column (w.c.) dp, while the
fanscan generateamost 12" w.c. Their failure
would also allow forced, high-volume,
unfiltered release from the building, abeit at
the stack level. Additionally, evenif they did
not fail, their loading could reduce bl eed-off
flow below the building supply flow, thereby
pressurizing the building and causing forced,
high-volume, unfiltered, ground-level release.

— Failure of the non-seismically qualified,
safety-significant Zone 1 ductwork
between the gloveboxes and the exhaust
header. Seismic or Zone 2 fire-induced
failures of this ductwork could provide open
flow paths from the rooms to the Zone 1
exhaust HEPA filters, which also have not
been analyzed for the dust and/or combustion
product loading resulting from this event.
Thesefiltersarealsorated at only 10" w.c. dp,
and the Zone 1 exhaust fans can generate
approximately 15" w.c., which could cause
thesefilterstofail aswell, also causing forced,
high-volume, unfiltered release from the
building. Evenwithout thisfailureconsideration,
the safety-significant ductwork is credited as
defense-in-depth in the accident analysis;
therefore, seismic support of this ductwork is
required.

Inadequate temperature qualification for
safety-class HEPA filters. These filters could
also experience 500° F temperaturesfor thedesign
basis fire. The only currently available vendor
documentation indicatesthat they areonly qualified
for the 300-325° F range. Additionally, the current
FSAR incorrectly indicates a 200° F design
temperature.

Inadequate TSR facility dp limits to account
for wind effects. Any wind will reduce the static
pressure on most of the exposed outside building
surfaces (roof, sides, and back relative to wind
direction). Unless the TSR dp limits are lower
than these wind-induced negative pressures, the
resultant localized net differential pressureswill be
positive, potentially negating the building’s
confinement function. Although the FSAR

discusses the wind effect, it asserts, without
supporting analyses, that the wind effect is offset
by increased dispersion of any resulting release.
Although correct in principle, this discussion is
inadequate; it does not address the relationship of
wind speed to the degree of offset. Detailed
analyses performed at other facilitiesindicate that
the offsetting effects are not equalized until wind
speeds reach between 20 and 25 miles per hour.
Therefore, the FSAR analyses are non-
conservative for most commonly occurring wind
speeds.

Incorrect design of the two outside static air
pressure probes, which provide input for
control of the confinement HVAC systems.
These probes are located at the roof edges, a
location that is not representative of the building
geometry and where they are subject to upward
wind drafts from building sides, thus introducing
non-conservative errors. Inaddition, the design of
the sensing probe heads also introduces non-
conservative errors. Further, because they are not
seismically designed, in aseismic event wherethe
operating fans continue to operate, the probes may
provide invalid sensing that could exacerbate
releases.

Ambiguity in the FSAR and other AB
documents regarding whether a tornado is a
design basis event. Although the FSAR has a
lengthy discussion and analysis of adesign basis
tornado and extensive descriptions of thefacility’s
design features and capabilities for this event, it
also has statements that could be interpreted as
indicating that atornado isnot apart of the design
basis. The original design specifications for the
HVAC systems listed a tornado as a design basis
event and described design features to protect the
safety systems, some of which are clearly in the
actual design. However, no design features or
analyses have beenidentified for theimportant-to-
safety HVAC systems to demonstrate that they
are protected from the rapid pressure drop
produced by atornado (1 psigin 2 seconds), which
could collapse ductwork and cause HEPA filter
structural failure.

Lack of seismic support for fire suppression
piping abovelab ceilings. Asasafety-significant
system required as defense-in-depth in the accident




analysis, seismic support of sprinkler piping is
required. This is a longstanding, recognized
deficiency that has not been adequately addressed.

Insufficient fire suppression water pressure
in some laboratory areas to meet the spray
density requirements of Ordinary Hazard
Group 2. The insufficient water pressure was
confirmed by cal culationsin 2001, but no corrective
actions have been taken. A potentially inadequate
safety analysis (PISA) and positive unreviewed
safety question determination (USQD) assessed
thenon-conforming condition rel ated tofive sprinkler
headsin Room 105. Although the National Nuclear
Security Administration (NNSA) concluded that
there were no imminent safety concerns and that
no curtailment or reduction in operations was
warranted, NNSA recommended compensatory
actions, including modifications. Subsequent
calculations in 2002 used a 10 percent degraded
pump curve consistent with DOE-STD 1066, Fire
Protection Design Criteria, which states that
hydraulically designed sprinkler systems should be
designed for asupply pressure of at least 10 percent
but not less than 10 psi below the supply curve.
The subsequent calculations revealed additional
headsin other roomswith insufficient pressure/flow.
Reclassifying thefacility (or portions) as Ordinary
Hazard Group 1, and thereby reducing the pressure/
flow requirements has been considered; however,
there have been no actions to date.

Possible vulner ability of the diesel-driven fire
pump exhaust to external events. The diesel
exhaust silencer and piping that penetrate the pump
room roof haveavertica cantilevered configuration,
without a protective enclosure. Calculation
C49912-CLC-C15, Rev 2, which was performed
as part of the TA-55 Fire Protection Yard Main
Replacement Project, was reviewed along with
associated calculation C49912-CLC-S02. The
purpose of these calculations was to confirm that
the fire protection delivery system is capable of
supplying fire water following a design basis
earthquake. Although most piping withinthe pump
house was evaluated for seismic adequacy, the
diesel exhaust piping penetrating the roof to the
silencer wasnot. Additionally, other external event
load cases were apparently not considered. For
example, thediesal exhaust silencer and piping may
be exposed to high winds and/or tornado effects

with no protection from missiles. Wind and/or
missile impacts could crimp or deform the piping
and stall or degrade pump performance.
Additionally, high winds could cause exhaust
backpressure sufficient to degrade engine
performanceor possibly stall theengine. National
Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 20, Sandard
for the Installation of Sationary Pumps for Fire
Protection, states “ The exhaust pipe and muffler,
if used, shall be suitable for the use intended, and
the exhaust back pressure shall not exceed the
engine manufacturer’srecommendations.” LANL
doesnot have any analysisthat considershighwind
load cases.

Authorization Basis Weaknesses

Weaknesses in the authorization bases include;

Thefollowing design concerns, which are described
inmoredetail above, entail incorrect or ambiguous
information in the current FSAR, TSRs, or other
AB documents:

— Non-conservative HVAC ductwork and
HEPA filter temperatures for a design
basis fire. The current FSAR states that the
temperature will not exceed 200° F.

— Selective failures of HVAC components
in a design basis seismic event, which
could produce public exposures in excess
of current analyses and evaluation
guidelines. Current analyses address only
failure of al fans.

— Wind effects on building differential
pressures and hence confinement. The
current FSAR incorrectly dismissesthiseffect
asinsignificant, without supporting analysis.

— The design basis tornado. The FSAR is
ambiguous asto whether thisisadesign basis.

The Zone 2 bleed-off fan configurations are non-
conservative with respect to their FSAR
descriptions. The FSAR describes three bleed-
off fans: one normally operating, one in standby
(which automatically starts upon loss of the
operating fan), and athird installed spareto allow
maintenance on one of the other fans without




entering alimiting condition of operation. LANL
does not have documentary evidence of the
operability of thethird fan.

The current AB-described design basis wind
velocity for the straight-line wind event is
ambiguous. The FSAR describes it as 93 mph;
Appendix B of the TSRs describesit as 117 mph.

TSR 5.6.5 describes three fundamental criteria
from 10 CFR 830 that define a USQ. The third
criterion is described incorrectly. It states that a
USQ existsif amargin of safety “asdefined inthe
bases of the TSRS’ could bereduced. Thisphrase
was taken from DOE Order 5480.21, which was
superseded by 10 CFR 830, which removed this
phrase to make this criterion more broadly
applicable.

The TSR 5.5 list of programmatic actions to be
addressed before any temporary change may be
made to TSR surveillance procedures is missing
the requirement for entering the USQ process.

The annual fire pump performance test is not a
TSR requirement, although it is tested as part of
the integrated work management (IWM) process.
Additionally, no acceptance criterionisprovidedin
the IWM test procedure. The fire pumps are
safety-significant and are required as defense-in-
depthintheaccident analysis, therefore, consi stent
with DOE-STD-3009, the TSRs should include a
surveillance requirement for their performance
testing.

Weaknesses in Flowdown to Facility
Procedures and Practices

Inanumber of cases, thedesign, analysis, and AB

parameters do not flow down into facility procedures
and practices. Specific weaknesses include:

Non-conservative, vague, and unanalyzed
combustible-control criteria. In response to
DNFSB concerns about the accident analysisleak
path factor being applied to the design basisfirein
the FSAR, LANL proposed interim TSRs that
incorporated controlsto limit combustible materials
in PF-4. These controls were based on the 2002
FHA and were reflected in the proposed 2002
updated FSAR. A July 28, 2005, LosAlamos Site

Office (LASO) memorandum to LANL, Subject:
Approva of Interim Technical Safety Requirements
for the TA-55 Facility, approved the continued
operation of TA-55 before approva of theupgraded
FSAR and TSRs based, in part, on “the increased
safety controlsrelated to the Combustible Control
Program.” These controls were intended to be
implemented through three TSR surveillance
procedures: TA55-TSR-005-R04, Transient
Combustible Control Inspection; TA55-TSR-
AP-010, R03.1, Transient Combustible Control
Inspection for Designated Gloveboxes; and
TA55-TSR-AP-012, R00, Combustible Loading
Control Inspection for Pu238 Laboratories.
Thelimitsin these TSRs should a so have flowed
down into integrated work documents (IWDs).
Contrary to this, these procedures and documents
did not conservatively reflect the combustible-
control criteria of the design and authorization
bases. On November 8, 2005, LASO and TA-55
agreed to revise the combustible-control
surveillance as delineated below and include
defensible control criteriaby January 15, 2006:

—  Procedure TA55-TSR-005-R04, Transient
Combustible Control Inspection, has the
following deficiencies:

= [tem 9.6.3 non conservatively determined
that “combustible materials stored inside
gloveboxes, or enclosedin metal containers
such as ... filing cabinets, metal desks...
are not considered Transient
Combustibles.” This provision allows
transient combustible storage in non-
Underwriters Laboratory (UL)-listed
containers and the placement of large
guantities of flammable liquids inside
gloveboxes (see additional details below
in discussion of TA55-TSR-AP-010,
R03.1, Transient Combustible Control
Inspection for Designated Gloveboxes).

m  Attachment A allows storage of 15 trash
storage boxesin one of therooms. Based
on an FHA equation, the 15-box limit may
be non-conservative.

= Although the 2002 FHA, Section 2.5.3,
established explicit room limitson ethanol
in non-UL-listed containers based on the




room geometry “to prevent ahot gaslayer
from reaching 500° C,” the procedure
stated no ethanol storage limits.

Procedure TAb55-TSR-AP-012, ROO,
Combustible Loading Control Inspection for
Pu238 Laboratories, has established a
criterion to prevent transient combustibles
within 3 feet of polymethyl methacrylate in
designated laboratories. The acceptance
criterion of 3 feet is not conservative with
respect to the requirement in the FHA Section
2.5.2 of 1.5 meters (4.9 feet).

Procedure TA55-TSR-AP-010, R03.1,
Transient Combustible Control Inspection
for Designated Gloveboxes, hasno defensible
combustible control crieriaon ethanol or any
other flammableliquidsinside gloveboxes. Its
acceptance criterion isvague (i.e., either SAT
or UNSAT). Theonly stated limitsare expert-
based and rel ated to quantities* needed for day-
to-day operations.” The limits are too vague
to be enforceable or clear to operators.
Defensible, technically based criteria should
be established and surveyed for adherence.
TheIndependent Oversight team, in an attempt
to better understand the quantities that might
be present, reviewed procedure PHA LA-CP-
1998-0162, Process Hazards Analysis,
Sample Preparation and Characterization
At TA-55, for a room addressed by this
procedure. This procedure allowed up to
2 litersof ethanol per glovebox in 12 gloveboxes
(24 liters total in the room), with no UL
restrictions on the containers. However, the
Independent Oversight team’ sevaluation, using
the FHA analysisapproach, limited the ethanol
inthisroomtoonly 12.2 liters. Using thesame
criterion, the limit for a conservatively large
glovebox should have been less than 200 cc.
Independent Oversight team members
observed ethanol being used in aglovebox with
no limits for its use in the IWD, and the
technician performing the work was not aware
of any limits. The FHA statesin Section 8.2.2
that “The quantities of combustible materials
within and in proximity to the gloveboxes are
too low for a fire to spread beyond the
glovebox.” However, based on Independent

Oversight’sobservations, thisconclusionisnot
substantiated in the actual facility operations.

LA UR 99 2677, Mechanistic Analysis of
Glovebox Fire Propagation, is referenced in
the 2002 FHA as the analysis of the
consequences of a glovebox fire. The
Independent Oversight team noted a number
of concerns about this document: It contains
no supporting analysisand thuslacksthedetails
required to understand its conclusions.
Specifically, the assumptions for the baseline
fireare potentially non conservative. Although
it states that in evaluation of combustible
materials*inaddition to ordinary combustibles
(such as Kimwipes and other cellulose trash),
firesinvolving flammableliquids (solvents) and
pyrophoric metals were examined,” the
documented baselinefire used only “ordinary
combustible materials.” Further, the
assumptionsfor thefuel burnratewere“afire
... ignitesin a single glovebox 60 s into the
caculation. The heat-release rate from the
fire increases linearly from 0 t0100 kW over
the next 60 s, then remains constant for the
duration of the simulation (subject to availably
of adequate oxygen).” These assumptions
appeared to be highly non-conservative
compared to the assumptions regarding a
methanol firein the basement described inthe
2002 FHA, App B-1383 (LA-UR-02-1383),
p. 14, Figure 3. The heat release rate in this
calculation of about 22,000 kW (reachedinless
than 5 seconds) issubstantially higher, and this
analysiswasfor methanol, which hasacdorific
value less than the ethanol stored in the
gloveboxes (23kJ/g versus 30kJ/g,
respectively). The team’s concern is further
exacerbated by the fact that ethanol is
extremely flammable; with a flash point at
12° C,ithasavery low lower-flammability limit
(3 percent), and an auto-ignition temperature
of 363° C. The combination of these factors
raises a concern that a glovebox fire in the
presence of large quantities of ethanol in non-
UL containers could lead to an air-fuel
explosion. Neither the LA UR 99 2677
document nor the 2002 FHA addresses this
issue.




L oss of safety-class confinement boundary
control. During aventilation systemwalkdownin
PF-4, it was identified that several bypass valves
on a number of safety-class Zone 1 and Zone 2
HEPA filter plenums were incorrectly in the open
position. The open valves could invalidate the
results of HEPA filter TSR surveillances. LANL
issued a PISA and performed a USQD to address
thiscondition. It wasdetermined that theincorrectly
positioned bypassvalvesdid not introduce enough
error in the HEPA filter efficiency calculations to
invalidate the previous tests. However, the
discovery was determined to be a positive USQ
because the open valve alowed a flow path that
bypassed the second stage of HEPA filterscredited
in the accident analysis.

Potential bypass leakage from the idle trains
into the filter outlet plenums of the trains
being tested not addressed in the TSR
surveillance test procedures for the Zone 2
bleed-off HEPA filter efficiency. The paralel
filter trains are linked at the outlet plenums by a
cross-connect header with isolation dampers that
do not provide positive shutoff. Thislinkage may
allow dilution of the outlet concentration of thetest
medium, thereby non-conservatively skewing test
results.

Potential for contamination release and spread
not addressed in the Zone 2 recirculation and
bleed-off HEPA filter changeout procedures.

Substantial errorsin the table of flow orifice
differential pressures versus flows provided
in the building confinement doors’ TSR
surveillance procedure. Although inaccurate,
the errors are conservative.

Lack of ventilation system component
position listg'tables, such as valve lineup lists,
and lack of TSR requirements for periodic
verification of the positions/states of
ventilation components.

No requirement to “chock” wheels of carts
carrying potentially hazar dous materials, such
asliquid nitrogen tanks, in TA-55. Twelve such
tanks on un-chocked carts were observed near a
nitrogen feeding station, one unattended and
attached to the feed station. All of the tanks had

copper tube fittings extensions attached, which
protruded outside the safety collar. These
extensions typically consist of an isolation valve
connected to the tank and a device downstream of
the isolation valve. Interaction between these
fittings and the objects outside the safety collar
could impact the integrity of the tank’s pressure
boundary (i.e., the connection between theisolation
valve and the tank).

Inadequacy of the new procedure TA55-TSR-
AP-030, Rev 00, Heat Loading Log for
Temporary Storage of Pu238. Although not
directly related to the systems targeted by this
assessment, this procedure was reviewed as a part
of the USQ processreview in asample of USQDs.
The procedure’s stated purpose was “to VERIFY,
inageneral sense, the overall conservatismsinthe
predictions of thethermal calculations|[for Pu238-
contaminated wastes stored in drums] by
comparing against the predictions relative to
external drum surface temperatures.” The
Independent Oversight team identified thefollowing
guestions/concerns:

— The procedure requires that the drum skin
temperature be monitored twice a day, but it
gives no monitoring intervals. The readings
could be taken at any time intervals and with
any interval variation. This does not appear
consistent with the procedure’sintent.

— The procedure does not specify where on the
drums to take the readings. If they are not
taken at the same place each time, they may
produce widely varying values that are not
comparable. For example, evenif itisassumed
that the plutonium-238 distributionisuniform
within the drum (which is not likely) and the
waste material uniformly contactsthe drums'
inner surfaces (also not likely), there could be
wide variations between the temperature of a
drum’stop, bottom, and sides.

— The procedure requires that only one
temperature reading be taken at atime. As
noted, becausethereisno assurance of uniform
distribution and contact with thedruminterior,
there is the potential for non-uniform
temperature distribution on the outside of a
drum; therefore, onereading taken at any time




would not be representative of the drum’s
temperature.

— Because the procedure does not specify the
location in the facility or the environmental
conditions under which the readings are to be
taken, one could conclude that the procedure
isvalid for use at any location and under any
environmental conditions. Such aconclusion
isnot valid; for any given drumwith aninternal
heat 1oad, the measured temperature could vary
widely, depending on the environmental
conditions(e.g., air temperature, wind velocity,
ventilation conditions, wet or dry, inthe sun or
in the shade).

— Theprocedure does not specify how or where
the ambient temperature, which is the basis
for comparison, is to be measured. Again,
depending on the particular environmental
conditions of the location where the
measurement istaken, this could vary widely.

This procedure thus appears to be so lacking in
specifics for taking temperature measurements as to
render any such measurements unreliable for the
procedure’s purpose.

* Annual diesel-driven fire pump test data not
corrected to account for engine speed. The
annual pump performance testing includes
measuring and recording pump discharge pressures
at various predetermined flowrates to create a
current pump curve. This curve is then used to
establish and quantify the magnitude of pump
degradation from the original manufacturer’s
baseline test curve. Flow data collected during
the annual test was measured at engine speedsin
excess of the nominal 1750 rpm acceptance curve
speed and was not normalized using pump affinity
laws. As a result, the pump test reports do not
accurately reflect the degree of pump degradation;
in reality, more degradation exists than was
documented. For example, data collected from
thelast PF-11 diesel pump test and documentedin
thetest report concluded that at rated flow of 1000
gpm the pump exhibited a discharge pressure of 4
psi greater than the baseline acceptance curve. In
reality, however, when normalized for engine speed,
the pump exhibited a discharge pressure 3v2 psi
lower than the acceptance curve. Furthermore, at

1500 gpm, the test report concluded that the
discharge pressurewas 2 psi bel ow the acceptance
curve, whilenormalized datareveal s 742 psi below
acceptance, which resultsin greater than 5 percent
degradation. For degradation in excess of
5 percent, NFPA 25 requires an investigation to
reveal the cause of degraded performance.
Additionally, although not evaluated in detail, data
obtained for the TA-35 fire pump test revealed a
similar evaluation approach, and greater
degradation exists for these pumps as well.

Finding #15. Technical deficienciesin the designs of
the LANL PF-4 important-to-safety HVAC and fire
protection systems, in their authorization bases, andin
thetrangation of these designsinto facility procedures
and practices significantly compromise or call into
guestion these systems' ability to fully perform their
safety functions.

Summary

The overall designs of most aspects of the PF-4
HVAC and fire suppression systems are generally
adequate. However, significant discrepanciesor voids
in the designs and analyses of both systems could
prevent or degradethe performance of their full design-
basis safety functions. Likewise, significant
discrepancies or voids in the authorization bases for
these systemsand in thetranslation of their design and
authorization basesinto facility procedures and practices
render them, or could render them, non-conservative
with respect to requirements.

E.2.2 Configuration Management

Several aspects of configuration management are
weak, including system configuration documentation,
control of system lineups, document control,
maintenance of the safety basis (FSAR), and execution
of theUSQ program (including the PISA process). Most
of the deficiencies in these areas were contributing
causes of, or were closely associated with, the
engineering design weaknesses described above.
Specific weaknessesin these areas are described bel ow.

System Configuration Documentation
Weaknesses

Several facets of system configuration
documentation were weak, including the absence of
numbering and identification of important-to-safety




components; poor identification and compilation of
equipment vendor documentation; and poor generation
and maintenance of current system design documents,
such as drawings, specifications, and other design
documents (e.g., calculations). For example, LANL
did not have documents to demonstrate:

e Environmental qualification for the HEPA filters
at 500° F

e HEPAfilter loading calculationsfor thedesignbasis
seismic event and fire

e Basescalculationsfor the TSR building dp limits

e Qutside building static pressure probe design
drawings

e Diesel fire pump exhaust stack seismic and wind
gualification calculations

e Up-to-date piping and instrumentation drawingsfor
the HVAC and fire protection systems.

System Lineup Control Weaknesses

The ability to effectively control safety system
lineups for normal day-to-day operations, testing,
maintenance, etc., is severely hindered by the general
absence of assigned component identification numbers;
incomplete, incorrect, and out-of-date system drawings;
the absence of component identification tags and
markings,; and the absence of equipment lineup and
statuslistsin plant technical procedures. For example,
the HEPA filter bypass dampers were found to be
incorrectly open.

Document Control Weaknesses

A fundamental element of configuration
management is document control, which includes
processes, organizational elements, and facilities for
identifying, indexing, cataloging, storing, marking,
retrieving, duplicating, andissuing all facility technical
documentation. At PF-4, a document control system
has been established for facility procedures but is not
comprehensive (e.g., virtually no design-related
documentationiscontrolled by thissystem). Asaresult,
much of the facility’s technical documentation,
particularly engineering and design documentation, has
not been adequately controlled. Much of this

engineering documentation is stored in uncataloged
personal filesor inuncontrolled boxesin the basement,
or it is not retrievable. Many of the documentation
requests made by the Independent Oversight team
could not befilled or required extraordinary measures
and effort to provide, and thefacility staff related smilar
experiences in meeting their own day-to-day needs.
The system configuration documentation weaknesses
listed above are examples of such document control
weaknesses.

Safety Basis Maintenance Weaknesses

Thecurrent safety basisfor thisfacility isthe 1996
FSAR. A 2002 general FSAR revision is currently
being generated by LANL and reviewed and approved
by LASO.

The 1996 FSAR has not been kept current, as
required by regulation until itissuperseded. TheFSAR
and other AB documentation have not been updated
when new information regarding the facility was
discovered, when the facility and its procedures were
changed, and when errors, omissions, discrepancies,
and inadequacies were discovered in the current
approved FSAR. In addition, the USQ process,
including the PISA process, has not always been
entered in a timely manner, as required by 10 CFR
830.

Inanumber of cases (as described in the previous
sections), facility staff had previously become aware
of AB shortcomings and failed to take the appropriate
corrective and safety basis maintenance actions. For
example, no action was taken to address:

* Increase of the design basis fire temperature for
the HVAC systems from 200° F to 500° F

e Laboratory areaswith insufficient fire suppression
water pressure to meet the spray density
requirements for Ordinary Hazard Group 2

* Non-conservative Zone 2 bleed-off fan
configurations with respect to their FSAR
descriptions.

There were also a number of instances where
technical concerns were identified for the first time
during this assessment, and LANL staff did not enter
the PISA process in a timely manner. Conditions
included:




* Non-conservative FSAR analyses of equipment
failuresfor the design basis seismic event

* Inadequate analyses of important-to-safety HEPA
filter loading for thedesign basisseismicand Zone 2
fire events

* Inadequate TSR dp limits to account for the wind
effects

*  Ambiguity astowhether atornadoisadesign basis
event for thefacility

* Non-conservative design of the outside static air
pressure probes, which provideinput for control of
confinement HVAC systems

» Lossof safety-class confinement boundary control
with the discovery of open bypass valves on a
number of safety-class Zone 1 and Zone 2 HEPA
filter plenums.

Other inadequacies previoudly identified by LANL
and LASO were addressed in the Interim Technical
Surveillance Reguirements, which wereissued in June
2005 and superseded the original TSRs.

Finding #16. Fundamental elements of configuration
management, such as accurate documentation of
system configurations, control of system lineups, control
of design documentation, and control of the current
safety basis, aresignificantly deficientin LANL TA-55.

Unreviewed Safety Question Program
(Including PISA)

The Independent Oversight team reviewed the
execution of the USQ processin TA-55, including the
conformance of the procedure (common for all LANL
facilities) with the requirements of 10 CFR 830 and
the guidelines of DOE Guide 424.1-1, and the quality
and conformance of a sampling of USQ screenings
and determinations with the procedure. Weaknesses
wereidentified in the USQ procedure, screenings, and
determinations.

Generally, the USQ procedure was clear, concise,
and in most respects in conformance with the
requirementsof 10 CFR 830 and the DOE USQ guide.
However, the following weaknesses were identified:

e Theprocedure had not been signed by anyone but
the LASO Senior Authorization Basis Manager;
no LANL person signed in the cover sheet preparer,
reviewer, or concurrence boxes.

* In Section 8.3, the second paragraph, which
discusses the types of activities that may not be
eliminated by the screening process, does not
include PISAs, athough required by 10 CFR 830.

* Inthediscussion of the USQD question, “Isthisa
temporary or permanent change in the procedures
as described in the existing documented safety
analysis?’, thefirst paragraph on page 25 implies
that unless such procedures are required by the
TSRsor are for safety SSCs, changes to them are
not required to be considered. Thisisnot correct;
changesto all proceduresrelated to SSCs described
or implied inthe DSA are required to undergo the
USQD process, regardless of their safety
classification or TSR requirements. One of the
screening samples used thisincorrect rationale to
screen out afacility change.

* In Section 8.4, the seventh USQD question is
“Does the proposed change reduce the margin of
safety?’ This wording is non-conservative with
respect to 10 CFR 830, which uses the word
“Could...” where the procedure question uses
“Does...” and “...a...” where the procedure
guestion uses the word “...the...” This error is
also carried over into the USQD form, question
seven.

The performance of the organization in screening
activitiesto determine whether USQDswere required
wasvery poor. Of 13 recent USQ screenings sampled,
12 did not comply with procedure requirements, and as
aresult, the required USQDs were not performed. As
discussedin thefollowing paragraphs, three caseswere
particularly egregious, because they were screened out
by reference to a generic USQD in a practice that
was tantamount to making an unauthorized, non-
conservative change to the USQ procedure.

The USQ procedure properly containsaprovision
allowing activities to be screened out if they are
evaluated to be of atypethat is categorically excluded
from requiring USQDs. However, in accordance with
the procedure, all such “Categorical Exclusions’ are
part of the USQ procedure and must be approved by
NNSA. To date, NNSA has approved none. The




procedure also containsaprovision allowing activities
to be screened out if “the matter being considered is
fully [emphasi s added] covered by aprevious USQD.”

The Independent Oversight Team identified one
example where TA-55 used this second provision to
create, in effect, a generic Categorical Exclusion not
approved by NNSA, inviolation of theprocedure. This
interpretation allowed changes to certain types of
technical procedures, which involved equipment
described in the FSAR (including important-to-saf ety
equipment), to beimproperly screened out, in violation
of 10 CFR 830. The exampleinvolved USQD-TA-55-
04-084, which generically addressed new working-level
implementation documents and procedures used in
TA-55, and their revisions. It concluded that such
changesdid notinvolveaUSQ if they remained within
the confines of any governing preliminary hazards
analysis (PHA) and the TA-55 DSA, and if they did
not involve a six-item list of change types, which did
not include working-level implementation documents
and procedures.

By reference to this USQD, subsequent new
working-level implementation documents and
procedures and their changes could be screened out
simply by an unsupported assertion by the originator
that the change was within the confines of governing
PHASs and the DSA. The particulars of how each
such subsequent change was envel oped by the existing
PHA and the DSA would not be discussed, because
the USQD would not be performed. But addressing
and documenting thetechnical particularsof individual
changes with regard to the seven USQD questionsis
the process mandated by 10 CFR 830 for determining
whether the changeiswithinthe DSA and thuswhether
itinvolvesaUSQ or not, not simply by proclaiming that
itiswithinthe DSA; therefore, thispractice effectively
circumvents the intent of the procedure and 10 CFR
830, and is tantamount to changing the procedure by
adding a non-conservative Categorical Exclusion not
approved by DOE.

Three examples were identified where new IWDs
that were subsequently screened out by reference to
thisUSQD, and conversationswith personnel involved
with the program indicated that there were many more.
These three IWDs addressed three separate technical
subjects (TA-55-05-033 for leak testing in the down-
draft room, TA-55-05-037 for disassembly of Build 11,
and TA-55-05-099 for safe operation of helium leak
detectors), and had in common only the fact that they
were IWDs. Therefore, the matter being considered
could not be“fully [technically] covered by aprevious
usQD.”

Discussions with the PF-4 Safety Basis Office
L eader reveal ed that audits by hisoffice had identified
three additional USQDsthat had been incorrectly used
in this same manner to screen out other generic change
types. He also stated that in his office’s recent “ 100
percent” audit of previous TA-55 USQDs, the facility
had not provided the above-identified USQD. LANL
has instituted corrective measures.

Finding #17. For TA-55, LANL has instituted an
inappropriate practice of screening out generic change
typesinvolving SSCsdescribed in the FSAR based on
previous negative generic USQDs for those change
types, thereby circumventing the screening and
determination requirements of the USQ procedure and
10 CFR 830.

Other examples of USQ screening deficiencies
include:

*  Screening TA-55-05-154 addressed asite boundary
changeasaresult of selling siteland. Thischange
was incorrectly deemed not to be a change to the
facility asdescribed inthe FSAR, even though the
FSAR explicitly discusses the offsite accident
exposures in terms of the site boundaries. The
screening rational e wasthat the changed boundary
wasfarther out than the nearest siteboundary. This
rationale should have been in aUSQD as a part of
adiscussion of change in consequences, not inthe
screening. Additionally, since ashorter distanceto
the receptor does not necessarily produce ahigher
exposure, as was implied by the discussion, this
and other relevant factors, which were not
discussed in the screening, should also have been
discussed in aUSQD.

* Screening TA-55-05-040 addressed replacement
of afire barrier door inside PF-4 with anon-exact
replacement that was not formally evaluated for
equivalency, and therefore constituted achangeto
thefacility. The change wasincorrectly screened
out using therational ethat it was not amodification
to a safety-class SSC. Thiswas invalid, because
a SSC's safety classification is not relevant to the
correct screening criterion (isthe proposed activity
achangeto the facility as described in the DSA?)
This particular screening error was further
propagated to a subsequent screening, TA-55-05-
134, for thereplacement of another firedoor, which
was screened out by reference to TA-55-05-040.




* Screening TA-55-05-046 addressed a new WD
to be generated to cover installation work for a
previously generated modification to install a
stainless steel, vacuum jacketed, liquid nitrogen
supply line inside PF-4. Such a work document
should address the interim conditions (i.e.,
temporary changes that would exist during the
installation process). This document change was
incorrectly screened out because the screening
stated that theinterim installation conditionswere
covered in the original modification package.
However, this IWD did not exist at the time the
USQD for the modification package was
generated, soitsdetailed provisionscould not have
been reviewed by thepreviousUSQD. Additionaly,
the discussions provided for the basic screening
guestionswerefor adifferent activity (eddy current
testing).

* Screening TA-55-04-018 addressed a change to
procedure NM T8-FMP-301-R00, “In-Place HEPA
Filter Testing Qualification Card,” to alow asix-
month hiatus during which personnel who had not
met the full requirements could perform these
surveillances. Although the justifications and
compensatory measures appeared reasonable, the
change was screened out incorrectly based on the
assertion that it was not a procedure change, when
infact it wasatemporary change. Two subsequent
screenings, TA-55-04-128 and TA-55-05-124,
twice extended this expiration time by reference
to the original screening, without aUSQD.

e Screening TA-55-05-017 addressed a new
procedure, NMT9-AP-029, RO, “Control of
Material at Risk inthe 238Pu Laboratories,” which
replaced HS-NMT9-PD-9, R03. The new
procedure contained several technical changes
fromthe old procedure, but the new procedure was
screened out as not being achange to aprocedure
because“ There are no changesto these operations
performed in PF-4 as described in the existing
DSA.” Thisrationaleimpliesthat only procedural
changesentailing achangein facility “ operations”
rate a“yes’ answer, which isincorrect.

LANL is currently developing refresher training
based on lessons learned from the USQ “back look”
and the ongoing sampling process, and indicated that
the examples above will be factored into that training.

Finding #18. USQ screenings at LANL TA-55 are
not performed in accordance with the requirements of
the site USQ procedure and 10 CFR 830, so that most
changes do not undergo the required USQ evaluations.

The performance of the organization in executing
USQDs was generally adequate. Fourteen of the
fifteen negative USQDs that were reviewed reached
appropriate conclusions and were adequately justified.
In the one exception (USQD TA-55-05-146, which
dealt with installation of aninert gasmanifold for five
bottles in Room 333 of PF-4 in place of the single-
bottleinstallation), LANL did not sufficiently address
whether the consequences of an accident or
malfunction respectively be increased as aresult of a
change.

Summary

M ost aspectsof configuration management at PF-4
are inadequate, including system configuration
documentation, control of system lineups, document
control, and maintenance of the safety basis. These
weaknesses have been significant contributing factors
to weaknesses in facility design and safety analyses,
as exemplified in most of the technical discrepancies
that wereidentified in previous sections. Theexecution
of the USQ process, including the PISA process, was
also found to be inadequate with regard to actual
screening of proposed activities, timely entrance into
the PISA process, and the practice of using generic
USQDsfor changesin varioustechnical activity types,
involving SSCsdescribed inthe FSAR, asthe basisfor
screening out other changes of thosetypes; thispractice
circumvents the requirements of 10 CFR 830 and the
USQ procedure.

E.2.3 Surveillance and Testing

10 CFR 830 requires that surveillances and tests
be defined in the TSRs. The TSRs must ensure that
safety SSCs and their support systems required for
safe operation are maintained, that the facility is
operated within safety limits, and that limiting control
settingsand limiting conditionsfor operationsare met.

PF-4 has established arigorous control system for
scheduling surveillance and testing processes. Aspart
of this system, the Operations Center carefully
maintains a controlled set of TSR procedures that are
used to generate the working copies for surveillance
performance. The procedure controls have ensured




that only the latest version of the TSR procedure is
used. The TSR procedures were written to the
regquirements of the TA-55 procedures writer’s guide
and, as a result, are generally well written and
adequately implement the conduct of operations
regquirements for good procedures. The surveillance
and testing process appropriately includes formal
training documentation for the surveillance performers
on the list of TSR surveillances. Before starting
surveillances, training documentation is verified to
ensure that surveillance performers are qualified.

Following completion of TSR surveillances, the
Operations Center operator reviews the results and
documents, by signature, satisfactory completion. The
completion date and next due date are updated in the
surveillance tracking database. The TSR surveillance
due dates are closely tracked, and several large video
displaysin the Operations Center provide ready access
to thisinformation. Color codes are used to highlight
the highest priority surveillances. During the review,
Independent Oversight found no overdue surveillance
tests.

Many of the completed ventilation and fire
suppression TSR surveillances contained significant
deficiencies. Deficient areas included inadequately
defined limits and acceptance criteria, incorrect test
conditions/lineups, and inaccuraciesin conducting and
documenting the test results. For the fire suppression
system, some performance tests that are conducted
should be defined as TSR survelllance tests. Details
of theindividua TSR surveillancetestsarelisted below:

*  Thetransient combustible control inspection TSR
surveillances do not have criteria for flammable
liquids in gloveboxes and do not properly define
safe storage requirements for flammable liquids
and other flammables in laboratory rooms.
(Addressed in more detail in Section E.2.1)

*  The Independent Oversight team identified open
bypass valves on anumber of safety-class Zone 1
and Zone 2 HEPA filter plenums, which had the
potential to invalidate the results of TSR
surveillances and represent a loss of safety-class
boundary control. The positions of these valves
were not included in the TSR surveillance
procedure. (Addressed in more detail in Section
E.2.1)

* TheZone2recirculation and bleed-off HEPA filter
efficiency test procedures do not meet TSR

surveillance test requirements for multiple-stage
HEPA filters. (Addressedin moredetail in Section
E.2.1)

TSR surveillancetest proceduresfor Zone 2 bleed-
off HEPA filter efficiency do not address potential
bypass leakage from the idle trains into the filter
outlet plenums of the trains being tested.
(Addressed in more detail in Section E.2.1)

The confinement doors’ TSR surveillance
procedure contains a table of flow orifice
differential pressure versus flows that is
substantially in error. (Addressed in moredetail in
Section E.2.1)

The annual fire pump performance test is not a
TSR requirement, asit should be, but rather istested
as part of the IWM process and contains no
acceptance criteria. (Addressed in more detail in
Section E.2.1)

The annual diesel-driven fire pump test data was
not corrected to account for engine speed variation.
(Addressed in more detail in Section E.2.1).

Surveillance TSR-102A-R00.4 was conducted on
February 24, 2005, to verify the southeast
confinement doors’ leakage rate. On the Test
Results Form (Attachment A), leakage rate
verification test results were not circled as Sat/
Unsat as required, although the data documented
withinthesurveillancetest indicated that theleakage
was acceptable. Inaddition, the comments section
of Attachment A provided information that madeit
unclear whether the condition of the door after the
test was satisfactory with the entry, “Initiate
Corrective Maintenance to better secure the small
door. Thetop and bottom latches are not holding
thedoor securely.” Thecomment section, however,
did not mention the operational status of the small
door.

Surveillance TSR-105A-R0.2 was conducted on
February 24, 2005, for the HEPA efficiency test
of HVP-809 Supply Filter Plenum, and TSR-102C
was conducted on January 6, 2005. The HEPA
filter test results included the test equipment
computer printouts, which demonstrated that both
HEPA surveillance tests passed the required
efficiency; however, data recorded on the




surveillance test data sheets was in error, and the
final calculation of efficienciesfrom thisrecorded
datawas also in error.

e Surveillance TSR-301-R02, performed on
September 28, 2005, to test the fire pump, was
observed by the Independent Oversight team. The
pre-job briefing was adequately conducted, and the
overall performance of the test was adequate,
except that test workarounds were necessary due
to lightning strike damageto thefireaarm control
panel and pump controller panel the evening before.
These workarounds were verbally agreed to with
the Operations Center but were not written into
the surveillance test procedure as required by the
temporary procedure change process.

Finding #19. Several LANL TA-55 TSR
surveillancesfor theimportant-to-safety ventilation and
fire suppression systems do not meet 10 CFR 830
requirements in such areas as specific system
alignmentsfor all modes of operation and specific and
unambiguous surveillance limits supported by
documented technical bases.

Summary

TA-55 has appropriately established an adequate
control process for the conduct of TSR surveillances.
Theissuance and completion of surveillancesisclosely
tracked, and TSR surveillances were performed on
time. However, the quality of completed surveillances
for the ventilation and fire suppression systems were
significantly deficient in many areas. These include
the failure of test procedures to clearly define the
acceptance criteriaand correctly establish therequired
test conditions, and improper documentation of thetest
outcomes. Some surveillance test assumptions/
parameters were not supported by adequate technical
documents. Overall, theidentified deficienciesreduce
the assurance that the important-to-safety ventilation
and fire suppression systemsare capabl e of performing
their safety functions. Because an effective TSR
surveillance program is essential to maintaining the
safety envelope of the facility, significant deficiencies
in this arearequireimmediate attention.

E.2.4 Maintenance

Independent Oversight’s review of maintenance
focused on the adequacy of maintenance procedures,

the documentation of performed maintenance activities,
and the facility’s material condition. It included
interviewswith personnel responsiblefor maintenance
activities and a review of procurement processes,
condition assessment surveys, and deferred
mai ntenance.

The PF-4 maintenance program was found to be
adequateinthe areas of material condition, preventive
maintenance, and post-maintenancetesting. Based on
several PF-4 walkdowns, the facility’s material
condition was good, especially the ventilation and fire
suppression systems. Theindividual ventilation system
components, including fans, fan belts, motors, valves,
HEPA filters, and fire suppression components
(including valves and fire pumps), werein good working
condition, and components in service were operating
correctly. The out-of-position safety-class ventilation
valves for the Zone 1 and Zone 2 HEPA filters, as
discussed in Section E.2.1, were an exception. In
addition, the overall housekeeping in the facility was
good.
The major contributor to the reliability and good
materia condition of the ventilation system components
isthe well implemented vibration analysis preventive
maintenance program. The safety-significant
ventilation fansand motorsat PF-4 areroutinely tested
for excessive vibration. In addition, other routine
preventive maintenance tests are conducted as part of
a documented preventive maintenance program.
Resultsare provided quarterly to the System Engineer,
and corrective maintenance is promptly undertaken to
address identified deficiencies. Additionally, the
maintenance and repair program for the diesel-driven
standby fire pumps is comprehensive and fully
implements the vendor’s recommended maintenance
schedule. Prompt performance of corrective
maintenance has resulted in little or no maintenance
backlog for the ventilation and fire suppression systems.

Post-maintenance testing performance and
documentation were mostly adequate for a
representative sample of PF-4 safety system work
packages. The post-maintenance tests were adequate
to demonstrate operability, but weaknesses were
identified in the supporting documentation in some
cases. For example, the post-maintenance test for a
recent fan bearing replacement correctly defined the
required test as satisfactorily completing a vibration
test after the fan was run for over 15 minutes. The
test documentation in the work package showed the
results as meeting test parameters. However, the test
data sheet was not well structured to match the data

being recorded.



The methodsfor addressing deferred maintenance
included various funding sources, including Facility
Infrastructure Revitalization Program (FIRP),
Readinessin Technical Basdline Facilities (RTBF), and
corrective maintenance. Although some deferred
maintenance is being completed under the different
funding sources, the work is not being performed
optimally in priority order.

TheFIRPisafunding sourcethat providesfor the
repair/replacement of only a portion of the 2003
Condition Assessment Information System (CAIS)
records. By NNSA direction, further updates to the
CAIS in 2004 were not used to update/modify the
selection of tasks for the FIRP, and the FIRP was
limited to repair/replace only itemsoriginally selected
from the 2003 CAIS. As a result, some deferred
mai ntenance tasks being compl eted by the FIRP during
the current fiscal years do not match the current
deferred maintenance priority listinthe CAIS database.

The RTBF is the funding source for maintaining
TA-55 in a warm standby condition. Examples of
currently funded projects include the 13.2 kVa
Switchgear Upgrade, PF4 & PF6, Emergency Lighting
Replacement, RLW Line Replacement & Heat
Exchangers, Facility Control System (FCS) Hardware/
Software Upgrade, and North and South Stack
Monitors Relocation. Although none of these tasks
are associated with CAlStracking numbersor records,
they update the capability of the plant and improve
facility systems. TA-55 has proposed deferred
maintenance tasks for fiscal years (FY's) 2006, 2007,
2008, and 2009 in aprioritized list to be funded by the
RTBF.

As apath forward to improve funding of deferred
maintenance, the FY 2006 Maintenance Budget
Guidance directs maintenance budgets to consider
deferred maintenance reduction. Specifically, five
percent of the maintenance budget is to be targeted
for high-priority deferred maintenance for mission-
essential facilities. This approach will be part of the
annual maintenance planning process.

LANL has established an adequate condition
assessment survey process to determine deferred
maintenance priorities. However, TA-55 condition
assessment surveys are not fully used as a decision-
making tool for prioritizing deferred maintenance. The
current prioritized list of deferred maintenance for
RTBF funding approved by TA-55 facility management
does not indicate careful consideration of the records
in CAIS. In addition, a few factors limit the CAIS
information’susefulness. For example, itisdifficultto
keep CAIS up to date with current conditions because,

as maintenance is completed to correct deferred tasks,
there is some delay before the CAIS records are
manually updated. One reason for CAIS not being
current is that CAIS is not linked to Computerized
Maintenance Management System (CMMS). LANL
is proceeding with a project in FY 2006 to link CAIS
records with CMMS. In addition, CAIS is not
electronically available to TA-55 users. Within three
months, CAIS is expected to shift to a web-based
application that will provide easy accessto al users.

However, significant weaknesses were identified
in the implementation of ventilation system vendor
manual recommendations, procurement processes,
maintenance history, and the Maintenance
Implementation Plan. The PF-4 important-to-safety
ventilation system contains numerous types and
manufactures of fans, motors, and dampers. The
ventilation system engineersdo not have the necessary
vendor manualsfor all these components. Without the
vendor manuals, the system engineers have not been
able to evaluate vendor recommendations and
implement appropriate requirementsinto preventiveand
corrective maintenance procedures. During thereview,
the vendor manual for one type of ventilation fan was
retrieved from the manufacturer’s Internet site and
reviewed for implementation of recommendations. The
following deficiencies were noted when the current
mai ntenance procedures were compared to the manual
recommendations:

* Some of the preventive maintenance procedures
require greasing bearings when the fan is not
running. The vendor manual callsfor the bearing
to be greased only when the fan is running.

* The preventive maintenance procedures require
verification that set screws are tight after
maintenance; however, the vendor manual provides
specific torque values not stated/used in the
procedure.

*  The preventive maintenance procedures check belt
tensions by skill of the craft, without specific
specifications. The vendor manual recommends
that the checks be based on the belt manufacturer’s
specific belt tension requirements.

*  PF-4operatorsdo not routinely rotate thelead and
lag safety-significant fans, and as aresult, the lag
fan sitsidlefor amonth at atime. The associated
fan vendor manual recommends that for afan not




running for along period of time, the fan wheel
should berotated by hand at |east every two weeks
to redistribute the grease on the internal bearings.
Thisrecommendation isnot being implemented.

Finding #20. LANL has not implemented or
documented exceptions to the vendor manual
recommendations in the maintenance procedures for
the PF-4 important-to-safety ventilation systems.

Independent Oversight reviewed severa corrective
maintenance work packages, focusing on the use of
qualified parts. Several work packagesdid not include
supporting documentation to demonstrate that the
replacement parts were certified to the proper quality
level. Examplesinclude:

e Several corrective maintenance tasks were
completed on the FCS using spare partsthat were
not certified as required to Management Level 2
(ML-2). The use of uncertified parts reduces
assurance of system operability.

e For fan FE 863 (Work Order Task 00232719), the
package included a work instruction and a post-
mai ntenance test data sheet. The work instruction
did not require the use of a certified ML-2
replacement bearing as required for a safety-
significant system. As a result, ho supporting
documentation was in the package or available to
certify that the bearing was purchased as ML-2.

*  For the replacement of the diesel fire pump heat
exchanger filler neck and cap (WO 00218968-01),
the work order task instructions required ML-2
documentation, but none was present in the
package.

* The spare part storage area in PF-4 for fan
replacement partsdoes not retainthe M L-2 receipt
paperwork. Therefore, when these parts are used
to repair safety-significant fang/motors, therequired
documentation is not available for the work
packages.

The maintenance history for important-to-safety
systems at PF-4 is not captured and maintained in a
system that permits timely retrieval for a specific
component. An Independent Oversight team request
for the maintenance history on a specific fan was
extremely difficult for the PF-4 staff to fulfill. In
essence, the staff had to conduct several general
searches and eliminate records (work packages).
When individual work packageswereretrieved, some
wereincomplete even though the work packageswere
closed. Further investigation determined that important
work package documents had been retained by the
technician who performed thework. Theentire process
wasinefficient and time-consuming, and theend result
did not demonstrate that the material history wasknown
for a specific component. These deficiencies in
maintenance history had been previoudly identified
during the LASO SSO review.

The Maintenance Implementation Plan for TA-55
was recently revised as part of the new LANL
Maintenance Implementation Plan. In some cases, the
new plan does not accurately describe current
maintenance implementation with respect to known
deficienciesand does not provide clear implementation
planning milestonesand supporting details. For example,
the LANL Maintenance Implementation Plan states
that maintenance history is readily available for use,
when in fact there are significant deficiencies in the
ability to retrieve maintenance history, asverified during
this Independent Oversight review and previous
reviews. Inmost of the sections, the description of the
path forward to reach full implementation provideslittle
detail, and intermedi ate milestone and task descriptions
aremissing.

Finding#22. The LANL Maintenance lmplementation
Plan for LANL TA-55 does not always accurately
describe current implementation with respect to known
deficiencies and does not provide clear implementation
planning milestones and supporting details.

Finding #21. LANL has not rigorously documented
and certified in work packagesthe use of Management
Level 2 purchased material as replacement parts in
important-to-safety systems at PF-4, potentially
degrading these systems.

Summary

Some aspects of the maintenance program are
adequate, including the good PF-4 material condition,
satisfactory preventive maintenance, and post-
maintenance testing. Weaknesses were identified in
the implementation of the ventilation system vendor
manual recommendations; the prevalent use of
uncertified partsin several safety systems, potentially
degrading these systems; the lack of maintenance




history; and a deficient Maintenance Implementation
Plan.

E.2.5 Operations

The Independent Oversight team evaluated
operating procedures and operator training for the
safety-significant ventilation and fire suppression
components. Independent Oversight also reviewed the
knowledge and capability of the operatorsand facility
supervisor(s) to operate PF-4 under normal conditions
and to take appropriate actionsin abnormal and accident
conditions.

Facility conditionsare monitored in the Operations
Center 24 hoursaday by assigned operators, supported
by facility operator technicians. The Operations Center
provides detailed displays of operating conditionswith
the FCS and other alarm panels for criticality and
airborne radioactivity. The operators have limited
capability to operate equipment from the Operations
Center; it mainly consists of starting and stopping PF-4
ventilation fansand bypassing firealarm signalsduring
testing. Anadditional system enablesoperatorsto shut
down banks of ventilation system fans as part of the
Hardwire shutdown system.

Operators and supervisors are experienced and
knowledgeable of plant systems and the Operations
Center displaysand controls. During interviews, they
were ableto demonstrate and explain the different FCS
displays and capabilities and simulate the appropriate
responses to abnormal conditions with the ventilation
system.

Facility operator technicians are al so experienced
and knowledgeabl e of ventilation and fire suppression
systems. Interviews and walkdowns were conducted
with some of the facility operator technicians during
performance of their normal duties, including log taking
and manual operation of ventilation fans. Both these
tasks were supported by detailed and well written
procedures that included a complete match between
the labeling of components in the facility with those
referenced in the procedure. The technicians
demonstrated the correct response to out-of-
specification readings and abnormal plant conditions,
including abnormal bearing noises or temperatures, and
demonstrated the ability to rigorously follow astep-by-
step procedure.

Operators and facility operator technicians have
completed defined qualification cards, but the process
isnot as rigorous as required by DOE Order 5480.20.
This situation was identified during the management
self-assessment as a pre-start finding. The

compensatory measure for the pre-start finding wasto
verify, based on alimited set of oral exam questions
and work observations, that the operations staff was
fully qualified. The formal corrective actions to the
training finding are being devel oped.

Several weaknesseswereidentified in someof the
processes implemented by the Operations Center in
the areas of system configuration control, configuration
locks, alarm response procedures, and temporary
procedure changes. These include:

* PF-4 has not developed ventilation system
component/valve lineup lists to ensure that these
systems are properly configured for startup and
periodically during operation. Asstatedin Section
E.2.2, theventilation systemsare not supported by
drawings that include component numbers, and
many major components, including some safety-
class pressure boundary valves in PF-4, are not
labeled.

e The Operations Center operators use chains and
locks to control some major ventilation system
valve/damper positions. The use of configuration
locks is not defined by an operations procedure,
and alist of currently applied configuration locks,
including component numbers, positions, and
approvals, is not maintained. The application of
configuration locksisnot verified periodicaly.

e Several deficiencies were identified in the
ventilation alarm response procedures. The
procedures have not been reviewed and/or updated
insevera years, arenot controlled, havenorevision
numbers, or are not written to the proper conduct-
of-operations format. In addition, the ventilation
alarm response procedure is silent on the use of
the FCS to mitigate PF-4 cascading delta pressure
abnormalities. The operation of ventilation fans
from the FCS has been used on several occasions
to resolve abnormal pressure conditions in PF-4
and should be evaluated as one of theresponsesin
the ventilation alarm response procedure.

e Operations Center operators did not fully
implement the clearly defined temporary change
process when required to update or temporarily
modify a TSR surveillance. In one case, the
monthly TSR surveillance to check the operation
of the laboratory doors (TA55-TSR-004) lists all
thedoorsin atable, but Door 401 was not included




inthetableasrequired. During thetwo most recent
performances of the surveillance, Door 401 was
added in the comments section. The correct
approach should have been to follow the TA-55
Change Control Manual on procedure changes, and
to immediately perform a temporary procedure
change upon discovery of the procedure deficiency.
In the second case, asdiscussed under Surveillance
and Testing (Section E.2.3), in the performance of
TA55-TSR-301, procedure changeswere required
because portions of the fire alarm control panel
had been damaged by lightning. Thechangeswere
not formally made using the temporary change
process, but rather by verbal agreement. In every
case, changesto such procedures should also have
undergone the USQ process, as required by
procedure OST-300-00-06B, Rev 3, and this
requirement should have been reflected inthe T-55
Change Control Manual.

Finding #23. LANL TA-55 operations are deficient
is some areas, including the lack of approved safety
system lineup proceduresfor someimportant-to-safety
systems, lack of some periodic lineup verifications, lack
of control of configuration locks, out-of-date ventilation
alarm response procedures, and poor implementation
of the temporary procedure change process.

Summary

PF-4 supervisors, operators, and technicians are
knowledgeable of the operations and controls of the
ventilation and fire suppression systems and have
completed aqualification process. Their qualification
requirements are being updated to meet the
requirementsof DOE Order 5480.20, asidentifiedina
management self-assessment finding. The operating
procedures used to operate the PF-4 ventilation system
are adequate. Significant weaknesses were identified
in the configuration control by the Operations Center
operators of the PF-4 ventilation systems. The
operators lack a set of system component lineup
procedures, and the current component labeling is not
complete. Asaresult, thelineup of the ventilation and
other important-to-safety systems is not periodically
performed. Other weaknesses include the lack of
control of configuration locks, the outdated alarm
response procedure for ventilation systems, and the
poor implementation of the temporary procedure
change process.

E.3 Conclusions

Significant deficiencies were identified in all
functional areas that were assessed, including
engineering design and analyses, the authorization
bases, configuration management, surveillance and
testing, maintenance, and operations. Although the
overall designs of most aspects the PF-4 HVAC and
fire suppression systemsare generally adequate, there
are, nonetheless, significant discrepancies or voidsin
the designs, analyses, and authorization bases, and in
the trandation of these into facility procedures and
practicesin both systems, that could prevent or degrade
the full performance of their design-basis safety
functions or could render them non-conservative with
respect to requirements. Many aspectsof configuration
management at PF-4 are inadequate, including
configuration documentation, system lineup controls,
document control, safety bases maintenance, and the
USQ process, including the PISA process. These
weaknesses have been significant contributors to
above-described technical weaknesses. Although TSR
surveillances have been performed on time, various
inadequate testing and surveillance practices and
procedures reduce the intended assurance that the
facility’s important-to-safety ventilation and fire
suppression systems are fully capable of performing
their safety functions. Some aspects of facility
maintenance are adequate, including very good
housekeeping and material condition, satisfactory
preventive maintenance implementation, and adequate
post-maintenance testing. However, other aspects of
facility maintenance arelessthan satisfactory, including
poorly implemented equipment vendor
recommendations on the ventilation systems, uncertified
partsroutinely used in safety systems, the general lack
of maintenance history, and a deficient Maintenance
Implementation Plan, al of which havethe potential to
degrade these systems. PF-4 supervisors, operators,
and technicians are knowledgeable and well qualified
on the ventilation and fire suppression systems, and
their qualification requirements are being updated to
comply with DOE Order 5480.20. Although the
operating procedures were generally adequate,
ventilation system configuration control was poor due
to the absence of component line-up procedures, lack
of component numbering, no formal control of
configuration locks, outdated alarm response
procedures, inadequate control of combustibles, and
poor implementation of the temporary procedure
change process. The weaknesses that were observed




inall of thesetechnical areas, in combination with low
levels of rigor, discipline, attention to detail, and
guestioning attitude in implementing nuclear safety
requirements, indicate ageneral, broad-based deficiency
in the nuclear safety programs required for a hazard
category 2 DOE nuclear facility at TA-55. Inview of
these observations, LANL'sfeedback and improvement
systems (see Appendices D and F) and LASO’s
oversight and stewardship of this facility have been
significantly deficient. Some of the deficiencies, such

E.4 Ratings
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E.5 Opportunities for
Improvements

This Independent Oversight inspection identified
the following opportunities for improvement. These
potential enhancements are not intended to be
prescriptive or mandatory. Rather, they are offered to
the siteto bereviewed and evaluated by theresponsible
line management, and accepted, rejected, or modified
asappropriate, in accordance with site-specific program
objectivesand priorities.

Los Alamos Site Office

1. ldentify and implement compensatory
measures needed to ensure the safety of
continued facility operationswhiledeficiencies
are being fully analyzed. Because of the safety
importance of certain deficienciesidentified during
this Independent Oversight inspection, prompt
compensatory measures are needed to reduce the
risks of continued operations. LASO, in
coordination with LANL, should evaluate the
identified deficienciesto determinewhich of them
warrant prompt compensatory measures and then
promptly develop and implement appropriate
compensatory measures to reduce risks to
acceptable levels pending more detailed analysis.
Four areas of deficiencieswarrant specific prompt
compensatory measures. inadequate combustible

as the inadeguate technical basis for combustible
controls, ventilation system lineup, and fireand seismic
event analysis, warrant immediate compensatory
measures. The other deficiencies warrant rigorous
evaluations, including extent-of -condition reviewsand
identification of causal factors, on an accelerated basis
toidentify near-term and longer-term corrective actions
that will ensure safe operation of this nuclear facility
and effective implementation of safety requirements.

......................................... SIGNIFICANT WEAKNESS
......................................... SIGNIFICANT WEAKNESS
......................................... SIGNIFICANT WEAKNESS
............................................. NEEDS IMPROVEMENT
............................................. NEEDS IMPROVEMENT

load surveillance, deficiencies in configuration
management that allowed misalignment of
numerous ventilation system bypass valves, and
inadequate analyses of the potential for a Zone 1
header failure and PF-4 seismic event.
Opportunities for Improvement #1, #2, and #3
under LANL provide more specific information
about compensatory measures and longer-term
actions to consider for these areas. This initial
analysismay identify other areasthat also warrant
prompt compensatory measures.

Los Alamos National Laboratory

1. Develop prompt compensatory measures and
longer-term actions to address the inadequate
combustible loading surveillance program.

e Specific prompt compensatory measures to
consider include:

— Establish explicit combustibleload criteria
based on hightemperaturerestrictionsfrom
the FHA for gloveboxes and laboratory
rooms for both flammable liquids and
combustiblesolids.

—  Implement the minimum required distances
between thetransient combustiblesand the
gloveboxes.




— Inventory the present facility combustible
loading condition for comparison with the
new criteria.

— Take corrective actions as necessary in
areaswherethe combustibleloading limits
are exceeded.

— Revise the surveillance procedures to
accommodate the new combustible [oad
criteria derived from the results of these
analyses.

Specific longer-term actions to consider to
determine combustible control limitsinclude:

— Recognize that the control criteria due to
HEPA filter fire-induced soot loading may
be more restrictive than the temperature-
based criteria.

— Perform a detailed analysis of the
allowable combustible loadings for all
material types (e.g., combustible liquids,
cellulose, and plastics), including both
permanent and transient materials, and
address individual facility rooms and
gloveboxesbased onthemost limiting fire-
induced parameters (allowable filter
temperatures, allowablefilter combustion
product loading, thermal stresses, etc.).

— If thislimitismorerestrictivethat thelimit
determined for the prompt compensatory
actions identified above, take corrective
actions where combustible control limits
are exceeded.

— Revise the TSRs to include the specific
limits derived from the results of these
analyses.

— Revise the FSARs and FHA to address
these new analyses and limits.

— Revise the combustible loading control
procedures to reflect the new TSR
regquirements.

2. Develop prompt compensatory measures and
longer-term actions to address the
deficienciesin configuration management that
allowed misalignment of several ventilation
system bypass valves.

Specific prompt compensatory measures to
consider include:

—  For the safety-class and saf ety-significant
ventilation systems, using the best available
drawings, perform and document asystem
lineup verification to ensure that no other
components/valvesare out of position.

— Inasimilar fashion for other mechanical
systems that are important to safety and
that are not covered by existing system
lineup verification procedures, using the
best available drawings, perform and
document a system lineup verification to
ensure that no other components/ valves
are out of position.

Specific longer-term actions to consider to
establish several fundamental foundation
blocksfor effective configuration management,
starting with the facility HVAC systems and
continuing for all safety systems and their
supporting systems, include:

— Generate accurate, detailed as-built piping
and instrumentation drawings of the
systems.

— Assign unique numbers to all system
components (this may require first
establishing a component numbering
scheme), particularly those subject to
operation, changeout, calibration,
mani pul ation, maintenance, testing, etc., or
that provide control for, power to, or
support for these SSCs.

— Physically affix these numbers to these
components using permanent, durable,
easily readableidentification media (tags,
labels, signs, etc.).




— Establish conduct-of-operations policy
standardsrequiring that all proceduresfor
such systems for operations, testing,
maintenance, etc., include system lineup
lists for normal, abnormal, and accident
conditions, and that procedural directions
include the component numbers, as

appropriate.

— Reviseall such proceduresto apply these
conduct-of-operations standards.

3. Develop prompt compensatory measures and
longer-term actions to address the potential
failure of the Zone 1 header as a result of
laboratory room fires or seismic events.

e Specific prompt compensatory measures to
consider include:

— Initiate the PISA process for these
deficiencies.

— Issuean Operations Center standing order
toimmediately shut down all PF-4 fansif
alaboratory fire or seismic event occurs.

*  Specificlonger-term actionsto consider include:

— Evauateoptionsfor upgrading the Zone 1
header to safety class (including thermal
and seismic qualifications).

— Evaluate options for retaining the Zone 1
header safety-significant designation
(whichreguiresaseismic qualification) and
restoration of the demister system to
safety-class category.

4. Addressdeficienciesidentified in the FCS and
associated testing. Specific actions to consider
include:

* Include a review of initial test records to
determine whether any components were
rejected during thistesting.

* Develop a testing strategy based on all
availablefailureinformation, including initial
testing and subsequent failures, and document

and implement results of the component failure
analysis.

Initiate the PISA process for this deficiency.

Further evaluatethediesel firepump. Specific
actionsto consider include:

Evaluate and analyze the installed diesel
exhaust configuration and analyze for external
load effects.

Reevaluate diesel fire pump performance test
dataand normalize datato the test acceptance
engine speed of 1750 rpm. Reevaluate pump
degradation accordingly.

Perform analysis and modificationsto address
identified design and analysis deficiencies.
Specific actionsto consider include:

Locate, verify the technical adequacy of, and
enter into thefacility document control system
all documentation to demonstrate the
qudification of thefacility’ simportant-to-safety
HEPA filtersfor the environmental conditions
that result from the design basis fire.

Perform appropriate modificationsto alleviate
the low flow/pressure condition in the fire
suppression system. Reevaluate the facility
Ordinary Hazard Group 2 fire hazard
classification.

Perform modifications to seismically support
sprinkler piping throughout the PF-4 facility.

Perform thermal stress analyses of the
facility’s safety-class HYAC components,
including ductwork, to verify that it canremain
intact in design-basis fire conditions. Make
design changes as required.

Perform failure modes and effects analyses
for all accident scenariosfor thefacility HVAC
systems, including the design-basis seismic
event, to assure that the actual worst-case
scenarios have been identified. Make design
and authorization basis changesasrequired to
incorporate the worst-case conditions not
previoudly identified.




e Peform complete analyses of the effects of
wind on accident exposures, including the
differential pressures across the facility’s
outside surfaces (and the resultant increase in
building leakage) and the effects of wind speed
versusleakage diffusionin order to determine
the speed at which the diffusion effects fully
offset the increased leakage effects. Adjust
the TSR building pressure limits with respect
to outside static pressure accordingly to ensure
that exposures remain as low as reasonably
achievable and within eval uation guidelines.

* Revisethedesign of thebuilding outside static
air pressure sensing probesto assure that they
provide more accurate sensing for the range
of normal wind conditions, including relocation
away from the roof edges and redesign of the
probes themselves to minimize vertical wind
component effects.

e Perform modifications as required to fully
qualify fire suppression piping in the facility
for the design basis seismic event.

*  Perform modifications/analysesasrequired to
resolve current pressure/flow deficienciesin
the fire suppression system.

*  Perform modifications/analysesasrequired on
the diesel-driven fire pump exhaust to assure
that it is fully qualified for the design basis
seismic and wind events.

Improve operations in the areas of
configuration control, alarm response
procedur es, and thetempor ary change control
process. Specific actions to consider include:

* Develop and implement ventilation system
component/valve lineup procedures that are
supported by the correct drawings and full
implementation of component numbering and
labeling programs.

e Develop and implement an operations
procedure for control of configuration locks.

* Reviseandimplement anew ventilation alarm
response procedure that includes the expected

actionsto be performed by an operator to start
up and shut down fans viathe FCS.

* Develop a system to mitigate/correct the
alarm.

e Retrain operators on the requirements of the
temporary procedure change process and
verify adequateimplementation.

e For completed surveillances and tests, ensure
that the reviewing operator(s) evaluate and
provide clear responses in the surveillance
comment section to document component
deficiencies(i.e., the corrective actionstaken,
how the component’s condition affectsthetest,
and whether the deficiencies are entered into
themaintenancework log to befixedinatimely
manner).

Improve maintenance in the areas of
maintenance history, vendor manuals,
procurement, and the Maintenance
Implementation Plan. Specific actions to
consider include:

* Improve CAIS by completing the software
improvement that links CA1Sto CMM Sso that
CAISrecordsare automatically updated when
corrective maintenance is completed.

* Improve CAIS by completing the software
improvement that makes CAIS a web-based
application.

e Obtain the necessary vendor manuals for the
PF-4 important-to-safety systems. Review and
implement as appropriate vendor manual
recommendation into mai ntenance procedures.

*  Developandimplement an operating procedure
for the ventilation fans in PF-4 to ensure that
the appropriate fans are rotated once each
week.

e Edgablishandimplement aqudity control review
process for completed work packages to be
conducted soon after thework iscompleted to
ensurethat the necessary documentation, data
sheets, and procurement certification are
included in the package.




* Review previous completed corrective
maintenance work packages to ensure that
procurement certification was adequate for
work on safety-class and safety-significant
systems. Correct any deficiencies in these
work packages.

* Review currently obtained spare parts for
safety-class and safety-significant systemsfor
correct certification documentation and
correct, as required, any deficiencies.

e Develop and implement the necessary
software upgrades to CMMS to permit easy
entry of maintenance history from completed
work packages and also to allow easy access
to thisinformation by required users, including
system engineers.

* Revise as necessary the current TA-55
Maintenance Implementation Plans to
accurately capture current maintenance
program deficiencies, and revise the required
implementation plan with appropriate
milestones and supporting detail.

Establish and implement the following
elements of an effective, comprehensive
document control system, as part of the effort
to improve configuration management.
Specific actionsto consider include:

*  Generate document control procedures that
establish thefollowing basic elements:

— The requirements for identification,
cataloging, storing, marking, retrieval,
duplication, issuance, etc., of all technical
documentation in thefacility, including but
not limited to drawings, specifications,
vendor documents, procedures (both
uncompl eted and compl eted), modification
packages, and calculations

— The document control organizational
elements, including responsibilities and
authorities.

e Establish a document control center to house
all of the organizational elementsand provide
facilities for document storage, duplication,
issuance, etc., for this organization.

10. Revise the FSARs and other AB documents

11.

to assure that they correctly and fully address
the following AB weaknesses identified in this
assessment:

* HVAC HEPA filter qualification temperature

* Worst case event-caused equipment failure
scenariosfor the design basis seismic and fire
events

e Wind effectson building differential pressures
*  Whether or not thereisadesign basistornado

* Thecorrect/consistent design basisstraight line
wind event

e Thecorrect configuration for thethree Zone |
bleed-off fans

e Thecorrect definitionin TSR 5.6.5 of thethird
criterion that definesa USQ

e InTSR 5.5, inclusion of the USQ processin
the programmatic actionsrequired for changes
to TSR surveillances

* Inclusion of discussion of HEPA filter quality
assurance in the FSAR as indicated in the
current FSAR

* Inclusion of wildfirein the FSAR asadesign
basis event

e Inclusion of theannual fire pump performance
test as a TSR requirement, with appropriate
guantitative acceptance criteria.

Review all of the technical weaknesses
identified during this assessment with respect
to their impacts on the current FSAR (1996)
and the pending revised FSAR (2002) and
their associated AB documents. Specific
actionsto consider include:




Formally consider the PISA implications of
each technical weakness and enter the PISA
process where required.

Perform corrective actions where required,
including updating the current and revised
FSARs and other related AB documents.

Asextent-of-condition measures, perform the
same processes on all other discrepanciesthat
wereinformally recognized inthe FSARs and
in other related AB documents and in the
design, operation, maintenance, testing, etc.,
of important-to-safety systems.

12. Address programmatic discrepancies in the
USQ process. Specificactionsto consider include:

Revise the USQ procedure to correct the
deficienciesidentified during this assessment.

Conduct additional training for all TA-55
personnel performing USQ functions, with
particular emphasison the limitations of USQ
screening vis-a-vistherequirementsof 10 CFR
830.

Perform USQDs on the examples identified
during the assessment where screenings
incorrectly determined that USQDs were not
required. Asan extent-of-condition corrective
action, considering the screening errors
identified in thisassessment and perform a100
percent review of negative screenings for at
least the past two years, correcting identified
errors and performing the required USQDs.

Re-perform the one negative USQD identified
by this assessment that may have incorrectly
determined that the change was not a USQ.

13. Revise test procedures and TSRs to correct
identified deficiencies. Specific actions to
consider include:

* Revise either the Zone 2 recirculation and
bleed-off HEPA filter efficiency test
procedures with regard to the testing of
multiplefiltersin seriesversussingle, individud
filters, or revise the TSR requirements
regarding this point in order to reconcile this
inconsi stency between these two documents.

e Further revise the Zone 2 recirculation and
bleed-off HEPA filter efficiency test
procedureto either prevent or account for the
potential bypass leakage from the idle train
into thefilter outlet plenum of thetrain being
tested.

e Revise the confinement doors TSR
surveillance procedures to correct the table
of flow orifice differential pressuresvs. flow.

* Revise the TSRs to add a TSR requirement
for annual fire pump performance testing.
Revise the corresponding test procedure to
add acceptance criteria containing actual
performance limits and the requirement to
normalize test results to a standard nominal
pump speed.

* Revise procedure TA55-TSR-AP-030,
Rev 00, Heat Loading Log for Temporary
Storage of Pu238, to address the technical
concernsidentifiedin Section E.2.1.




APPENDIX F

MANAGEMENT OF SELECTED FOCUSAREAS

F.1 Introduction

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Office of
Independent Oversight (Independent Oversight)
inspection of environment, safety, and health (ES& H)
at the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
included an evaluation of the effectiveness of the
National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA), Los
Alamos Site Office (LASO), and the contractor —
University of California (UC) —in managing selected
focusareas. Based on previous DOE-wide assessment
results, Independent Oversight identified a number of
focus areas that warrant increased management
attention because of performance problems at severa
sites. During the planning phase of each inspection,
Independent Oversight selects applicable focus areas
for review based on the site mission, activities, and
past ES&H performance. In addition to providing
feedback to the NNSA, LASO, and LANL,
Independent Oversight uses the results of the review
of the focus areas to gain DOE-wide perspectives on
the effectiveness of DOE policy and programs. Such
information isperiodically analyzed and disseminated
to appropriate DOE program offices, sites, and policy
organizations.

The focus areas selected for review at LANL and
discussed in thisappendix are:

e Environmental management system and pollution
prevention program (see Section F.2.1)

e Chronic beryllium disease prevention program
(CBDPP) (see Section F2.2)

e Hoisting and rigging (see Section F.2.3)

» Safety management for protective force training
(see Section F.2.4)

» Safety system oversight (SSO) by the LANL
system engineer program (see Section F.2.5).

The SSO review isdiscussed in this appendix, but
the evaluation of thistopicisreflected in the evaluation
of the broader feedback and improvement systemsin
Appendix D. Similarly, theresultsof thereview of the

other focus areas are considered in the evaluation of
the core functions of integrated safety management
(ISM) in Appendix C and/or D.

F.2 Results

F.2.1 Environmental Management
System and Pollution Prevention
Program

Independent Oversight identified the environmental
management system (EMS) as a focus area across
the complex in response to DOE Order 450.1,
Environmental Protection Program, which requires
implementation of EMS at DOE facilities by
December 31, 2005. Independent Oversight reviewed
LASO and LANL implementation activitiesfor EMS,
focusing on the requirements of DOE Order 450.1 at
the institutional level and within the Dynamic
Experimentation (DX) Division.

LASO has set expectations for and been
appropriately participating in EMS activities being
performed by the contractor. LASO established
contractual performance objectivesfor 2005 requiring
LANL to maintain an EMS that was integrated into
the LANL ISM system (ISMS). LASO is adequately
monitoring LANL performancein achieving an EMS
through review of LANL documents (including self-
assessments and third-party assessments) and regular
attendance at the LANL steering meetings.

A number of proactive actions and programs have
been initiated at the institutional level to establish the
EMS and implement it within all divisions and
organizations. A LANL EM S Steering Committeewas
established in May 2004 by the Director, is chaired by
the LANL Deputy Director, and includesmembersfrom
all directorates and LASO. An EMS Team Leader
from the Environmental Stewardship Division hasbeen
tasked with ensuring that EMS requirements are
established, implemented, and maintained in accordance
with International Standards Organization (1SO) 14001.
This Team Leader also serves as the liaison between
thedivisionsand theinstitution for implementing facility-
and/or organi zation-specific EM S actions.

Inestablishingan EMS, LANL haselected toobtain
I SO 14001 certification and has engaged athird-party




registrant to perform afour-phase audit of the EMSto
determine conformance to 1SO 14001. The second
phase of this audit was expanded to include a
determination of whether the existing EMS met DOE
Order 450.1 and 1SO 14001 requirements, so that
LANL could self-declare that the EM S conformed to
DOE Order 450.1. In this second phase, the auditors
determined that LANL’sexisting EM S met | SO 14001
requirements; therefore, LANL plans to self-declare
that the EM S has been established at the end of October
2005. Thelast two phases (i.e., the Stage 1 and Stage 2
Registration Auditsfor third-party certification) will take
placein early 2006.

The Los Alamos National Laboratory
Environmental Management System Toolkit is a
noteworthy communication tool that provides
presentationson EM S and the documentsthat implement
it. The Toolkit defines how EMS teams are to be
established within the various line organizations to
develop programs and define objectives and targets
withintheorganizations. EM S personnel usethis Toolkit
effectively within their line organi zationsto educateline
personnel and evaluate EM Simplementation.

In addition to the Toolkit, LANL has taken other
proactive stepstoimplement EMS. For example, LANL
hasincluded topicsin General Employee Training that
address general EMS awareness and pollution
prevention. Information about ingtitutiona activitiesand
progresswithin theline organizationsisal so posted on
the LANL website.

To better sample EMS field implementation,
Independent Oversight performed an in-depth review
of EMSactivitieswithin DX Division. DX took several
appropriate actionsin fiscal year (FY) 2005 to achieve
implementation of an EMS. A charter was signed by
the DX Division Manager in February 2005 to establish
commitments for implementing requirements of the
LANL EMS (e.g., ensuring adequate resources). A
team established to determine and prioritize significant
environmental aspectsof DX activitieshasappropriately
identified three significant aspects (reduction in low-
level waste, reduction in hazardous waste, and
improvement in chemical management) and established
action items for FY 2006 for those aspects.

Other actions taken by DX in FY 2005 included
training briefings from the EM S Toolkit, which were
tailored and then presented to the organi zations as part
of the continuing education on EMS. DX also assigned
aninternto identify waysto reduce the amount of waste
generated during experiments, which resulted in
reductions in the use of sandbags and cable and
modificationsto silosthat allow their reuse.

The LANL pollution prevention (P2) programtracks
the generation rates by organizations and then targets
the largest generators for increased support. This
approach hasresulted in more support to DX, whichis
oneof thelargest generatorsat LANL. Overall, LANL
hasastrong P2 program, which has received numerous
awards. At theinstitutional level, thisprogramincludes
processfor prioritizing and funding P2 projects submitted
by the Divisions, which is funded by a generator set-
aside fee (funded by a tax on the cost of disposal of
regulated and radioactive wastes).

LANL has established the Project Requirement
Identification Document as an electronically
administrated process to evaluate new projects to
ensure that environmental permits are obtained in a
timely manner. The P2 program is included in this
process to identify opportunities to apply pollution
prevention during project planning. However, the P2
staff at the institutional level do not review all the
projects submitted for review, and the process currently
does not allow submitting the projects to the P2 staff
within the requesting organi zations.

One FY 2005 award fee that was not achieved
was incorporating EMS elements into the ISMS
description. Although the EMS elements have been
developed and included inarevised description, LANL
decided not to issueitsrevised | SM S description until
after the award of a new contract. As an interim
solution, aLANL Environmental Management System
Description Document was issued on September 12,
2005, that shows that the EM'S meets | SO 14001 and
DOE Order 450.1 requirements.

Summary

LANL established its EMS to conform to 1SO
14001 provisions and plans to self-certify its EMSin
October 2005, well before the December 31, 2005,
deadline. LANL is seeking certification under
SO 14001, and divisionsare currently taking action to
implement the EM Swithintheir operations. TheEMS
Toolkit is a noteworthy practice for assisting in EMS
implementation. The EMS at LANL, although
integrated within ISM, has not yet been documentedin
the LANL ISMS description document. LANL's
award-winning P2 programincludesafunding set-aside
process for P2 projects and processes for reviewing
new activities to identify P2 opportunities during the
project planning phase.




F.2.2 Chronic Beryllium Disease
Prevention Program

DOE has established regulatory requirements for
the CBDPPin 10 CFR 850. Therule, whichisintended
to protect workers and prevent exposure to beryllium,
establishesmedical surveillance requirementsto ensure
early detection of chronic beryllium disease, provides
for training to alert workers of the hazards associated
with exposures to beryllium, and provides for a
reduction in the number of workers currently exposed
to berylliumintheworkplace. DOE hasalso devel oped
guidance (DOE Guide440.1-7A) to assist linemanagers
in meeting their CBDPP responsibilities. This
Independent Oversight review focused on LASO and
LANL implementation of the CBDPP,

Berylliumwashistorically andis presently used at
LANL in a variety of forms and for a variety of
purposes within the LANL weapons and research
programs. |naddition, asdiscovered through extensive
testing, beryllium can befound inthe soil, inrocksand
minerals, as metal alloys used in consumer products
and electronic components, and in a wide variety of
other forms that are encountered on a daily basis at
LANL. LASO and LANL have performed the
necessary investigations, baseline characterizations, and
sampling to establish asite-specific baselineinventory
and a sitewide, consolidated CBDPP. The CBDPPis
controlled by the LANL Health, Safety and Radiation
Protection (HSR)-5 group and is managed by acertified
industrial hygienist, who has been in the position for
the past four years. LANL also maintains Laboratory
Implementation Requirement (LIR) 402-560-01,
Beryllium Use, which delineates site requirements for
berylliumuseat all sitelocations; thisLIR iscurrently
undergoing revision. Recent assessmentsof the LANL
beryllium program by the Office of Inspector General
in 2003 and a LANL/DOE internal review in 2004
determined the general beryllium program to be in
compliance with 10 CFR 850.

LANL established its Beryllium Technology Facility
to machine, inspect, process, and characterize beryllium
componentsin an ultra-clean, ventilated, and thoroughly
sampled environment; this facility was the first such
facility in the DOE complex. Other LANL divisions
perform research and development activities that
involve beryllium in various quantities and need to be
closely controlled and monitored. Researchiscurrently
under way to develop new methods of detection,
mitigation, and cleanup of beryllium, aswell asmethods
to reduce the chance of sensitization or disease among
workersat beryllium facilities.

LASO and LANL perform the annual CBDPP
review as required in 10 CFR 850. Other site
contractors, such as KSL, are required to follow the
consolidated site CBDPP and are provided the
opportunity to comment on the CBDPP during the
review process. LA SO hasincluded the site beryllium
programintheAppendix F performancecriteriasection
of the LANL contract, which has provided extra
emphasis and oversight for the CBDPP. LASO and
LANL have also developed specific criteriato evaluate
and score the Appendix F performance objectives for
theberyllium program; these criteriaare consi stent with
the rule and measure performance in protecting site
workers. LASO and LANL also review and evaluate
multiple sources of information about the beryllium
program, such asoccurrencereports, elevated sampling
results, positive laboratory reports, beryllium program
statigtics, and other beryllium-specificinformation. The
resulting information is used to develop the feedback
and improvement analysis required by 10 CFR 850,
which isintended to monitor and prevent unnecessary
increases in the potential for exposure of workers to
beryllium disease.

LANL maintains two certified beryllium testing
laboratories. The Chemistry Division manages both
analytical facilities and processes breathing zone and
surface samples collected from a variety of site
locations. SomeLANL contractors, suchasKSL, have
elected to send their beryllium samples to an outside
laboratory, which is also accredited by the American
Industrial Hygiene Association. The samples sent off
site are monitored by the KSL safety and health staff
but are not compared to the analytical processes and
results used by LANL.

LASO, HSR-5, and Chemistry Division analytical
personnel are al active in the DOE Headquarters
beryllium working group and areinterested in helping
to solvethe digestion concerns about beryllium oxides.
TheLANL Chemistry Divisionisalso researching new
and innovative techniquesto analyze for the presence
of beryllium using simpler chemical analytical methods
and is currently field testing processes at several
laboratory sites. The new techniques, which arefunded
by another Federal agency, could substantially reduce
the cost and increase the effectiveness of the beryllium
sampling with current methods.

LANL training staff provide beryllium health hazard
training and refresher training for all site workers.
LANL and KSL also provide various on-the-job and
facility-specific training and/or refresher training. The
training classesfulfill the requirements of the 10 CFR
850 rule. The HSR-5 beryllium coordinator monitors




worker participation in training classes, assesses the
quality of thetraining content, and monitorsthetraining
schedule for any significant changes in the number of
workers seeking training.

Themedica surveillance and counseling component
of the CBDPP continues to be effective and in
compliance with the beryllium rule. LANL databases
track and generate the notices and forms necessary to
offer and document the voluntary participation in
medical surveillancefor LANL berylliumworkers. In
addition, forms to convey the results of beryllium
medical surveillance testing are processed by the
examiner and HSR-2 support staff intherequired time
frames. Counseling isprovided by the HSR-5 program
coordinator and HSR-2 personnel if workers have
guestions about any aspect of the beryllium surveillance
program. On average, 900 workers are in category 2
(current worker program) of the voluntary surveillance
program and are scheduled for surveillance once ayear,
and 1500 arein category 3 (past worker program) and
are scheduled for surveillance every three years.
Historically, about 40 percent of the workerswho are
offered medical surveillancedeclineparticipationinthe
voluntary program. HSR-2 is also responsible for
reporting to the DOE Beryllium Registry, and the
databases needed to provide that information are
currently effective and functional. To date, 17
individuals are considered to be sensitized, and 3
individuals have been diagnosed with chronic beryllium
disease. Investigations of these cases have not
determined any recent new exposuresand are generally
attributed to past exposures.

Independent Oversight observations of several
different divisions, including locationsin laboratories
and the field, indicate that controlled beryllium areas
are clearly marked with the required institutional
signage. Beryllium workers appropriately implement
personal protective equipment (PPE) requirements, and
integrated work documentsindicate that conservative
measures are taken by researchersuntil sampling results
verify that it is safe to use less-conservative PPE.
Several areaswithinthe Chemistry Division'sActinide,
Catalysisand Separations Chemistry group that handled
beryllium substances below any regulatory threshold
chose to label fume hoods and work stations as an
added safety precaution and a best practice.
Environmental management of beryllium waste is
controlled by using special disposal tags and
containment measures, such as double plastic bags.
Much effort is being expended to control any
unnecessary environmental release of beryllium
contamination by using newly established methods to

contain beryllium contamination and clean up legacy
areas.

Although generally effective, afew concernswere
identified in implementation of beryllium protection
measures. Somedivisionshave not fully implemented
the IMP 300.2 process, which requires disclosure of
hazards to co-located workers who may not normally
recognize the presence of hazards, such as beryllium.
Additionally, although specific legacy machine shop
equipment used for beryllium operations has been
surveyed, numerous machines used in specific
laboratory locations, such as the Chemistry Division,
have never been sampled for the presence of beryllium
and are not included on a surveillance schedule.

Summary

LANL has established a compliant and
comprehensive CBDPP as required by 10 CFR 850.
LASO has provided the necessary support, direction,
and oversight for ongoing beryllium program activities,
including the annual CBDPP review, the Appendix F
criteria, and the CBDPP program review. The LANL
program coordinator appropriately manages the
CBDPP. LASO and LANL are active in promoting
research and development at the Headquarters and
laboratory levels that could enhance the detection,
containment, and safety of berylliumwork and support
effortsto minimize beryllium exposures.

F.2.3 Hoisting and Rigging

Independent Oversight identified hoisting and
rigging asafocus area because Independent Oversight
inspection results and site occurrence reports indicate
that a number of sites have experienced events, near
misses, and injuriesduring hoisting and rigging activities.
Independent Oversight reviewed hoisting and rigging
activities performed by the KSL Hoisting and Rigging
group in support of LANL programmatic and
maintenance work. The review of KSL hoisting and
rigging activitiesincluded observation of lifting activities
and crane maintenance, review of hoisting and rigging
proceduresand review of completed lift work packages.

The DOE requirements for hoisting and rigging
have not accurately flowed down to the DOE-UC
contract or to the activity level. General requirements
for hoisting and rigging work by KSL's Hoisting and
Rigging group are delineatedin LANL LIR 402-1120-
01.1 and KSL's Administrative and Operational
Procedure, Hoisting and Rigging (12-25-003). These




procedures reference the DOE Hoisting and Rigging
Sandard; however, the standard is not specified as a
requirement in the DOE-UC contract Work Smart
Standards, Appendix G. Theonly hoisting and rigging
requirements listed in the UC contract are the general
Occupational Safety and Health Administration
requirements (i.e.,, CFR 1910 and 1926) and a 1997
American Petroleum Institute Recommended Practices
for Inspection, Maintenance, Repair, and
Remanufacturing of Hoisting Equipment.
Furthermore, the LANL LIR bases its requirements
on the use of the 1999 Hoisting and Rigging Sandard
but then specifies the 2001 version for physical
qualification requirements|ater inthedocument. There
isnoindication that the most recent (2004) version has
beenintegrated into either the procedure or the contract.

In addition, there are a number of differences
between the current LANL Hoisting and Rigging LIR
and the DOE Hoisting and Rigging Sandard (DOE-
STD-1090-2004). For example, LIR Section 7.1.3,
Inspections and Performance Tests, Inspections for
Infrequently Used Overhead Lifting Equipment,
statesthat unitsformally locked out of servicefor less
than a year need only have a monthly inspection to
return to service. However, DOE-STD-1090-04,
Section 7.2.8, Cranes Not in Regular Service, requires
any crane that has been out of service for more than
six months to undergo an annual inspection beforeits
returnto service. Inaddition, LIRAppendix D, section
D.6, Synthetic Web Sings, does not include some of
theremoval criteriacontained in DOE-STD-1090-2004,
including: “Wear or elongation exceeding amount
recommended by manufacturer” and “Knots in any
part of the dling.” Asaresult, some of DOE's current
hoisting and rigging requirements could be missed,
possibly resulting in an event or reducing the margin of
safety.

Finding #24. LASO and LANL have not ensured
that DOE hoisting and rigging requirements accurately
flow down to LANL workers and subcontractors.

LANL and KSL personnel who perform hoisting
and rigging activities have adeguate qualificationsand
are provided adequate training and certification. All
KSL Hoisting and Rigging group crane operators
possess a State of New Mexico hoisting operators
license. Operatorsarealso required to haveaminimum
of 3 years (1500 hours of documented “hands-on™)
crane operation/rigging experience and pass a hands-
on practical examination. Training and certification of
LANL crane operators is coordinated through the

National Commission for the Certification of Crane
Operators on an annual basis, and certification lasts
three years.

Inspection of hoisting and rigging equipment
available for use at LANL facilities indicated that
equipment was clearly marked with tagsindicating when
thedlingsand hoistsare duefor inspection. Therigging
observed at the Dual-Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic
Test Facility (DARHT) was all tagged, properly
inspected, and in good condition.

Although few hoisting and rigging activitieswere
performed at the inspected facilities during the
Independent Oversight inspection, the Independent
Oversight team observed one lifting activity. Thelift
was performed by the KSL Hoisting and Rigging group
insupport of the DARHT facility, involving theremoval
of 12 cellsfrom the DARHT facility through the roof.
Designated a critical lift, a complete integrated work
document was prepared in addition to travel plansfor
the mobile crane and lift plans. The lift plans were
detailed and adequately identified the maximum weight
of theintended lift, the boom angle associated with the
lift, the proposed lifting radius, the boom length, acopy
of the load chart, and a current annual inspection of
the crane. All aspects of the observed lift were
performed correctly. The lifting crew and operators
demonstrated good coordination and communication
while performing thelift activities.

Summary

LASO has not ensured that DOE hoisting and
rigging standardsareincluded inthe LANL work smart
standards requirements. In addition, LANL
requirements documents include incorrect and
inconsistent references. As a result, some DOE
requirements (such as regquirements to examine for
pinching or other conditionsthat could cause afailure)
do not flow down to the activity level and could be
missed by LANL or KSL during hoisting and rigging
activities. Although requirements need to be addressed,
KSL and LANL personnel who perform hoisting and
rigging activities have good qualifications, and the
observed lift was performed correctly and safely.

F.2.4 Safety Management for Protective
Force Training

A March 2004 Inspector Genera report (DOE/
| G-0641) identified weaknessesin some aspects of site
basic security police officer training programs and
identified a need for increased safety management




involvement in protective force training. The DOE
corrective action plan for weaknessesidentified in the
Inspector General’s report committed Independent
Oversight to examine selected aspects of protective
force training from a safety management perspective
during Independent Oversight ES& H inspections.

At LANL, the protective force is managed by
Protection Technology Los Alamos (PTLA). The
PTLA-UC contract is managed by the Security and
Safeguards Division at LANL and requires PTLA to
implement all applicable LANL safety requirements.
Inaddition, LASO hasadeployed security specialist at
the LANL facility to provide daily monitoring and
support for protective force program activities.

LASO safeguards and security management
interacts directly with both LANL and PTLA security
activities and provides oversight through an annual
comprehensive security audit. The most recent audit,
completed in August 2005, examined the safety of al
security activitiesat LANL. Theannual force-on-force
exercise is extensively reviewed by LASO security
and safety personnel, and the deployed security
specialist is used as a trusted agent during exercise
planning. LASO reviews all security and emergency
steexercise planning for safety considerations, including
interfaces with external organizations that participate
in LANL exercises, such as loca law enforcement.
LASO dso participates in the local LANL firearms
safety committee, the protection program management
team, monthly PTLA safety committee meeting, live
and simulated firearms training exercises, and the
annual training management planning process. The
deployed L ASO security specialist tracks observations
and issues, including safety concerns, on daily
surveillanceforms. LA SO security personnel indicated
that they have a high level of confidence in PTLA’s
ability to conduct protective force training safely in a
wide variety of activities, including force-on-force
exercisesand live-fire conditions.

A selective review of protective force training
documentation developed by PTLA indicated that safety
considerations were thoroughly integrated into all
protective force training activities. Hazards
assessments, lesson plans, safety briefing materials, and
proceduresthat providedirection for range safety were
comprehensive and closely followed the DOE Firearms
Safety Standard requirements. Of special interest was
the PTLA adaptation of theintegrated work document
called the Hazard Identification and Mitigation Plan
(HIMP), which was originally issued by PTLA and
accepted by LANL in June 2001. The HIMP policy
and associated procedure are currently undergoing an

extensiverevisonand will include IMP 300.2 language
and requirements. The HIMP process follows |SM
principles and core functions and the risk assessment
report format in the DOE Firearms Safety Standard.
The hazards and controls listed in the live-fire range
HIMPwere comprehensive and tail ored to the specific
conditions at the LANL outdoor range facility.

PTLA management maintains a Director position
for Environment, Safety, Health and Quality Assurance.
Thispositioniscurrently held by asafety professional
and is responsible for maintaining all safety
documentation, safety assessments, safety committee
activities, safety issues management, safety statistics,
trending analysis, and communicationsto the protective
force concerning safety. A monthly publication from
the safety director’soffice compilesPTLA injury/illness
statistics, safety information, issue resolution, and
educational information and encourages feedback from
employees. This publication uses an innovative
approach to communicate safety information to the
PTLA protective force, tailors the safety information
to the audience, and is an integral part of the PTLA
training and education process.

LANL HSR-5 personnel provideindustria hygiene
support for the PTLA live fire-range. LANL is
considering establishing a part-time deployed position
for this support, but a formal agreement with PTLA
hasnot beenfinalized. Although no specific deficiencies
werenoted in the observed activities, industrial hygiene
monitoring of protectiveforcetraining activitiesat both
indoor and outdoor firing ranges is becoming a more
specialized discipline, new weapon systems are being
introduced more frequently, and training requirements
areincreasing. Anindustrial hygiene position that has
training specific to firing range/weapons safety and
access to more modern sampling equipment could
enhance the effectiveness of the current industrial
hygiene monitoring process.

Independent Oversight observed a semi-annual
specialty firearms qualification class for the M-60
machine gun and MK-46 machinegun. Theclassroom
safety briefingswere comprehensive and followed the
lesson plansfor thisclass. The students were attentive
and were asked to participate in the class by reading
the general safety rules for al range activities. The
HIMP for firing-range activities was referenced to
emphasize the current training conditions, such ascold
weather, that were expected that evening. A briefing
was conducted for each specific weapon by the
instructors at the range before the live-fire exercise;
the briefing appropriately emphasized the safety
features of the weapon and reviewed the conduct of




gualificationtraining. All safety equipment, including
PPE, was reviewed in the briefing and checked by the
instructors. Emergency medical kits and redundant
communication equipment were avail able at the ranges
and were specified as required in the training safety
documentation. The required instructor/student ratio
was accurately defined in the qualification live-fire
training documentation.

Summary

LASO, LANL, and PTLA security personnel are
acutely aware of the importance of a strong safety
interface for protective force training. PTLA safety
documentation is extensive and consistent with DOE
Firearms Safety Standards. LASO and LANL security
specialistsinteract with PTLA onadaily basisand are
aware of the numerous safety requirements necessary
for effective and safe protective force training. Fire
range instructors are experienced and are certified as
required by the DOE standard. Although no specific
safety deficiencies were noted during the observed
activities, the LANL/PTLA concept for dedicated
industrial hygiene support for protectiveforcetraining
environments could addressthe increasingly stringent
requirementsfor industrial hygieneat live-fireranges.

F.2.5 Nuclear Facility Safety System
Oversight

Independent Oversight selected SSO as a focus
area because DOE requirements in this area are
relatively new and previous Independent Oversight
inspection resultsindicate that anumber of deficiencies
in safety systems could be corrected and prevented by
an effective SSO program. To assess this area,
Independent Oversight interviewed LASO and LANL
personnel, reviewed various documents and
procedures, and examined training and qualifications.
Independent Oversight also evaluated LANL's self-
assessment of nuclear facility safety system and the
cognizant system engineer (CSE) program.
Independent Oversight’s review of the LASO and
LANL programs focused on their implementation at
Technical Area (TA)-55.

Assessments
The LANL Nuclear Safety Executive Board

(NSEB) provides an appropriate mechanism for
ensuring that LANL management is aware of and
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addresses nuclear facility problems. The NSEB hasa
clearly defined role to strengthen LANL's safety
posture by elevating nuclear safety issues to the
attention of senior management and to ensure that
institutional issues and their associated corrective
actions are appropriately identified and closed. The
extensive information presented to the Board consists
of Price-Anderson AmendmentsAct activities, nuclear
safety status (including readiness status), management
assessments, Occurrence Reporting and Processing
System (ORPS), safety basisissues, criticality safety,
reactor safety, training and qualification, and Defense
Nuclear Facilities Safety Board issues. The NSEB
reviews the information and assigns actions, which
generally are appropriate to address the issue. For
example, severd criticality deficiencieswererecently
identified and documented by ORPS reports from
various LANL nuclear facilities. The various
responsible divisions had been considering actions
separately for their specific facilities, but the criticality
issue was presented to the NSEB, and a consolidated
path forward was formulated. The actions included
requesting NNSA Headquartersto perform athorough
criticality safety review of thevariousnuclear facilities
to determine the contributing factors and root causes
for the recent deficiencies; this review was started in
late October 2005.

Although an effective process, the NSEB’sroleis
primarily toreact to deficienciesidentified in operations
of LANL nuclear facilities. The NSEB is not
responsiblefor ensuring that LANL performsproactive
and effective assessments and reviews at LANL
nuclear facilities. Although an LIR on self-assessment
isin effect, the NSEB does not receive or review any
assessment plans from the individual divisions
responsible for nuclear safety. As a result, on an
institutional level, nuclear saf ety assurancereviewsare
not systematically planned and conducted to ensure
that key nuclear safety topical areas are reviewed on
aregular basis.

TheLIR on self-assessments assignsresponsibility
to the functional managers for safety basis to assess
performance in the safety basisarea. The safety basis
functional managers track the number of technical
safety requirement (TSR) violations, but otherwisethey
have not adequately assessed safety basis quality or
performance. LANL has not provided resources to
perform safety basis oversight, as evidenced by a
LANL assessment of functional manager performance
and Independent Oversight interviewswith functional
managers. Because of the LANL assessment and other




feedback, LANL management isawarethat functional
managersare providing limited reviews of safety basis
performance.

Asdiscussedin Section 1 and Appendix D, LANL
stood down operationsin 2004 and performed extensive
management self-assessments (MSAS) as part of its
resumption effort. The M SAsincluded specificreview
criteriathat focused on nuclear safety functional areas,
such as training and qualification, configuration
management, and authorization basis. For TA-55,
several findings and significant observations were
identified in the MSAsin these areas. Asexamples of
the many significant deficiencies that the MSAs
identified, the Operations Center training program did
not meet the rigor required by DOE Order 5480.20A;
therewere no defined maintenance programsfor many
facility infrastructure and mission-critical systems; the
Nuclear Materials Technology Division (NMT) did not
have a division-wide program for configuration
management; and NMT-AP-001 did not provide a
mechanismfor reviewing al procedure changesthrough
the unreviewed safety question (USQ) process. TA-
55 is in the process of developing a consolidated
corrective action plan to addressthese and other known
deficiencies. The processimprovementsprimarily focus
on devel oping documents, modifications, and process
changes; scheduling and releasing work/documents;
applying quality systems and requirements;
implementing conduct of operations; managing
performance assurance activities, and updating training
and quadification. Thelntegrated Action Planfor TA-55
isin the early stages of design and planning.

LANL has conducted some reactive nuclear safety
reviews to identify the extent of weaknesses in the
USQ and TSR programs, following concernsby LA SO.
As discussed in the following paragraphs, LANL has
identified a number of deficiencies and is managing
corrective actions through the operational efficiency
program (seeAppendix D.2.1); however, improvements
at thedivision and activity level have been limited and
not timely.

LASO assessments and reviews have found
significant problemsin USQ implementation over the
last several years. In 2004, the LANL sponsored a
limited-scope USQ review, which was performed by
external contractors and found major deficiencies in
addressing interim conditionsin the USQ process; these
deficiencies were folded into the safety-basis
operational efficiency task area, and the responsible
divisionswere assigned responsibility for the necessary
corrective actions. During the 2004 stand-down, the
USQ procedure was revised and approved, and it

included the requirement to review interim conditions.
As aresult of continued USQ problems, a 2005 100
percent review of negative USQ determinations was
performed to determine whether any should have been
positiverather than negative. Theresultsare expected
to beincluded in lessons-learned training presented to
thoseinvolved with the USQ processin the near future.
Later in 2005, based on LASO'’s continuing to find
significant deficiencies with USQ implementation,
further reviewswere performed that assessed all USQ
processes, including applicability assessments,
screenings, and USQ determinations. LASO also
identified significant problemsin USQ implementation
at the Weapons Engineering Tritium Facility (WETF)
and in response, aLANL USQ review was conducted
at WETF from June to August 2005 to determine
whether USQ determinations adequately addressed
interim conditions (e.g., anegative USQ based on start
and end condition could be actually positive when
interim conditionsare considered). Although corrective
actionsfor USQ deficienciesare part of the operational
efficiency safety basis task area, Independent
Oversight’sreview of performancein TA-55 indicates
that corrective actions have not been effectively
developed or implemented by thedivisions.

A similar concern applies to TSRs. LANL
sponsored areview of TSRsin 2004 before the stand-
down. The deficiencies from this review became a
part of the operational efficiency safety basistask area,
and corrective actionswere assigned to theresponsible
divisions. In June 2005, a safety basis review
conducted by Audit and Assessmentsto evaluate TSR
implementation identified significant deficiencies in
many of the LANL nuclear facilities; however, the
responsibledivisions have not yet devel oped corrective
actions. Based onsignificant deficienciesin TSRsfound
by LASO, areactive TSR validation review will start
in the next few months to provide feedback to the
operational efficiency safety basis task on TSR
implementation.

TheLANL LIRrequiresdivisions, including NMT,
to perform regular MSAs of its nuclear facilities. For
TA-55, the MSA program is in development, and no
assessments were performed in 2005.

Furthermore, in many cases, NMT system
engineers did not enter corrective action processes
when discrepancies were identified in their systems,
and they demonstrated limited knowledge of the
existence of any such processes. Independent
Oversight identified numerous examples of previously
known and newly found system discrepanciesthat were
not entered into any corrective action process, and
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therefore were not subject to a formal process to
manage, provide appropriate resources, and track their
correctioninacontrolled manner, including thefollowing:

*  Thelndependent Oversight team identified theloss
of safety-class pressure boundary confinement with
the discovery of open bypass valves on a number
of safety-class Zone 1 and Zone 2 HEPA filter
plenums. In addition to not entering the PISA
process, the system engineers did not enter any
corrective action processfor thisdiscrepancy (and
did not exhibit any understanding of the need to
enter such a process), and ho corrective actions
were taken for almost two weeks following
identification of the problem. Theonly actionstaken
were to report the problem to the plant operators.
No non-conformance report, PISA, or documented
extent-of-condition evaluationswereinitiated until
they were explicitly asked about it by the
Independent Oversight team.

» Safety-significant fire suppression piping above a
laboratory ceiling that isnot seismically supported
is a longstanding, known deficiency that has not
been properly addressed.

e Laboratory areaswith insufficient fire suppression
water pressure to meet the spray density required
of an Ordinary Hazard Group 2 facility isanother
longstanding, known deficiency that has not been
properly addressed.

TA-55 recently chartered an Issues Management
CorrectiveAction Board to track openissues. It meets
weekly to discuss new issues and to update the status
of openissues. Currently, the issues listed above are
not being tracked by the Board. LANL has recently
issued a Vital Safety System Technical Baseline
Reconciliation Plan that estimates the costs for TA-55
to develop/revise system design descriptions, drawings,
and procedures.

The deficiencies discussed above reflect the
broader deficiencies in assessments and corrective
action management as discussed in Appendix D and
Findings #12 and #13. However, they also indicated
theNMT has not adequately defined and implemented
an integrated approach to nuclear safety assessments
and corrective actions for TA-55 that ensures
assessments are coordinated and comprehensive, that
deficiencies identified through assessments are
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evaluated and prioritized, and that resources are applied
to ensureresolution in atimely manner.

Finding#25. LANL/NMT hasnot sufficiently defined
and implemented an integrated approach to nuclear
safety assessments and corrective actions that ensures
that line management adequately addresses and
resolves deficiencies in nuclear safety systems in a
timely manner.

Cognizant System Engineering Program

LANL has made progress on developing a CSE
program, which isa DOE Order 420.1A requirement.
A formal CSE qualification process has been established
and is supported by qualification cards that address
core, position-specific, and system-specific
gualifications. The courses supporting the CSE
gualification cards have been developed and attended
by the cadre of CSEs. A continuing training program
has started to ensure that CSEs continue to learn and
improve their proficiency. In addition, alist of vita
safety systems has been established, and each system
has been assigned to one or more CSEs. LANL has
not yet conducted any CSE system assessments but is
expected to start them during the second quarter of
FY 2006. To date, some assessments have been
performed on the post-maintenance testing process.

For the TA-55 systems reviewed by Independent
Oversight during thisinspection, the ventilation and fire
suppression CSEs have good educational and
experience backgrounds to perform the duties of a
system engineer. During the review, the CSEs
demonstrated that they were generally technically
knowledgeable, capable, and well qualified in their
respective disciplines. They have completed the three
CSE qualification cards and have passed a required
oral exam on their assigned systems to demonstrate
compl etion of the necessary training on proceduresand
processes pertinent to their responsibilities.

In addition to corrective action management
weaknesses discussed above, several other
weaknesses were noted in the implementation of the
CSE program at TA-55. Currently, the CSEs lack an
assigned program manager. Also, they were
significantly lackingintheir detailed technical knowledge
of their respective systems’ designs, the authorization
bases, and the supporting basesfor these systems. This
lack was attributable to several causes, including : (1)
CSE training not addressing detailed, system-specific
technical training, which was assumed could be




absorbed on the job; (2) the difficulty in locating and
obtaining many of the documents that contain details
about systems; (3) the broad spectrum of responsibilities
into which system engineers were thrust before they
had sufficient opportunity to research such technical
details; (4) management’s tendency to
compartmentalize responsibilities, which inhibited the
system engineers from gaining in-depth understanding
and ownership of the systems authorization bases; and
(5) the short time that the CSEs have been assigned to
these systems. TA-55 management is aware of these
deficiencies and has started to review these problems
with the Engineer Division, which is responsible for
the CSE program. Appendix E provides more detail
about the deficiencies in the systems and the supporting
processes.

Finding #26. LANL has not fully instituted an
effective cognizant system engineer program at TA-
55 that ensures that system engineers are fully
knowledgeable about the technical details/bases of their
systems, including the authorization bases, interaction
with supporting control systems, technical manuals, and
associated system performance criteria and supporting
calculations.

Summary

The nuclear safety components of the LANL
contractor assurance program have been reactive and
not effective or timely in driving needed corrective
actions. Further, the CSE program has not been
effectively implemented at TA-55: leadership positions
are vacant, system-specific technical training is not
provided, system engineers are not knowledgeable of
the technical detail of their systems, and the
compartmentalization of responsibilities that exists in
the organizations has inhibited the sense of overall
system ownership by the system engineers that is vital
to the program’s success. These are other examples
of deficiencies in the overall LANL feedback and
improvement program (see Appendix D) and contribute
to the significant deficiencies observed in safety systems
(see Appendix D).

F.3 Conclusions

LASO and LANL have devoted appropriate
attention and resources to implementing the EMS and

CBDPP, and these programs are generally
comprehensive and effective. Similarly, LASO, LANL,
and PTLA have devoted significant attention to the
safety of protective force training activities and have
implemented generally effective measures in this area.
LANL has also established appropriate qualifications
and procedures for hoisting and rigging activities,
although LASO and LANL have not ensured that the
contractual requirements are current and accurately
flow down to the working level. Although a few
implementation weaknesses warrant continued
attention, LASO and LANL have devoted appropriate
resources and management attention to these areas
and have generally adequate programs in place.
However, in the area of SSO, LANL is not effectively
implementing the nuclear safety system components
of its contractor assurance system, and its cognizant
engineer program is not fully and effectively
implemented.

F.4 Opportunities for
Improvement

This Independent Oversight inspection identified
the following opportunities for improvement. These
potential enhancements are not intended to be
prescriptive or mandatory. Rather, they are offered to
the site to be reviewed and evaluated by the responsible
line management, and accepted, rejected, or modified
as appropriate, in accordance with site-specific program
objectives and priorities.

LANL — Environmental Program

1. Continue to develop ways to increase the
effectiveness of the EMS and P2 programs.
Specific actions to consider include:

* Establish a means for P2 staff within
requesting organizations to review the Project
Requirement Identification Document for new
projects to determine whether there are
opportunities to apply pollution prevention
during the planning phase.

¢ Reconsider the decision not to issue a revised
ISMS description that incorporates EMS.
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LASO, LANL, and PTLA LANL — Contractor Assurance System for
Nuclear Safety Systems
1. LANL organizations should strive to take

advantage of ES& H subject matter experts 1. Consider expanding the role of the NSEB to

104

within their respective organizations and the
DOE complex to enhance self-assessments,
interpretation of exposure data, and
instrumentation used to monitor the safety
and health aspects of protectiveforcetraining.
Personnel responsible for safety and health in
protectiveforcetraining could :

* Occasionally utilize non-security ES& H
personnel to participate in the management
walk-around and self-assessment programs, as
guest speakersto stimulate routine protective
force training modules, or to add perspective
to the HIMP process and documentation.

* Engage LASO and LANL ES&H/subject
matter expertsto assist in an evaluation of the
PTLA/industrial hygiene monitoring program
toincludeareview of instrumentation used by
HSR-5, the need for a deployed industrial
hygiene support person, and areview of recent
methodol ogy used to measure pul se and impact
noise associated with firearms and explosive
devices used in protective force training
exercises.

LANL - CBDPP

1. Consider a sampling strategy that includes

machine shop equipment, such as mills, lathes,
and grinding and sanding machinery, that is
located in division machine shops throughout
the LANL complex and that was not included
in the legacy beryllium monitoring program.

LASO and LANL — Hoisting and Rigging

1. Consider establishing LASO and LANL

process “owners’ to ensurethat current DOE
requirements are reflected in contracts,
LANL requirements documents ar e accur ate,
and requirements flow down correctly to
activity-level procedures and training
materials.

include reviewing institutional and divisional
nuclear safety oversight plans and assessment
results.

Consider expanding the role of the program
manager for safety basis to establish and
implement an institutional nuclear safety
assessment program.

Consider charteringthe Audit and Assessment
Division to conduct a review of the nuclear
facility management self-assessment
programs. Following completion of the
review, develop and implement corrective
actions as required to improve the division-
level management self-assessment programs.

Ensure that corrective action management
processes are understood and used. Specific
actionsto consider include:

e Conduct training for all technical personnel in
thefacility onthe established corrective action
process.

e Enter al discrepancies identified during this
assessment and resulting from the activities
performed for the previous recommendation
into the process.

e Continue to use this process as required for
identifying corrective actions, assigning
responsibilities, and tracking, resolving, and
managing corrective actionsin thefacility.

LANL - CSE

1. For each assigned CSE, consider performing

a self-assessment of the current conditions
of the system with respect to configuration
management, implementation of codes and
standards, authorization basis requirements
and supporting calculations, maintenance
procedures, surveillance and testing




procedures, procurement, system design
descriptions, and other system requirements.
Based on the results, establish a gap analysis
and develop an improvement plan with
appropriate milestones to be implemented by
the assigned CSE and with additional staff as
necessary.

2. Consider revising the system-specific

qualification process to implement the needed
improvements that were identified by LANL.

Consider establishing regular meetings
between the facility CSEs and the Safety Basis
Group to discuss recent changes to the
authorization basis based on USQs, results of
TSR surveillance and testing, etc.
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Abbreviations Used in ThisReport (Continued)

Cc-sic C-DivisionActinide, Catalysisand Separations Chemistry
CYy Calendar Year

DARHT Dual-Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test Facility
DNFSB Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board

DOE U.S. Department of Energy

dp Differential Pressure

DSA Documented Safety Analysis

DX Dynamic Experimentation

EMS Environmental Management System

ES&H Environment, Safety, and Health

ESF Essential System Functionality

ESH LANL Environment, Safety, and Health Division
FCS Facility Control System

FHA FireHazardsAnalysis

FIRP Facility Infrastructure Revitalization Program
FMD Facility Management Division

FSAR Final Safety Analysis Report

FTE Full-Time Equivaent

FY Fiscal Year

HCP Hazard Control Plan

HEPA High Efficiency Particulate Air

HIMP Hazard I dentification and Mitigation Plan

HSR Health, Safety and Radiation Protection Division
HVAC Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning

IAB Institutional Assurance Board

ISM Integrated Safety Management

ISMS Integrated Safety Management System

ISO International Organization for Standardization
IWD Integrated Work Document

IWM Integrated Work Management

IWMC Integrated Work Management Committee

JHA Job HazardsAnalysis

JON Judgment of Need

LANL LosAlamos National Laboratory

LANSCE Los Alamos Neutron Scattering Science Center
LASO LosAlamos Site Office

LCAP Local CorrectiveAction Plan

LIG L aboratory |mplementation Guide

LIR Laboratory I mplementation Requirement

LPR Laboratory Performance Requirement

LRR Laboratory Readiness Review

ML Management Level

MRDP Medical Radioisotope Development Procedure
MSA Management Self-Assessment

MSDS Material Safety Data Sheet

(Continued on insideback cover)
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Abbreviations Used in This Report (Continued)

Management Safety Walk-Around
National Fire Protection Association
Nuclear Materials Technology

National Nuclear Security Administration
Nuclear Safety Executive Board
On-the-Job Training

Occupational Safety and Health Administration
Occurrence Reporting and Processing System
Pollution Prevention

Price-Anderson Amendments Act
Preliminary Hazards Assessment

Person in Charge

Potentially Inadequate Safety Analysis
Personal Protective Equipment

Protection Technology Los Alamos, Inc.
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Radiological Control Technician
Responsible Division Leader

Responsible Line Manager

Readiness in Technical Baseline Facilities
Radiation Work Permit

Subject Matter Expert

Standard Operating Procedure

Space Point of Contact

Structures, Systems, and Components
Safety System Oversight

Technical Area

Trichloroethylene

Threshold Limit Value

Total Recordable Case

Technical Safety Requirement

University of California

Underwriters Laboratory

Unreviewed Safety Question

Unreviewed Safety Question Determination
Work Breakdown Structure

Water Column

Weapons Engineering Tritium Facility
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