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Washington, DC 20585

Jun 2, 1998

.The Honorable John T. Conway
, Chairman,' "
DefenseNlicle~r Facilities::Saf~ty Board

.625 IndianaAvenue, N.W. '
Suite 700·
Washin~on~ D.C, "20004. .

......

. Dear Mi. Chairman:.
. --

The enclosed report-is forwarded in response to yo~rletterofpeceinber 5, 1997, requesting
. an evalu~tion ofproject management at. thepepartment ofEnergy (DOE) and the Los

Alamos National Laboratory (LANL). .' .

. . We hav~madesignificant impr~ve~entsin how we are ~anaging projects at LANL, but
there is still improvements yet to be made which the enclosed report reflects. You will note

.that Dr. Browne at LANL has taken positive steps to improve project management through.
organizational'changes and initiation of an external advisory board with considerabl~.project .
management experience. Because of the recent nature of these initiatives, LANL has not
fully implemented the changes, and a full assessment of)hem by both LAA'L and DOE will be
provided at a later date. In addition, an action plan on the activities we will be taking to
improve'project management will be provided. We expect to provide these in the July to
August 1998 tlmetTame.

In the coming months, we will keep your staff.fully· informed of our progress in making the
m:cessary improvements outlin~d in >the enclosed report. Your continued advice and
assistance in thi.sarea is welcomed. Should you have any questions, please contact me or
your staff may contact Mr. MichaelT.Mitchell at (301) 903 ..J085: '... ,~'" ~

Sincerely,

. / A1Yl'.'
V~;ii.'R~·

,'Assistant Secretary , '
'forDefense Programs

Enclosure

,cc w/EnClosure: '
M·. W.hitaker, S-3. I,
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Department ofEnergy (DOE) Report
Response to the Defense Nilcleor FlICilities Safety Board (DNFSB) Letter

ofDecember 5, 1997

DOE Response Purpose andSummary

This report is provided in response to the December S. 1997. letter from John T. Conway.
DNFSB Chairman, to Victor H. Reis. Assistant Secretary for Defense Programs (OP).
DOE. regarding DOE and Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) project management
ofthe Capability Maintenance and Improvement Project (CMIP).

The Department agrees with the DNFSB that there are several deficiencies and open
issues associated with project management ofthe CMIP. Furthermore, DOE and LANL
acknowledge that many ofthese issues are systemic to DOE and LANL project
management, and thus may affect several Stockpile Management (SM) projects. DOE is
committed to addressing the issues and correcting the deficiencies that impact both DOE's
and LANL's ability to effectively manage and execute projects.

The DOE has undertaken assessment activities to determine the root causes, corrective
actions, and implementation strategies required to fully establish and maintain an effective
construction project management program to ensure proper execution of the SM projects
at LANL. These efforts resulted in the formation ofthe Nuclear Construction Projects
Office (NCPO) within the Albuquerque Operations Office (AL). The NCPO was
established to provide a single DOE line management field organization to establish
required capabilities and operate under the basic principles cited below:

D Provide a focused, technically competent organization that is responsible, has
authority, and is accountable for safe and cost-effective execution ofLANL SM
projects and which is aligned with the SM program office to assure integration of
program, project, and safety requirements throughout the project life-cycle.

D Ensure all work is performed in accordance with Integrated Safety Management
Principles.

D Ensure roles, responsibilities, and interfaces are clear and well defined. and a clear
chain ofauthority exists and decision makers are accountable.

D Ensure required formality, rigor. and integration ofproject and operational needs is
implemented t'? safely execute projects with ongoing nuclear operations.

D Establish and maintain a clearly understood, efficient, and documented project
management system. Effectively transition from the requirements outlined in DOE
Order 4700.1 to the performance based DOE Order 430.1 assuring that DOE
contractual and project requirements are clearly documented and implemented.

D Ensure that project management performance is Connally evaluated and improvements
are implemented as required.

The NCPO is in place, completing required staffing, and already implementing many ofthe
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actions required to meet the DOE objectives incorporating the aforementioned principles.
However, the actions required to meet these objectives are in varying stages of
development and im.plementation, and it is recognized that a continued and concerte~

DOE and LANL effort is required. To support this, the ongoing and planned DOE
corrective actions. are being captured in an NCPO Action Plan (AP) that is still under
development. The AP will be formally tracked and managed by NCPO to complete
required actions, some of which are summarized in this report: The high level roll-up
activities that constitute the current NCPO draft AP are depicted as activities A-I.I
through A-6.I in the draft AP summary provided in Table 1.

LANL has also already instituted some corrective actions to support improved execution
of the SM projects. In addition, LANL has very recently initiated organizational changes
and assessment activities that are designed to further strengthen LANL's institutional
approach to project management. LANL has not completely developed or detailed these
efforts for DOE review; and therefore, DOE is unable to fully evaluate the actions being
implemented, potential actions resulting from ongoing assessments, or their effectiveness
in addressing LANL project management deficiencies.

While these corrective actions are being implemented' and assessment actions are ongoing,
DP, NCPO, and LANL are employing a deliberate, incremental approach to the SM
Construction Program activities at LANL. DOE and LANL readiness to initiate and
complete project activities is evaluated and verified at each phase ofa given project before

. follow-on work is authorized. This ensures that appropriate project management
infrastructure is in place and implemented to support any project work authorized. These
activities primarily consist of mutual DOE and LANL development of firm project
baselines. This allows continued development and advancement of the SM projects at
LANL to support critical safety and program obj~ctives in a controJIed manner.

Therefore, this report, as requested by the DNFSB letter, provides the methodology,
status, and results of the DOE evaluation of the capability of the current CMIP program
management at both DOE and LANL. Additionally, it describes the DOE and LANL
actions to achieve overall improvements in the SM construction program at LANL with
emphasis and detail placed on the four specific areas cited by the DNFSB. Two key
efforts; (1) the NCPO AP, and (2) the results of the LANL reorganization, assessments,
and subsequent DOE evaluation, represent work in progress, and could not be fully
detailed in this report. The DOE and LANL are committed to completing these actions
and they will be the subject of follow-on discussion and submittals to the DNFSB after
they have reached appropriate levels ofcompletion
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Report Development andFormat

The DOE has several ongoing efforts to improve project management which range from
agency wide initiatives to project specific corrective action plans. Similarly. LANL has
various project management assessment and improvement efforts underway. As such, and
to meet the aforementioned report objectives. this report was developed and formatted as
described below.

The report first provides a discussion ofthe DOE Evaluation and Action Plan that outlines
the DOE actions that have been completed. are ongoing. or planned to improve pr~ject

management for SM projects at LANL. As such, the actions described in this section
apply not only to the CMIP. b~t also to other SM projects that have experienced. problems
and/or are critical to meeting SM missions at LANL. It is recognized that some issues

. require or involve LANL-wide actions. but the emphasis ofthe AP and this report is
clearly placed on the SM projects. These actions are presented in the·draft AP summary in
Table 1.

The DOE Evaluation and Action Plan discussion is followed by eight attachments.
Attachments 1 through 4 contain more detailed responses corresponding to how.DOE is
addressing the following four focus areas cited by the DNFSB: .

o Provide more focused. structured organizations augmented with personnel well
experienced in the design and construction ofmajor. complex, hazardous projects.

o Develop appropriate project management controls for CMIP per DOE Order 430.1 or
equivalent.

o Develop safety design criteria before preliminary design begins.
o Develop a systematic life-cycle analysis fully considering health, safety. and

environmental requirements. as well as mission needs.

Each ofthe above attachments discusses the issues. status. and the associated action plans
and schedules to address the deficiencies identified by the DNFSB and DOE. .

Attachment 5 contains a draft NCPO Program Management Plan (pMP) which is currently
being developed to document how DOE will manage SM projects at LANL. This
document is the key tool by which DOE will document organizational roles and
responsibilities. describe interfaces within DOE and between DOE and external entities.
and establish and maintain project management systems to control the projects and
measure DOE and LANL performance.

To fully assess project management at LANL. NCPO issued a March 20. 1998.
memorandum requesting LANL answer a series ofquestions regarding LANL program
management capabilities. LANL submitted a response that due to ongoing organizational
changes, project evaluations, and management assessments precluded a complete and
detailed response. Because ofthese factors, a fully detailed DOE evaluation ofLANL
project management capabilities, incorporating the results of the ongoing LANL



initiatives, could not be completed to support a June S, 1998 DOE submittal date.
Therefore, after a preliminary evaluation, DOE requested that LANL revise their submittal
to incorporate changes to organizations responsible for SM projects, and the results of
LANL project management assessments to support a full DOE evaluation. Attachment 6
provides: (1) a briefdiscussion ofthe current LANL organization(s) responsible for SM.
construction projects, (2) a summary ofthe ongoing LANL initiatives, (3) I description of
the upcoming DOE evaluation, and (4) the associAted NCPO and LANL correspondence
and supporting documentation.

Attachment 7 provides I summary ofthe process, findings, conclusions, and
recommendations ofthe DOE Chemistry and Metallurgy Research (CMR) Facility
Upgrades Project Assessment. This assessment is key in that it initiated many ofthe
actions to address project management issues within DOE and LANL.

Attachment 8 is the draft Integrated Review Plan (IRP) for Conceptual Design Reports for
SM projects at LANL. This document was the review plan cited by the DNFSB letter,
which was originally developed for the review ofthe CMIP.Enhanced Conceptual Design
Report in October 1997. However, with the delay ofthe start ofth~ CMIP project until
FY 2001, it was modified and reissued as a foundation document outlining the basic
approach and processes that will be employed with a tailored and/or graded approach for
all LANL SM project design reviews.
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DOE Evalll.atiolt IUIdActiolt PlIUI

Introduction

The DOE has a combination ofactivities completed, ongoing, or planned to identify and
address DOE and LANL deficiencies within the project and program management ofthe
SM construction projects at LANL. These activities have been developed incrementally as
the deficiencies and associated corrective actions have been identified. Furthermore. these
activities have expanded from a collection ofproject specific actions to a comprehensive
approach aimed at addressing issues affecting the overall SM construction program at
LANL. The ultimate goal ofthese activities is to establish and maintain a management
system with the required decision authority. resources. systems. etc.• to effectively execute
the SM construction program at LANL.

As more ofthese activities have been completed, initiated, or pla,nned. they have coalesced
into a set ofactions, from compensatory measures to long-term solutions, that will be
managed to completion within the NCPO AP. The purpoSe ofthe AP is to capture,
define, document, integrate, implement. and measure performance against the actions
required to meet the aforementioned goal. The DOE has not completed all evaluation
efforts, nor fully developed the AP~ however, the draft AP will be completed shortly, and
act as a key management tool and roadmap to ensure completion ofthe corrective actions.
The discussion that follows provides an outline and status ofthe primary evaluation
activities, the subsequent results, and the associated high level corrective actions and
schedules within the AP.

Background andDOE Evaluation Summary

Over the last several years, problems have arisen with 'the several DOE projects,
particularly at LANL. Several of these have been documented by the DOE and/or were
the subject ofreports from the external entities such as the Office ofthe Inspector
General, DNFSB, etc. The issues that plagued both DOE and LANL project management
became extremely evident with the CMR Facility Upgrades project which eventually
resulted in the project's suspension on April 21. 1997. The DOE, Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Military Application and Stockpile Management (DASMASM). requested
that the AL conduct an assessment ofthe CMR Upgrades to determine the root causes
behind the poor project performance and develop and implement the necessary corrective
actions.

The assessment was conducted during the latter halfof 1997. by DOE personnel
representing the cognizant program and project organizations at Headquarters (HQ). AL.
and the Los Alamos Area Office (LAAO). The basic conclusions ofthe assessment were
the following: .

o CMR Upgrades shortcomings were the. result ofa broad systemic breakdown of
fundamental project management and engineering practices. Many ofthe root causes
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ofthese failures were institutional and have been observed in varying degrees with
other LANL projects.

o The practices and institutional issues which led to the shortcomings were ofa
recurring nature, had been documented several times, and solutions previously
developed were superficial and ineffective.

These conclusions are borne out by the fact that many ofthe issues and deficiencies
analyzed by the assessment team were the same as those identified nearly three years
earlier by the DNFSB as documented in their correspondence dated November 25. 1994.

Excerpts of the presentations describing the process, findings, conClusions, and
recommendations ofthe DOE CMR Upgrades Project Assessment which were briefed to
DOE and LANL senior management from June through August 1997, are provided in
Attachment 7. The DOE findings were substantiated in large part by LANL internal
assessments.

The CMR Assessment coincided with DOE and LANL technical and/or decision reviews
ofthe CMIP and the Nuclear Materials Storage FaciJity Renovation (NMSFR) project .
which surfaced similar issues. Furthermore. the 1997 DNFSB reviews ofDOE and LANL
project management noted systemic deficiencies which resulted in the December 5, 1997,
letter and this response. Based on the similarities and the fundamental and institutional
nature of the identified deficiencies, DP and AL senior management determined that
broader action needed to be taken. As a result, Headquarters, AL. and LAAO program
and project personnel were tasked to develop and implement an action plan to address
project management deficiencies within DOE and LANL for not just the CMR, but for a
specific set of SM projects at LANL. These projects include CMIP, CMR, NMSFR, the
Nuclear Materials Safeguards and Security Upgrades ~roject (NMSSUP) and the
Technical Area-55 Fire Water Loop (FWL) Replacement Project.

The subsequent DOE evaluations ofthe SM construction program and their cumulative
results validated the conclusions ofthe CMR Assessment by identifying deficiencies in the
following major areas:

1. DOE and LANL project management organizational structure, personnel and
resources were inadequate to effectively execute the SM construction program at
LANL. .

2. DOE and LANL project management systems in many cases did not contain, and were
not being implemented with, the formality and rigor commensurate with the
complexity and hazardous nature ofthe nuclear construction projects involved.

3. DOE and LANL did not effectively ensure the integration ofprogram, project, and
safety functions within project development, review, and decision processes.

4. DOE and LANL have institutional issues that hamper the abilities ofboth
organizations to execute a single. clear. effective. and consistent approach to project
management.

S. Previous DOE and LANL attempts to address these issues have resulted in corrective
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actions that have not been consistently developed or implemented on a comprehensive
basis.

6. DOE and LANL senior management mandates and attention have not always existed
or been maintained which has often led to corrective actions that were not
appropriately tracked; completed, or evaluated for effectiveness.

Action Plan Summary

Based on the aforementioned series ofinternal and external observations and assessments,
a number ofcorrective actions were undertaken. Many were initiated at the time that
assessment results and recommendations were provided to and accepted by DOE
management eventually culminating in the comprehensive approach being developed
within the AP. The AP, when completed, will establish the capabilities required to meet
the DOE program and project management objectives previously discussed. What fonows
is a summary discussion ofthe corrective actions driven by the deficiencies which are
directly attnbutable to one or more ofthe six primary areas previously noted. Because
much overlap exists, additional discussion is provided where necessary to establish what
specific deficiencies are addressed by each set ofcorrective actions. It shoUld be
understood that the draft AP is not complete and does not yet funy address all required .
actions identified pending the results ofthe LANL self assessment and subsequent DOE
evaluation. A final AP will be prepared which will encompass all actions developed as a
result these evaluations.

J. DOE and LANL project management organizational structure, personnel and
resources were inadequate to effectively execute the SM construction program at
LANL.

o DOE has established the NCPO at AL to provide management and oversight of the
8M construction program at LANL. The NCPO program manager represents the
single responsible management official for project direction between Defense
Programs and LANL. NCPO is responsible for integrating the three key functional
elements ofprogram, project, and·safety to successfuUy execute SM projects at
LANL. To accomplish this, the NCPO has a staffconsisting offour functional
areas ofintegrated safety management, project engineering; project execution
oversight, and technical support. The LAAO project personnel responsible for
day-ta-day on-site oversight ofthe 8M projects now report to the NCPO program
manager. The DOE organizational roles and responsibilities are fully documented
in the NCPO PMP.

o DOE has completed several NCPO staffing actions to provide the project
management personnel with appropriate levels ofexperience and expertise in
nuclear construction. Although these actions h8ve already increased the quality
and quantity of the federal staff supporting the SM projects, AL and LAAO are
completing further staffing actions to fW1y complement the NCPO management
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functions. Additionally, DOE is evaluating NCPO needs for external expertise to
serve in teclu)icaJ and management assessments, peer revieW activities, etc. I

The DOE organization and staffing actions are detailed in Attachment J. The NCPO PMP
is presented in Attachment 5.

2. DOE andLANL project management systems in many cases did not contain, and
were not being implementedwith the formality and rigor commensurate with the
complexity and hazardous nature ofthe nuclear construction projects involved

o DOE is reviewing the contraetual mechanisms and formal agreements required to
adequately convey DOE exPectations to LANL, measure LANL performance, and
establish clear responsibility and accountability for project execution ~thin the
DOE and LANL. Currently, the contract between DOE and the University of
California (VC) does not sufficiently establish or address project management
requirements. The NCPO is utilizing the project authorization system as the near­
term formal process by which DOE expectations and requirements are met prior to
authorization and funding ofLANL project activities. All authorizations require
approval of the NCPO program manager. DOE efforts are underway to develop
contractual language to effectively implement DOE Order 430.1, Life Cycle Asset
Management (LCAM). Additionally, DOE is evaluating and determining the best
means by which formal, yet non-contractual, agreements can be established and
maintained between DOE and LANL on a program-wide, or project specific basis.
This approach will allow an umbrella process to be established to convey DOE
expectations and requirements on a LANL-wide basis, yet provide a mechanism
for implementing additional requirements where project performance, complexity,
etc., warrants.

o The NCPO PMP is currently being developed to document how DOE will manage
SM projects at LANL as a single program. The PMP will document
'organizational roles and responsibilities, describe interfaces within DOE and
between DOE and external entities, and establish and maintain project management
systems to control the projects and measure DOE and LANL performance.
Additionally, Project Execution Plans (pEPs) for each LANL SM project are being
revised/developed and maintained to incorporate the new organizational and
project management systems and processes and document baselines on a project
specific basis.

o DOE has improvement efforts underway on several key project management
systems. The improvements fall into three basis categories: strengthening current
systems already in use, developing new systems or processes where required, and
enforcing strict DOE andLANL adherence to all project management
requirements. These efforts are focusing on the following areas: work
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learned, program and project direction, funds management, action tracking, .
validation, on-site oversight functions, status reviews, technical reviews, and
delegation and decision processes.

The DOE project management system improvement initiativ~s, LCAM ~plementation,

and DOE/UC contractual efforts are discussed in more detail in Attachment 2. The NCPO
PMP is presented in Attachment 5.

3. DOE andLA.NL did not effectively ensure the integration ofprogram, project, and
safetyfunctions within project development, review, anddecision processes. .

. 0 DOE is evaluating the processes by which 8M project baselines are developed.
DOE recognizes that many ofthe problems that arose within the 8M projects were
a direct result ofinadequate up front development ofproject technical baselines.
In many cases, technical baselines were not tied directly to clear mission and/or
functional and operating requirements. Condition assessments and as-built
drawings were not developed in advance ofdesign work or commensurate with the
age and condition ofthe facilities to be modified, and the inadequate nature oftheir
configuration management program(s). Additionally, proper hazaJ:d analyses were
not performed with regard to both the final configuration of systems and facilities
and the associated authorization bases, nor the methods by which work would be
accomplished within operating nuclear facilities. To address these issues DOE has
required that certain development work be completed prior to initiation ofTitle I
Design. Project technical baselines are being reanalyzed for many ofthe projects
to modify them as needed and clearly define the tie to tangible requirements.

o DOE is also evaluating the processes by which technical baselines are documented,
controlled, and utilized to procure and define Architect-Engineer (AE) design
services. This is particularly acute in defining nuclear safety design requirements
which derive from facility hazards. In many cases, requirements could not be
traced from mission to functional and operating requirements through hazard
analysis and conceptual design into controlled baseline documents used to task the
AE and eventual incorporation into preliminary and final designs. The processes
and procedures that LANL used, and that DOE employed to review these
activities were not well defined or consistently applied. Having well defined
processes and procedures is particularly urgent as DOE transitions to a more
performance based approach in DOE Orders. NCPO has just initiated a
"benchmarking" effort to review available processes and procedures currently in
use at other DOE sites, and ifavailable, throughout the nuclear industry, to ensure
that design requirements and criteria include a proper consideration ofhazard
analysis derived safety inputs. Once complete, the c~ges will be integrated into
the NCPO PMP, and LANL implementing procedures as necessary.

o DOE Headquarters, AL and LAAO jointly developed the IRP for Conceptual
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Design Reports for 8M projects at LANL, and NCPO issued it in draft on March
10, 1998. This review plan is an initial but important step in fonnalimtg the DOE
process for reviewing project documentation and ensuring that program, project,
and safety functions are fully considered and integrated into the DOE decision
process. It further serves to convey the DOE expectations to LANL regarding
project documentation and the development required to adequately define project
scope, cost, and schedule baselines. This review plan will serve as the foundation
for other review efforts, such as the NMSFR 300.10 Title I Design Review Plan
'currently being finalized.

The actions to improve technical baseline deVelopment by clearly tying it to mission
and operating requirements are provide in Attachment 4. The processes to
appropriately incorporate, review, trace, and control hazard and safety analysis results,
and code, standards and legal requirements through the design process is provided in
Attachment 3. The IRP is provided as Attachment 8.

4. DOE andLANL have institutional issues which can hamper the' abilities ofboth
organizations to execute a single, clear, effective, and consistent approach to project
management.

o DOE is working with LANL to ensure the use ofgood project management
principles and practices to support management to baselines within the Laboratory
research and development environment. DOE has recognized that LANL has in
many cases not emphasized or employed a disciplined appro~ch to project
management. This has affected the successful execution ofthe SM projects
through LANL's continued development of alternatives, inability to define
requirements and manage to established baselines.

o DOE has taken action to simplify its project management organization and
decision making structure, and is encouraging LANL to do likewise. Too often,
more traditional and simple organizational models and processes have been
unnecessarily convoluted and complicated within the LANL and DOE
bureaucracies. Rectifying this is critical beCause DOE and LANL comprise several
different organizations that can potentially have conflicting goals making the
decision making process onerous.

These issues are discussed in more detail in Attaehments J and 2 and will be a focus of
DOE's evaluation ofLANL's pending selfassessment as discussed in Attachment 6.

5. Previous DOE andLANL attempts to address these i$sues have resulted in co"ectiVe
actions that have not been consistently developed or implemented on a
comprehensive basis.
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6. DOE andLANL senior management mandates andattention have not always existed
or been maintainedwhich has often led to corrective actions that are not
appropriately tracked, completed, or evaluatedfor effectiveness.

o As previously descnbed, both the DOE and LANL undertook assessments to
identify root causes for and corrective actions to address the systemic project
management issues that resulted in the suspension ofthe CMR Upgrades. The
results of these assessments were briefed to ·both DOE and LANL senior
management and many ofthe initial corrective actions recommended were
accepted and aggressively initiated at that time. Further assessment activities
validated results, and reinforced the need to develop a comprehensive approach
which is now being develo~ and formalized in the draft AP.

o The DOE has mandated that a deliberate ~cremental approach to initiating,
restarting, or continuing SM project activities is warranted based on previous
performance. This approach is being prescribed across the SM construction
program. Work authorization and funding approvals will be provided on an
incremental basis whereby LANL will initially only be authorized to work on a few
tasks. After completion ofthese tasks, and verification ofperformance, LANL will
be authorized to begin follow-on work. As performance is proven, LANL will be
authorized to perform additional activities with an eventual ramp up to a full

. execution mode for all SM projects. This process allows the Laboratory and DOE
to continue to make progress toward completing critical facility modifications and
supporting mission requirements, but in a very methodical and deliberate manner
to ensure the effectiveness ofthe corrective measures implemented.

o Both DOE and LANL have increased senior management attention and direct
involvement in the area ofproject management at LANL. The LANL Director,
Dr. John Browne, in recent Congressional testimony acknowledged the systemic
LANL project management deficiencies and outlined LANL actions and
commitments to resolve these issues. Likewise, DOE mechanisms, such as the AP,
are being established to ensure senior management at LAAO, AL, and HQ are
continuously informed ofprogress to date against the actions required io correct
project management deficiencies.

These issues and resulting actions are addressed in more detail in Attachments 1, 2, 5, 6
and 7.

All required corrective actions will be managed within the AP. Actions will be developed
based on identified deficiencies and presented as recominendationS to DOE management
for prioritization and inclusion within the AP. Specific corrective actions, resources,
responsible parties, milestones and expected completion dates will be developed in detail,
approved by DOE management and subject to change control to ensure their completion
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and effectiveness in meeting DOE objectives. A summary matrix ofthe draft corrective
actions is provided in Table 1.

Conclusions

In summary, DOE agrees with the DNFSB observations in their letter dated December S,
1997. It is the position ofthe DOE that there have been, ind still are, deficiencies within
the DOE and LANL program management ofthe SM projects at LANL; however, real
improvements have been made in many areas where basic project management
infrastructure was either not in place or appropriately utilized within DOE and LANL.
Furthennore, DOE recognizes that additional improvements are necessary and that
management attention must be maintained to continue the processes outlined here. DOE
is committed to identifying deficiencies, addressing them through aggressive corrective
actions, and tracking the corrective actions through to completion in a fonnal and ordered
manner. The evaluation and action plan activities summarized here are undergoing
continued development and implementation, management attention and visibility is
consistent and high, and a concerted and aggressive approach to completing the required
actions to support successful execution ofthe SM projects is being maintained.



Response 10 DNFSB, December 5, 1997 Leiter

Table 1 .
Nuclear Construction Projects Office· Draft Action Plan Summary

Attachment - 1

## Activitv Title Status Resp. Ora. Next Milestone EC Date"
A-1.1 NCPO Staffing Actions Onaoina OTSPIlAAO ComDlete ES-5 Recruitment Aua-98
A-1.2 Evaluate NCPO Resources Ongoing NCPO Resource LoadlEvaluate NCPO vs Draft AP Aua-98

Attachment - 2

## Activity Title Status Resp. Ora. Next Milestone EC Date"
A-2.1 DOEJUC Contract Revision (Project Mat. Orders) Onaoina AUNCPOIlAAO Finalize Near Term Contract Revision Strateay Jul-98
A-2.2 Revise Project Execution Plans Ongoing NCPOILANL Revise NMSFR PEP Jul-98
A-2.3 NCPO Action Plan Onaoing NCPO Draft Action Plan Submittal to DOE Mat. Jul-98
A-2.4 Improve LAAO PEiO Proiect Assessment Function Onaoing NCPO DeveloD AssessmentlReport Format Jul-98

Attachment - 3, Activity Title Status ResD. Ora. Next Milestone EC Date"
A-3.1 NCPO "Benchmarking" Early Scoping NCPO Benchmarking Study Parameters Jul-98
A-3.2 DOEJUC Contract Revision (SafetY Orders) Ongoing AUNCPOIlAAO Finalize Near Term Contract Revision Strategy Aua-98
A-33 NCPO ISM Proiect Evaluations Pending NCPO Complete NMSFR ISM Plan Review Jun-98

Attachment· 4, Activitv Tille Status Resp. Ora. Next Milestone EC Date"
IA-4.1 CMR Upgrades Baseline Establishment Pending NCPOILANL ReliabilityUoarades Wor1<shoD Jul-98
A-4.2 TMSE Baseline Establishment Pending NCPO TMSE Fygg Activity Wor1<shop Jun-98
A-4.3 NMSF Baseline Establishment Pending NCPO 30 % Title I Desion Review Complete Jun-98
A-4.4 CMlp'Baseline Establishment Pending NCPO PreoareJRecommend Critical Decision 1 Oct-98
A-4.5 NMSSUP Baseline Establishment Pending NCPO PrepareJRecQmmend Critical Decision 2 Aug-98

Attachment - 5, Activity Title Status Resp. Ora. Next Milestone EC Date"
A-5.1 Comolete NCPO PMP Ongoing NCPO ComDlete Final Draft Review Jun-98
A-5.2 De ment NCPO Procedures Onaoina NCPO . ComDlete Review of PM Procedures for Aua-98

Next Milestone
LANL Submittal of Revised Res

Note 2 - A-1.1 through A-6.1 ActivIties are Recommellded RoII-up Actions that are being Detailed and PreSented to DOE Management for Approval for Inclusion In the NCPO Action Plan.
• EC Dates Shown are for Expected Completion of the Next Milestone



IIProvide morefocused, strIIctllred organiz,atiollS IUlgmenWI with personnel we1l I
experienced in the design and constrllction ofIfUIjor, complex, Iuwudollsproj«ts. "

The DOE recognizes that the organizational structure, per50Mel and resOurces have, in
BOme cases, not been effective in assuring successful exeCution ofthe SM construction
projects at LANL. To address this concern, DOE has taken actions to: 1) clarify,
streamline, and integrate the project, program and safety authorities and responsibilities
for LANL SM projects under one accountable DOE line management organization; and
2) increase the DOE staffing and technical resources available to support the execution of
the LANL SM projects. The following provides additional discussion regarding these
actions.

Clarify, streamline, and integrate the project, program and safety authorities and
responsibilitiesJor LANL SMprojects under one accountable DOE line management
organization

The DOE project management structure for SM projects at LANL has been reorganized
to simplify the lines ofcommunication and authority for all aspects ofthe project planning
and execution. The new structure consists ofthree organizational interfaces representing
DOE Headquarters, DOE Field and LANL each with clear and defined responsibilities to

. execute project management. This streamlined approach will ensure responsibility and
accountability for successful project implementation is maintained. This organizational
structure is fully discussed within the NCPO PMP, Attachment 5.

Key to this new organizational approach is the creation ofa dedicated DOE field projects
office, NCPO, which has the responsibility and accountability for'project execution for
LANL SM construction projects. The NCPO provides an integrated, seamless
organization which will manage interfaces between HQ, AL, LAAO, and LANL. The
NCPO also serves to ensure that safety is adequately integrated with all areas ofproject
design ~d construction. To accomplish this, the NCPO is comprised ofAL and LAAO
personnel organized into four functional areas: integrated safety management, project
engineering, project execution oversight, and technical support. The NCPO is developing
various processes/procedures (see Attachment 2 and 3) to effectively integrate and
-execute functional responsibilities. Additional discussion ofthese functional roles and
responsibilities are provided in the NCPO PMP.

The DOE will evaluate the effectiveness ofthis organizational structure through NCPO
performance metrics, and continued improvement efforts Will be implemented as
necessary.

Increase the DOE staffing and technical resOllTces available to support the NCPO and
effective execution ofthe LANL SMprojects

1



-----_ ... -

DOE acknowledges that project management personnel with the appropriate levels of
experience and expertise in nuclear facility design and construction are required. Prior to
the NCPO, the number ofDOE Field positions dedicated to the LANL SM projects was
limited (approximately four), with most ofthe positions located ,t the LAAO. Following
the creation ofthe NCPO, the DOE has more than doubled the number oftecbnical
professionals dedicated to these projects and is working aggressively to ensure unfilled
positions are a priority. Recruitment has (and continues) to receive DOE senior
management attention. The DOE criteria for these positions requires individuals with .
knowledge and experience in engineering, construction, project management and safety.
With the exception ofthe NCPO Program Manager (currently being filled by the Office of
Technology and Site Programs Deputy Assistant Manager) and a LAAO Project Officer
position, the NCPO is fully staffed. .

The NCPO has organized as indicated in the NCPO PMP, and is currently staffed by ten
technical professionals, which includes the LAAO Project Officer positions that are
integrated programmatically into the NCPO. The DOE will continue to evaluate the
NCPO's performance, organizational responsibilities and staffresources as the SM
projects progress to assure continued improvement from lessons learned.

In summary, the DOE agrees with the DNFSB that there haS been a need to refocus its.
project management structure for LANL SM projects and ensure adequate and technically
competent staff The actions discussed above have been taken to address these concerns.
With the creation ofthe NCPO, previously dispersed program, project, and safety
management functions are under one organization to provide a simple, responsive and
integrated organizational structure to manage stockpile management construction projects
at LANL. The NCPO now represents the single responsible organization for project
direction between DP and LANL. Moreover, the establishment ofthe NCPO has resulted
in an increase in the competence and quantity ofthe federal staff supporting the SM
projects at LANL. DOE will continue to evaluate the effectiveness ofthis organization to
successfully implement these SM projects at LANL and make adjustments as required.

A summary schedule for Attachment J actions is provided in Table 1.



Attacl11MIIt 2

"Develop approprillJe project IrUlnagement controls/or CMIPper DOE Order 4JO.1 or
~u;valent. "

The issues and deficiencies identified with the DOE project management system as applied
to the management and oversight of the LANL SM projects fall into two major areas: (1)
DOE establishment ofclear requirements through contractual mechanisms and fonnal
agreements with LANL, and (2) the adequacy, documentation, implementation and
adherence to the project management systems, processes and controls established. The
following discussion describes the current DOE issues in these two areas and associated
corrective actions.

DOE establishment ofclear requirements through contractual mechanisms andformal
agreements with LANL.

DOE recognizes that the contract between DOE and the UC does not sufficiently address
project management requirements. DOE acknowledges that project management
requirements should be incorporated into the contract between DOE and UCILANL.
These would include the basic DOE agency-wide policies and requirements regarding
program and project management such as DOE Orders 4700.1, Project Management
System, 430.1, LCAM, and 2200.6, Cost Accounting, and the Joint Program Office
Direction on Project Management (JPODPM), etc. These requirements will be established
within the DOEIUC.contract through direct incorporat.ion of the Orders or through the
addition ofcontraetuallanguage addressing the project management functional area
requirements which references the applicable Orders or PoliCy documents.

Other expectations must be established through formal agreements between the
responsible DOE and LANL management organizations. These would include additional
or more specific project management measures driven by DOE Headquarters, AL, NCPO,
or LAAO policies and requirements that are deemed necessary for the successful
management ofthe SM construction projects at LANL. Examples are LANL
requirements supporting implementation of the DOE project management systems,
processes, and procedures such as ·projectauthorization, vali~tion, status/technical
reviews, change control, etc. These requirements will be established through mechanisms
such as the NCPO PMP, project specific PEPs, and formal DOE direction memorandums.
These two sets ofprovisions are complimentary in that the contractual language will be
developed to support the enforcement. of the second tier formal agreements. Collectively,
these provisions"will adequately convey DOE expectations to LANL, establish clear

.responsibility and accountability within DOE and LANL for project execution, and
measure DOE and LANL performance using a graded approach commensurate with the
varied size, complexity, and hazardous nature ofthe·projects at LANL.

1



To establish these provisions DOE is undertaking a series ofactions descnbed below in
the two categories ofDOFJUC Contract Revisions and DOF/LANL Formal Agreements
on Project Management.

DOFJUC Contract Revisions

DOE is establishing a working group including DOE Headquarters, AL, and LAAO
representatives that will be tasked with implementing the near-term actions to address
project management within the DOFJUC contract as well as developing the contraetual
language for incorporation into the contract as the long-term solution. This group bas
conducted early scoping sessions, and the next steps will be to conduct discussions with
LANL and reach consensus on a final implementation strategy. The following describes
the actions that are in place now as compensatory measures, and those planned or
proposed to complete this task:

o The NCPO is utilizing the project authorization system as the near-term formal
process by which DOE expectations and requirements are met prior to authorization
and funding ofLANL project activities. All authorizations require approval of the
NCPO program manager. This action addresses the SM projects at LAN'L, the focus
of this report; other projects employ similar measures.

o DOE may request that certain DOE Orders canceled by the implementation ofLCAM
be reestablished within the DOE/UC contract. DOE understands that the Orders that
were deleted from the current contract should not have been canceled or deleted from
the contract before the provisions for full LCAM implementation had been established.
It is anticipated that at a minimum, DOE Order 4700.1 will be included in this action.
The DOE working group is currently in talks with LAN'L to determine the
ramifications ofthis action. It is believed that this will be a very near-term stop gap
measure as functional requirements contraetuallanguage is developed.

o DOE has developed a series ofdraft Functional Requirements Documents (FRDs) for
inclusion in the DOE/UC contract. These documents layout the basic DOE
requirements in many ofthe areas covered by Orders canceled by the implementation
ofLCAM such as project management, 1.ltilities, site planning, etc. The project
management FRO is based on LCAM and the JPODPM implementation requirements.
This document is currently being evaluated for adequacy. Additional requirements and
provisions supporting the aforementioned formal agreements are still beirlg
incorporated, and the document is being finalized into a format consistent with its
intended use as a contractually binding document. When incorporated, the FRO will
supersede the previously mentioned contract incorporation ofDOE Order 4700.1.

2
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o DOE is continuing to develop the draft DOE Order 430.1A which includes a
contractor requirements document. This order. which will be binding on contractor
elements. can then be incorporated within the DOElUC contract. The FRO will be
modified as required. but will be maintained within the contract. .

LANL has already d~veloped and begun full utilization ofthe Laboratory Implementation
Requirement and Guideline (LIRILIG) process for ConstJUction Project Management, and
other project management related areas. Therefore. complete coordination between the
outlined DOE efforts to contractually establish project management requirements and the
LANL LJR implementation is critical. DOE does not have review and approval authority
for LANL LIRs; however. the LANL LIRs are designed to meet both DOE and LANL
requirements. Therefore. any requirements that DOE introduces into the contract can
have an associated impact on the LANL-wide implementation ofthe LIRs. As such, each
step in resolving the DOElUC contract issue will be completed with the full understanding
and involvement ofDOE, LANL and UC to determine the ramifications of, and best
means to implement each action.

DOEILANL Formal Agreements on Project Management

DOE is evaluating and determining the best means by which formal, yet non-contractual,
agreements can be established and maintained between DOE and LANL on a program­
wide. or project specific basis. The following actions are completed, underway. or
planned to formally convey additional program and project management requirements:

o Project direction to LANL for the SM projects in question is now provided solely
through the NCPO program manager. Several clear directives have already been
provided to LANL conveying project management requirements in such areas
validation, project authorization, status/technical reviews, etc. Many ofthese
measures are described later in the project management systems discussion. This will
continue to be utilized as a means to establish both LANL SM construction program­
wide and project specific requirements.

o The NCPO PMP is currently being developed to document organizational roles and
responsibilities. describe interfaces within DOE and between DOE and external
entities. and establish and maintain project management systems to control the projects
and measure DOE and LANL performance. The draft PMP is provided as
Attachment 5. This document is critical to DOE and its absence is a clear deficiency
which must be remedied. Therefore. the NCPO bas placed high priority on its
completion. This document will clearly establish many DOE expectations and .
reference specific processes. procedures, etc., which will be employed to manage the
SM construction program at LANL. The PMP will be complemented on a project
specific basis by the PEPs. .
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o The PEPs for each LANL SM project are and will remain a critical formal agreement
document between LANL, NCPO, and Headquarters. Currently, the PEPs for the
NMSFR and CMR projects are being updated to incorporate the new organizational
and project management systems and processes. The PEPs for the NMSSUP, CMIP,
FWL, and the Transition Manufacturing &. Safety Equipment projects will be .
developed in a similar fashion. In the past, PEPs have in many cases not been
developed and updated properly and thus, emphasis on these documents must be
elevated and maintained. The PEPs are being developed or revised in accordance with
LCAM to document specific personnel and their associated responsibilities as well as
project scope, cost, and schedule baselines. The PEPs will require both NCPO and
LANL signature, with fina] approval authority resting with the DASMASM. The PEP
will tier offofthe PMP and.complement the program management system defined.

This approach, consisting ofboth contractual and formal agreement provisions, will allow
an umbrella process to be established to convey DOE expectations and requirements on a
LANL-wide basis, yet provide a viable means for implementing additional requirements
where project performance, complexity, etc., warrants. While emphasis in this discussion
has been placed on basic project management, it is understood that similar provisions are
needed in other areas which support project management such as safety. Some ofthese
efforts are described in Attachment 3. All ofthese actions are being developed for .
implementation on a comprehensive basis. The interdependencies arid the establishment of
a.systems approach to these actions is a challenge which will require a concerted and
continuous effort.

Adequacy, documentation, implementatipn andadherence to the project management
systems, processes and controls established

DOE has several agency-wide project management improvement efforts underway based
on issues that have arisen at several sites within the DOE complex, especially LANL.
Among these are activities associated with the Federal Manager's Financial IntegritY Act
(FMFIA) annual reporting, LCAM improvements and implementation, National Academy
ofEngineers (NAE) independent assessments, and Field Management's (FM) "Managing
to Baselines" initiatives. While these efforts exist and do impact LANL projects, they are
only briefly described here as the focus for this discussion is the NCPO management
improvements completed, ongoing, or planned relative to the SM Construction projects at
LANL.

The FMFIA requires annual reports within which DOE deficiencies or issues and
associated corrective actions are described. DOE has cited project management as a
deficiency area, and several commitments and corrective actions, some LANL specific, are
identified. DOE is transitioning from a compliance based to a performance based
approach to project management. The LCAM implementation has been problematic for
DOE especially at sites where contracts are not incentivised. The development ofthe
Good Practices Guides and the revised LCAM Order to include a contractor requirements
element is aiding field offices in the successful execution ofprojects within the LCAM
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approach. The fiscal year 1998 Congressional mandate for DOE to complete independent
assessments ofDOE projects and project management systems was a direct result of~r
project management within DOE and its contractors. The NAE has initiated ~s process
with planned assessments ofmany DOE projects including the NMSFR, CMR, and
NMSSUP projects. DOE will be reviewing the results of these assessment activities for
recommended corrective actions. The FM "Managing to Baselines" initiative includes
several federal acquisition improvement efforts. Key among these is the potential change
to when baselines would be established. This effort may resuh in project baselines being
established at the completion ofpreliminary design. It is believed that this will allow a
more complete development ot: and thus better adherence to project baselines.

The NCPO project management systems improvement initiatives faU into three basic
categories: strengthening current systems already in use, developing new systems or
processes where required, and enforcing strict DOE and LANL adherence to all project
management requirements. The goal is to have a well established, completely'documented
set ofproject management systems, processes, and controls available for DOE and LANL
personnel. These systems in some cases are not completely developed or consistently
implemented, and in most cases are not fully documented The NCPO has developed
improvements in the following areas: work authorization/control, project controls and
reporting, change control, lessons learned, program and project direction, funds
management, action tracking, validation, on-site oversight functions, status reviews,

. technical reviews, and delegation and decision processes. So~e ofthese efforts are
summarized below:

o The AL project authorization system has been strengthened by instituting a new
NCPO policy whereby project funding is only transferred to LANL with an approved
authorization. Furthermore, authorizations have been significantly reduced to very
specific and smaller increments ofwork. Authorizations are now more detailed and
specific to adequately describe the work to be performed and provide supporting
documentation of the funding required. The rigor and formality ofthe·NCPO
authorization request review and approval process has also been increased. LANL
work to be completed under a previous authorization is reviewed prior to any
authorization offollow-on work. All SM project authorizations are approved by the
NCPO program manager.

o DOE now controls SM project contingency funds. This has been established in the
near term through the implementation of the project authorization system. DOE will
establish and formalize the authorities, thresholds, and controls for all forms ofchange
control within the PEPs.

o DOE and LANL have established monthly informal and quarterly formal review
meetings for the SM construction projects. Decisions made and actions taken at these
meetings are documented in meeting minutes with distribution to LANL, LAAO, AL
and HQ. This allows for tracking ofLANL and DOE actions. .
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o DOE has undertaken several corrective actions which must be tracked to completion
and then evaluated for their effectiveness. As previously discussed, the NCPO AP will
be developed and utilized for this purpose. Each action will be assigned a lead,
associated resources, completion schedule, and employ a feedback or evaluation
process.

o The annual project validation process is being strengthened to include more detail on
project tasks and required funding, describe project issues and required actions, and
provide a fonnal review process supporting a NCPO program manager
recommendation to DASMASM for validation approval.

o LANL SM project reporting is being continually assessed by NCPO for detail.
accuracy, and timeliness. NCPO PE/O personnel at LAAO have recently been
charged with providing a written assessment ofthe LANL project. reports to
accompany the subsequent report distn"bution to AI. and HQ. When fully
implemented, the LAAO personnel will be responsible for ensuring technical adequacy
ofLANL work as well as verifying their perfonnance against the scope, cost, and
schedule baseline as depicted in the project reports. This verification will be
documented in their written assessments including the processeslmethQds used to
validate LANL perfonnance (e.g. physical walkdown to verify earned ~alue claimed).
The entire reporting process is being evaluated by LANL to determine where
improvements can be made. DOE is participating in this process improvement
activity. Additionally, the LAAO project personnel are evaluating the feasibility and
effectiveness ofhaving direct electronic access to the LANL project and financial
management systems.

o Formality, frequency and detail ofDOE project direction has been significantly
increased. Project direction to LANLhas been consolidated and is now provided
solely through the NCPO Program Manager. Conversely, for SM projects, LANL
responses, requests, documentation, etc., are currently directed from the LANL
Nuclear Materials and Stockpile Management - Nuclear Component Readiness
(NMSM-NCR) Program Manager to the NCPO Program Manager. This has resulted
in increased effectiveness ofcommunications between LANL and DOE as manifested
in clear and formally documented conveyance ofDOE expectations. These are the
formally established lines ofofficial project direction, and any changes in this policy
will require official DOE and LANL notification.

o DOE Headquarters, AI. and LAAO jointly developed the draft IRP for SM projects at
LANL, and NCPO issued it in draft on March 10, 1998. The IRP is provided as
Attachment 8 and is the foundation ofhow DOE will conduct all design reviews for
the SM projects at LANL.



o DOE has begun several initiatives to implement the principles ofIntegrate4 Safety
Management within the development and execution of SM projects. This includes
increasing the involvement ofthe AI. and LAAO facility operations/safety
organizations within the design and constnlction review' processes. These efforts are
more thoroughly descn1>ed in Attachment 3 and 4.

o DOE is developing a lessons learned gathering and transferal process. This has
already been established on aproject specific basis such as the 7 Inch Impact Tester
project completed at TA-55. DOcumentation oflessons learned needs to be improved;
however, processes for transferring lessons learned have been built into the DOE
review process within the IRP.

o The delegation and decision processes are being evaluated to provide the most·
responsive and accountable project management system. These initiatives are being
developed on a project specific basis as DOE and LANL project .performance
warrants, and per agreement between Headquarters and NCPO. These agreements
will be documented as project authorities in.the PEPs..

o Finally, the DOE and LANL have agreed that a deliberate incremental approach to
restarting and/or initiating the SM projects is warranted based on previous
performance. This approach is being prescribed across the SMconstruction program,
but the CMR Upgrades is provided as an example ofa project restart which will follow
this approach. The summary steps are as follows:

CMR Upgrades technical baseline is being reevaluated to ensure that each
proposed facility modification is directly tied to tangible safety and reliability
requirements.

Justification for each facility modification is mutually dispositioned by DOE and
LANL.

Each required facility modifications will be supported by condition assessments
and engineering efforts.that will be completed to establish firm baselines for DOE
consideration.

DOE will review and approve the designlconstnlction scope, cost, and schedule
baselines for each facility modification.

Each ofthese steps will be formaJ1y reviewed, approved, and funded on a subproject
basis. Funding approvals will be provided on an incremental basis whereby LANL will
initially only be authorized .to work on a few tasks.. After completion ofthese tasks,
and verification ofperformance, LANL will be authorized to begin follow-on work. .
As performance is proven, LANL will be authorized to initiate the restart ofadditional
subprojects with an eventual ramp up t.o full execution. This process allows the
Laboratory and DOE to restart the Upgrades project and complete critical facility
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modifications, but in a very methodiCal, deliberate manner to ensure the effectiveness
ofthe corrective measures implemented.

Each ofthe above listed actions is being documented as required y.rithin the.NCPO PMP,
PEPs, or DOE procedures. As previously stated, these improvements are'being
implemented, but actions to ensure the consistent use and full documentation are not
complete and thus represent a continued deficiency. The completion ofthe PMP,
provided as Attachment 5, is the first priority, the tiered formal agreements such as the
PEPs will follow, and then specific procedures will be revised or created where required.

A summary schedule for Anachment 2 corrective actions is provided in Table 1.
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Attllclrmellt J

"Develop safety design criterill beforeprelimilUU] design begilU. "

The management issues and concerns associated with the DOE capability to ensure that
safety design criteria for LANL SM projects are identified/developed prior to the start of
Title 1. Preliminary Design, are the result of: (1) inconsistent/changing requirements basis
(contractual) and lack ofclear expectations for development, use. and control ofthese
requirements; (2) inconsistent integration of safety with technical reviews such as p~oject

design reviews; and (3) availability oftechnical resources to support safety/design reviews.
The following provides additional discussion regarding these issues/concerns. along with
DOE actions already taken or planned to address these deficiencies.

lnconsistentlchanging requirements basis (contractual) and lack ofclear expectationsfor
develop, use, and control ofthese requirements

As discussed in Attachment 2. the DOElUC contract does not adequately address project
management requirements, which include requirements to identify/develop, control and
implement safety design criteria. The DOE requirements related to these ~Ctivities are in
current transition from DOE Orders 4700.1. Project Management Systems, and DOE
Order 6430.1A, General Design Criteria, to DOE Order 430.1. Life Cycle Asset
Management, and DOE Order 420.1, Facility Safety. Either set ofOrders provide DOE
expectations to ensure that design related safety criteria and requirements are identified
and fully addressed in the project's design criteria. With the exception of 6430.1A,
Division 13. none ofthe Orders are in the current DOElUC Contract.

The AL has not yet completed development ofthe contractual requirements to implement
the performance-based approach for project management and nuclear facility design that is
contained within DOE Orders 430.1 and 420.1. Consequently. DOE is reviewing the
option ofre-establishing contractual requirements based on 4700.1 and 6430.1A, while
supplemental implementation requirements for 430.1 and 420.1 are finalized and the
DOElUC contract is modified.

The DOE is also developing other formal mechanisms for establishing expectations and
requirements for safety design criteria and other safety and design related activities for
LANL SM projects. As discussed in Attachment 2. the NCPO is establishing these
additional and/or project specific requirements through the NCPO PMP, project specific
PEPs and formal DOE direction memorandums. These requirements would flow from and
compliment LANL contractual requirements (proposed) and be implemented through
project management systems such as project authorization, validation, status/technical
reviews, change control, etc.

1
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It should be noted that the projects auTently underway within the NCPO are primarily
renovations to existing facilities (mostly operational). This in most cases has increased the
complexity ofthe construction work and will require close integration between the
operations program and the project office to ensure both operational'and'construction
safety are carefully integrated into the project plan, design, and construction. Moreover,
since an authorization basis for these facilities already exists (excluding NMSF), a tailored
approach to ensuring safety and design efforts are integrated is being implemented (e.g.,
see CMR Upgrades discussion in Attachment 2 and -I). In these cases, identification of
safety design criteria are being closely coordinated with the needs and requirements in the
existing approved authorization basis (including Commitments made in'the Safety
Evaluation Report). These requirements will be implemented through various formal and
contractual methods, including the project specific integrated safety management (ISM) ,
plan (see discussion below).

Corrective Actions

Actions to further develop, formalize and implement NCPO safety requirements through
both contractual and formal agreements are discussed below. Also note that Attachment 2
proves additional discussion on specific contractual and formal agreements being currently
developed and/or implemented. - '

o DOE is evaluating the processes by which technical baselines are documented,
controlled, and utilized to procure and define A-E design services. This is a result of
observed deficiencies in these processes which have been particularly acute in defining
nuclear safety requirements. For some projects, design requirements could not be
traced from mission to functional and operating requirements through hazard analysis
and conceptual design into controlled baseline documents used to task the A-E. .
Additionally, the processes and procedures that LANL used, and that DOE employed
to review these activities were not well defined or consistently applied. Consequently,
as DOE transitions to a more performance based approach contained in the DOE
Orders, having well defined processes and procedures is particularly urgent.
Therefore, NCPO has initiated,a "benchmarking" effort to review available processes
and procedures currently in use at other DOE sites, and ifavailable, throughout the
nuclear industry to ensure that design requirements and criteria include proper
consideration ofhazards analyses derived safety requirements. Once complete,
changes well be integrated into the NCPO PMP, and LANL implementing' procedures
as necessary.

o The NCPO in conjunction with AL and LAAO are examining the interim option of
reinstating DOE Orders 6430.1A, in addition to DOE Order 4700.1, in the DOFJUC
contract for nuclear construction projects. The Order. will provide coverage while
DOE and LANL negotiate necessary supplemental requirements (e.g., 420.1
Implementation Guide, 6430.1A, Division 13, etc.), interfaces, approvals, document
requirements and control to implement DOE Order 420.1. These requirements will be
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place in to a single FRO for inclusion into the UCIDOE contract, along with 420.1.

I
o The NCPO will require each LANL SM project to develop ISM project plans which

will serve as the principle guide for bow the project will impl~ent safety
requirements. Currently, the LANL NMSM-NCR Program Office requires these plans
be developed for each major SM project. In most cases, the NCPO will review these
plans prior to preliminary design. Currently, the NCPO will be reviewing the NMSFR
ISM project plan during the 300.4 Title I Design Review. .

o The NCPO will establish both contractual requirements and formal agreements for
project design criteria, including safety related criteria, for LANL SM projects. This
will include establishment ofa formal review process and review acceptance criteria.
The review process is expected to be an outgrowth ofthe integrated review process
for conceptual design reports already developed in the draft IRP.. . .

Inconsistent integration ofsafety with technical reviews such as project design reviews

As discussed in the DOE Response Summary, the integration ofprogram, project, and
safety functions within project development, review, and decision processes has not been
effectively implemented. Inadequate safety integration during the conceptual design
reviews has allowed some projects to proceed without a comprehensive set of design
criteria, including safety related criteria. Examples ofthis include projects such as the
original NMSF project, a 1984 line-item which due to major design and construction
deficiencies never operated. Many ofthe project's deficiencies were a result ofa poorly
defined and controlled technical baseline, including safety and operational requirements.
In addition, projects such as the CMR Upgrades Project, Phase 1, were allowed to
proceed to Preliminary Design without a clear, defined set ofdesign criteria developed
during the conceptual design phase. This was, in part, a result ofinadequate design
management and review by the DOE.

The DOE processes employed for project design reviews have not always effectively
promoted the appropriate level of integration between project, safety and program
management organizations. Safety organizations responsible for the review/approval of
facility safety authorization documents traditionally have focused their resources on the
development, review and approval of the Preliminary Safety Analysis Report, Final Safety
Analysis Reports, and other safety authorization basis documentation. Support for
safety/design reviews, including design criteria reviews, bas not always been Consistently
integrated. Additionally, the project management organizations responsible for the
management and review ofthe conceptual design reports and design criteria have not
consistently integrated the safety organization(s) nor established formal processes to
ensure the required integration. Consequently~ in thep~ review.ofsafety analysis
documents proceeded, in some cases, without the appropriate integratiori with the design
effort. .

Compounding this problem has been the difficult transition to DOE Order 420.1, which



establishes and promotes a general philosophy that safety analysis should drive safety
design, consistent with the principles ofthe Integrated Safety Management (ISM). This
420.1 philosophy means that instead ofstarting with a pre-defined requirements baseline,
as provided in DOE Order 6430.1A, greater safety analysis is required earlier in the
project to establish the technical baseline. Project/safety management functions and
review processes must be revised to support the greater reliance and emphasis now being
placed on the safety inalysis processes to assure safety design criteria are established prior
to the start of Title I.

Corrective Actions

A number ofactions have been initiated to address concerns ofsafety, project and
program management integration. DOE Headquarters, AL and LAAO have been working
jointly to develop and implement organizational changes to support integration. Additional
work has been completed and is on-going on an integrated review process for LANL SM
projects. These efforts are discussed below: .

o As presented in Anachment J, AL has reorganized so that line program management'
has responsibility and accountability for the LANL SM projects. The NCPO has been

. created and given the responsibility, within delegated authority, for providing guidance
and technical direction to the LANL on matters involving SM facility construction,
renovation, and reconfiguration projects. The NCPO is responsible for assuring
integration ofall program, project, and safety functions for LANL SM projects.

o An ongoing initiative to address concerns regarding lack ofa integrated review
process has been the development and implementation ofthe IRP. DOE
Headquarters, AL and LAAO jointly developed this plan, and NCPO issued it in draft
on March 10, 1998. This plan is an initial but important step in formalizing the DOE
process for reviewing project documentation, including design criteria, and ensuring
that program, project, and safety functions are fully considered and integrated into the
DOE decision process. This process and concept will be extended into preliminary and
detailed design reviews. The Draft IRP is provided in Anachment 8.

Availability oftechnical resources to support safety/design reviews

DOE has not been able to consistently assure availability oftechnical resources to support
design reviews for LANL SM projects, primarily as a result of the downsizing federal
work force and reduction in the number ofsupport contractors. The result has been an
inconsistent level ofreview for some design documents, schedule impacts, ind a fractured
approach to design reviewS. A consequence ofthese practices'has been that design related
safety criteria may have not received the appropriate level ofreview during the conceptual
design phase ofthe project.

To address availability oftechnical qualified personnel, DOE has created the Core'
Technical Group to provide an infrastructure to support and supplement technical
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expertise within field elements. AL bas also reorgariized its technical resources to support
these project design/safety reviews. The NCPO is taking additional actions to assure
consistent and technically qualified reviewers are utilized for design reviews. The
following provide additional discussion.

Corrective Actions

o As discussed in Attachment 1. one ofthe NCPO functional areas is safety
management. Currently. two technical professionals are dedicated to support this
function and are responsible to assure that adequate technical personnel are available
for the design/safety reviews. The NCPO has establish interfaces and informal
arrangements with HQ. AL. and LAAO organizations to provide technical resources
for these reviews.

o AL has reorganized its technical support personnel and created the Technical Analysis
and Support Division (TASD). This organization is responsible for fostering technical
expertise associated with nuclear facility design, construction and operations. NCPO
has established agreements with TASD to provide support -for LANL 8M
design/safety reviews.

These combined actions, including DOE/UC contractual modifications•.DOFJLANL
formal agreements, improved and integrated review processes, benchmarking proven
design processes, and efforts to ensure availability oftechnically qualified reviewers, will
enhance the DOE capability to assure identification/development ofsafety design criteria
prior to preliminary design for LANL S~ projects: These efforts lay the foundation such
that appropriate refinement, control, and implementation ofsafety and design requirements
are consistently applied throughout project design, construction and turnover.

A summary schedule for Attachment 3 actions are provided in Table 1.

---- -- -"



"Develop a systematic life-cycle IlIUIIysisllllly considering health, safety, IUUl
environmental reqlliremellts, QS wal QS mission IIUtls. "

DOE agrees that a systematic life cycle analysis which considers mission need, program
and project constrairits, and incorporates ISM principles should be utilized to support
DOE decisions on LANL SM projects. This is consistent with the requirements
established in both DOE Orders 4700.1 and 430.1, and described in the Good Practice
Guide, GPG-FM-032A, Life Cycle Analysis. Life cycle aDaJysis is implemented and
evaluated through the DOE critical decision process governing the preconceptual,
conceptual, execution, and closeout project phases. The critical decision process and
requirements for each decision are documented in the aforementioned Orders, the
JPODPM, and the draft PMP.

Life cycle analysis is particularly important during the preconceptual and conceptual
design phases. It is during these phases that mission need is established and alternatives to
meet these mission requirements are developed. Alternatives developed must be analyzed
against the project's technical, cost, schedule, and safety objectives. These objectives are
refined and detailed as the project progresses through its initial development and are
manifested in the justification ofmission need, functional and operating requirements,
conceptual design report, hazard and safety analyses, and validation and critical decision
approvals. Deficiencies have existed in the understanding and implementation ofthese
processes as they relate to the SM projects at LANL. The deficiencies are primarily the
result of, or are complicated by, four factors: (1) changing or unclear missions, (2)
availability ofand/or constraints on alternatives, (3) renovation/upgrades to aged and/or
operating nuclear facilities, and (4) poor project.base~e development.

Changing or Unclear Missions

Changing or unclear missions have contributed to DOE's difficulty in establishing a life
cycle analysis for the SM projects. As the DOE weapons complex is consolidated and
downsized, missions must be supported by fewer facilities. Several competing programs
vie for the remaining limited nuclear space. This has influenced the development ofthe
CMR Upgrades, CMIP, and NMSSUP projects. The CMR and TA-55 facilities are
continually analyzed for their ability to support additional missions. Requirements for pit
production and associated analytical chemistry have changed or are based on establishing
capabilities versus specific production requirements. Mission requirements in these key
facilities drive safeguards and security needs which are further complicated by changing
threat guidance and security requirements. This creates a situation where the lifespan of
missions or facilities cannot be completely specified rendering life cycle analysis difficult.
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Availability ofand/or Constraints on Alternatives

The availability ofand/or constraints on alternatives has reduced the choices available to
DOE and LANL to execute program missions. The Stockpile Stewardship and
Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (SSM-PElS) Record of
Decision assigned the pit production mission to LANL. The SSM-PElS was predicated
on the downsizing and consolidation ofthe DOE complex. As such, DOE and LANL
were relegated to the use ofexisting nuclear facility space to support the pit production
mission. This resulted in the proposal to use a wing ofthe CMR to house missions
displaced from the 300 Area ofPF-4 to allow it to be used as dedicated pit production
space. Based on changes in pit production requirements this.proposal is being reevaluated
as part ofa revised.pit production strategy. Another example was the proposed CMR
facility replacement project, the Special Nuclear Materials Laboratory (SNML). This
project -entered conceptual design, but was deemed too expensive when combined with the
near-term modifications required to support continued safe operations at CMR, CMR
Upgrades (phase I), during the completion ofthe SNML, and inconsistent with projected
reductions in program requirements. As a result, the SNML was canceled in 1995, and
more extensive CMR. Upgrades (phase 2) to support life extension were approved.
However, as mission requirements change and new project information is developed,
constraints and previous alternatives may have to be revisited.

RenovationlUpgrades to Agedand/or Operating Nuclear Facilities

The type ofconstruction projects in question has also hampered life cycle analysis
activities. The age and condition ofthe facilities to be upgraded make the technical
objectives and tradeoffs difficult with limited funding. The CMR Upgrades were
established to address public and worker safety, maintain or improve reliability offacility
infrastructure and systems, and provide program operations efficiencies. These are
competing objectives which are not easily quantified to support life cycle analysis.
Furthermore, each proposed facility modification must be fully analyzed to determine the
appropriate extent of the renovation or upgrade with the known or projected lifespan of
the given facility in mind.

Poor Project Baseline Development

Preconceptual and conceptual design activities, key to the development and comparative
analysis ofdesign alternatives, has not always been properly completed. The configuration
management programs at LANL have been lacking and thus, the baselines developed for
consideration did not accurately account for the true condition ofthe facilities or systems
to be modified. Without these facts, life cycle analysis cannot be adequately developed.
Therefore, additional studies, such as the seismic studies at TA-3 and TA-55, are
underway to address unknowns which may impact faciijty operations, lifespan and
associated project decisions. The·results ofthese studies are required for DOE and LANL
to fully understand and complete life cycle analyses.
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DOE recognizes that many ofthe problems that arose within the 8M projects were a
direct result ofinadequate up front development ofproject technical baselines. In many
cases, technical baselines or work scope was not tied directly to clear mission and/or
functional and operating requirements. Condition assessments and as-built drawings were
neither available lior developed in advance ofdesign work or commensurate with the age
and condition ofthe facilities to.be modified, and the inadequate nature oftheir .
configuration management program(s). Additionally, proper hazard analyses were DOt
performed with regard to both the final configuration of systems and facilitie$ and the
associated authorization bases, nor the methods by which work would be accomplished
within operating nuclear facilities. To address these issues DOE bas required that certain
development work be completed prior to initiation ofTitle I Design. Project technical
baselines are being reanalyzed for many ofthe projects to modify them as needed and
clearly define the tie to tangible req\lirements.

These measures are being implemented across the SM construction program,.but the CMR
Upgrades project is a prime example ofthe Departmental initiatives to adequately prepare
the information required to support decisions which incorporate the four project objectives
in a life cycle analysis framework. A summary ofthe steps being taken on the CMR
project is described below. Additionally, the means to execute and control these actions
are outlined in Attachment 2.

CMR project baselines are being reevaluated and developed based on specific facility
. safety, regulatory, operability, and reliability requirements. This is being accomplished by:

o DOE and LANL are updating the CMR facility safety authorization basis through the
development ofthe Basis for Interim Operations (BIO) and Technical Safety
Requirements (TSR) implementation plan. These documents, and their associated
accident analyses and designated limited conditions ofoperation will specify the
facility modifications required to maintain continued safe operations in CMR. The
DOE and LANL have developed a joint workiI}g group consisting ofthe cognizant
program, project, and facility operations/safety persoMel and a fonnai decision
pro~ess to develop, scrutinize, reach consensus on and incorporate the appropriate
facility modifications into the CMR Upgrades project. This process bas been utilized
to yield a set ofupgrades required to support the BIO and TSR implementation. The
reliability-based facility modifications will undergo the same process before being
recommended for inclusion within the CMR project.

o DOE bas required, and LANL has agreed to, the completion ofcondition assessments
and engineering efforts to adequately support a detailed rebaselining ofeach CMR
Upgrades subproject. This work will fuUy document the facility/system
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condition at restart of the project, define the endpoint and acceptance conditions, and
develop realistic schedule and cost baselines required to complete design and
construction within an operating nuclear facility. These activities will be completdd
prior to any Departmental decision to approve the new baselines for the pr9ject.

Similar processes are being utilized for the NMSFR, TMSE, CMIP, and NMSSUP. The
goal is to tie all proposed project activities to a specific and tangible mission or safety
requirement(s). These requirements will then be analyzed to determine the extent and
adequacy ofthe proposed project solution. This will resuh in each system/facility
modification having established operating requirements, including life expectancy, to
support mission objectives. They will then be designed and constructed accordingJY. The
NMSFR project objectives are being evaluated as part ofthe Title I design review process.
The TMSE is undergoing a proCess similar to that described for the CMR Upgrades. This
will be completed prior to the critical decision approving design start. The revised CMIP
will conduct a life-cycle analysis during conceptual design to support adesign start in
fiscal year 2001. The NMSSUP, Phase I, conducted an alternative analysis as part ofthe
CDR development. Phase 2 will undergo a life cycle analysis within conceptual design
scheduled for fiscal year1999.' .

In summary, the efforts described above for the CMR Upgrades and other SM projects
illustrate DOE's commitment to more rigorous implementation ofsystemaiic life-cycle
analyses that fully combine and address environment, safety and health (ES&H)
requirements with well defined mission needs. In addition to these efforts, DOE must
ensure appropriate life cycle analysis is conducted, results are analyzed against current
ES&H and mission requirements, and changes or refinements are incorporated in
accordance with a rigorous change control system throughout the project's life.

The proposed project development schedules for each project and the associated decision
points are still being finalized, but the high level draft schedules are provide in Table 1.
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. Program Management Plan
Nuclear Construction Projects Office

Albuquerque Operations Office

Section I
Overview

Introduction

The Nuclear Construction Projects Office (NCPO) has developed this Program Management Plan
(pMP) to provide a framework for integrated management of the Stockpile Management (SM)
projects, as outlined in the Department ofEnergy, Albuquerque Operations Office (AL) FY 1998
Strategic Plan. Two ofthe key objectives ofthis business unit are to: establish and maintain
effective working relationships between the Department and the Contractor, Los Alamos National
Laboratory (LANL), and to ensure efficient and effective projeCt administration, oversight, and
financial stewardship in executing SM projects essential to national Defense Program mission
assignments.

The NCPO PMP is being developed to document how DOE will manage SM projects at LANL.
This plan is the high level management tool by which DOE will document organizational roles,
responsibilities, and authorities as well as describe interfaces within DOE and between DOE and
external entities, and to establish and maintain project management systems for the management
of SM projects from project conception to completion and subsequent operations. Project
Execution Plans (PEP) will be used to document project specific baselints and requirements.

Basic Principles

To guide the development ofthe NCPO and this PMP, the following basic management principles
were identified to assure that the key objectives identified above were met:

Provide a focused, techni(!ally competent organization that is responsible, has authority,
and is accountable for safe and cost-effective execution of LANL Stockpile Management
projects and which is aligned with the SM program office 'to assure integration of
program, project and safety requirements throughout the projects life-cycle.

Ensure NCPO project management functions are performed using specified
procedures/processes. '

Ensure work is performed in accordance with Integrated Safety Management Principles.

Integrate the NCPO project management organization (comprised ofAL and Los'Alamos .
Area Office (LAAO) personnel) to improve interfaces and to avoid redundant or
conflicting responsibilities,



Basic Principles (continued)

Ensure roles, responsibilities, and interfaces are clear and well defined, and a clear chain
ofauthority exists and decision makers are accountable.· .

Recognize DP-20 as the line organization responsible for the program management and
the implement NCPO as the field line organization responsible for day-to-day project
execution from conception to operation.

Assure project resources (including budgets) are managed and allocated to assure
efficient project execution. .

Ensure required formality, rigor. and integration ofprojects and operational needs are
implemented to safely execute projects with on-going nuclear operations.

Establish and maintain clearly understood and efficient project management systems.
Effectively transition from the requirements outlined in DOE Order 4700.1 to the
performance based DOE Order 430.1 assuring that contractual and project requirements
are clearly documented and implemented.

Ensure that project management performance is formally evaluated and improvements
implemented as required.

Scope

This plan describes the organization, roles and responsibilities, and systems, processes and
procedures governing SM projects at LANL in the following format:

Section n contains a briefdescription ofthe projects currently Covered by this plan.

Section ill discusses the Defense Programs, NCPO, and LANL stockpile management
project/program organizational structures. This section will also delineate project roles and
responsibilities of DP, NCPO, and LANL to assure accountability for the complete Iife-cycle of
the assigned projects.

Section IV identifies the major project life cycle actions and activities as well as discuss the
management processes and procedures to be utilized by the NCPO to implement its
responsibilities.

Section V identifies referenced documentation
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Section n
NCPO Project Descriptions

--'-----......

The SM projects that are currently underway or planned at LANL and covered by this PMP
include: .

Nuclear Material Storage Facility Renovation (NMSFR)
This project provides necessary renovations to the Nuclear Materials Storage Facility that was
completed in 1987 but never became operational due to design and construction deficiencies.
This project will correct deficiencies in the building to provide a storage vault designed and
constructed for intermediate and long term storage ofLANL special nuclear materials (SNM).

Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Facility Upgrades (CMR)
This project will upgrade and replace major mechanical and electrical equipment that has reached
the end of its design life in order to ensure continued safe and reliable operations supporting
research, development and analytical work with plutonium, uranium and their alloys, and other
materials in support ofweapons, nuclear materials, .and other Laboratory programs.

Transition 'Manufacturing and Safety Equipment (TMSE)
This project will install the more urgently required safety, operability, and manufacturing
equipment in TA-SS. This will also include infrastructure refurbishment and rearrangements to
accommodate the pit manufacturing process.

Nuclear Material Safeguards and Security Upgrades Project (NMSSUP)
This project will upgrade and replace system deficiencies, outdated technologies, and provide
reliable systems to ensure the protection of SNM, classified matter, and Departmental property
supporting current missions at LANL.

TA-55 Fire Water Loop Replacement Project (FWL)
This project replaces the existing fire water loop surrounding the TA-SS area at LANL. The new
fire suppression system fire water loop and support buildings will be upgraded to be capable of
surviving a design basis earthquake.

Capability Maintenance and Improvement Project (CMIP)
This is a future project, currently planned as an FY 2001new start, that will provide the
equipment and infrastructure necessary to ensure continued safe and reliable operations at TA-SS
and install pit manufacturing capabilities to support mission requirements,
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Section m
Stockpile Management ProjectIProgram

Organizational Structures, Roles and Responsibilities and Interfaces

Organizational Structure

DOE Headquarters

DOE Field Element

LANL Contractor

Defense Programs
Deputy Assistant Secretary for

MilitaJy Applications and Stockpile Management
DP-20

I
Albuquerque Operations Office

Nuclear Construc;tion Projects Office
NCPO

I
Los AlamosNational Laboratory

Nuclear Materials and
Stockpile Management

Nuclear Component Readiness, NMSMINCR

Figure 1. Line Management for Stockpile Management ProgramslProjects

The organization for nuclear facility stockpile management program and projects is desCribed
below, including roles and responsibilities and key interfaces for DP, NCPO, and LANL.

DOEIHQ Organization

The Assistant Secretary for Defense Programs, DP-l. is the Acquisition Executive for all DP
projects, except strategic systems. or where otherwise delegated. The authority for 8M projects
has been delegated to the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Military Application and Stockpile
Management, (DASMASM or DP-20). The DASMASM is the key decision maker for all
stockpile management projects assigned to the NCPO and covered by this PMP. As such, DP-20
is responsible for providing written guidance and direction to the NCPO for all policy associated
with program related activities. DP-20 approves project baselines. monitors project
implementation and provides funds to support project execution. DP-20 has approval authority
for all Critical Decisions for the SM projects described in Section I. unless otherwise delegated.



DOEIHQ Organization (continued)

DP-20 concurs on the selection ofthe NCPO Program Manager (PM) and provides input into the
NCPO PM performance appraisal.

The DASMASM plans to delegate to the NCPO PM project execution authority, within
approved baselines or other project parameters to assure effective and efficient DOE project
management in the Field by the NCPO.

The NCPO PM is the responsible management official for successful execution ofassigned SM
projects at LANL and is accountable to the DASMASM.

Frequent and informal communication between the NCPOIPM and the DASMASM is essential
and encouraged for the day to day successful completion ofassigned SM projects.

In addition, DP-20 is the principle interface with external organizations such as Congress, other
DOEIHQ organizations, and the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB).

DP-24, Office of Site Operations, is the DP-20 stafforganization responsible for facilitating the
implementation ofthe DASMASMresponsibilities for nuclear facility SM projects. Therefore DP­
24 is responsible for coordinating all DOE Headquarters activities and is the primary interface at
DOEIHQ for the NCPO staff.

To accomplish its SM program office responsibilities, DP-20 is also supported by the following
key Headquarters offices:

o Office of Nuclear Weapons Management, DP-22; provides prograin requirements to support
weapons activities

o Office of Construction and Capital Projects, DP-40.1, provides construction project
management support

o Office ofProgram Analysis and Financial Management, DP-41, provides budget development
and financial management support

o Office ofTechnical and Environmental Support, DP-4S, provides technical support as
requested by either DP-20 or the NCPO

DOE/AL Organization

The AL has reorganized so that line program management (Office ofTechnology and Site
Programs (OTSP» has responsibility and will be accountable for implementation of assigned
Stockpile Management programs and construction projects. The NCPO was established to
provide an integrated, seamless organization to manage interfaces between HQ, AL, LAAO, and
LANL for nuclear facility SM projecis at LANL.
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DOE/AL Organization (continued)

The NCPO organization shown below describes the integrated approach being taken by AL
(which includes LAAO) to assure effective project implementation in support ofprogram
requirements.

Nuclear Construction Projects Office
The NCPO PM is the DOE field manager with responsibility and authority to implement Stockpile
Management projects at LANL to assure that assigned SM projects meet programmatic
requirements approved by DP-20. In executing the assigned project the NCPOIPM~:

o provide clear written direction ~d guidance to the LANL for project execution .
o provide Critical Decision requests to DASMASM for decision
o assure that DP-20 is kept fully informed ofproject status, progress, issues, etc.
o assure that direction and guidance from DP-20 is fully and efficiently implemented
o maintain frequent and informal communications with DP-20 and senior LANL line officials
o assure that SM projects are implemented in accordance with DOE policy and requirements, as

well as this PMP
o develop, support, and defend project budget requirements including project validation
o assure through coordination with SM program officials in AI.. that program requirements are

incorporated into project development, planning, design, and execution
o assure that the NCPO is staffed, qualified, and organized to implement their responsibilities
o approve project changes within baselines and thresholds as approved by DP-20 and

documented in the PEP(s)
o submit all project changes which exceed NCPO authority to DP-20 with sufficient

documentation for resolution and decision by DP-20
o maintain adequate project records and reporting

The NCPO staff is organized into four functional areas with their principal areas of responsibilities
as described below: .
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DOE/AL, Nuclear Construction Projects Office Organization (continued)

Integrated Safety Management
The ISM staff is responsible to the NCPO Program Manager for assuring that Es&H is integrated
into the project from conception until final tUrnover for operations including: .

o hazards analysis
o safety authorization basis development and review
o identification ofdesign requirements and standards
o operational readiness and other start up reviews
o regulatory compliance~ including National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and waste

management
o coordinate DNFSB interface requirements
o integration of safety into design and construction
o communication with DP, AL, and LANL organizations to accomplish assigned areas of

responsibility
o provide status and assessment reporting to the NCPO

Project Engineering
The PE staff is responsible to the NCPO Program Manager for project management support
including project design and construction reviews, project management systems, cost analysis and
validation, and planning and scheduling. Specific project engineer responsibilities include:

o preparation of the Critical Decision reviews
o lead and coordinate design reviews (CDR, Title I and ll)
o develop project budgets and conduct project validation
o manage and coordinate work for the overall project .
o implement requirements ofDOE Order 430.1, Life Cycle Asset Management, DOE Order

4700.1, Project Management System, and DOE Order 5700.6C, Quality Assurance
o assure that DP program and pit production requirements are integrated into design

requirements, criteria, and project specifications
o revi~w and concur with project baseline activities
o manage the developmen~ ofProject Execution Planes)
o provide status and assessment reporting to the NCPO management
o implement the quality assurance process, including design reviews and resolution ofreview

comments'
o communication with DP, AL, LAAO and LANL organizations to accomplish assigned areas

of responsibility
o interaction with AL program personnel to ensure program requirements are addressed
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DOElAL, Nuclear Construction Projects Office Organization (continued)

Project Execution/Ovenigbt
Project Execution/Oversight (pElO) staffare LAAO the on-site representatives ofthe NCPO PM
responsible for oversight and coordination ofthe LANL Stockpile ManagemeJ)t construction
projects and support to the NCPO. Project Officers will have specific assigmnents. such as~
CMR, TSME. CMIP, NMSFR, NMSSUP. and FWL. Specific PO responsibilities include:

o prepare the PEPs (along with LANL) ensuring that DP program and project requirements are
understood and documented for submittal to the NCPO PM

o maintain current. in-depth knowledge, awareness and understanding ofproject status
o participate in design and construction reviews
o lead project status reviews and participate in justificationlvalidation reviews
o sUpport Critical Decision requests and authorizations
o interface with other LAAO organizations to support SM project execution
o provide status reporting and assessment to the NCPO
o develop, coordinate and distribute project status reports
o perform construction oversight

Technical Support
Technical Support staffwill be requested and tasked by the NCPOIPM when additional subject
matter expertise is required. This support can come from the DOE Core Technical Group, other
DOE organizations, or outside contractors. Although technical support will be required
throughout the life cycle ofNCPO projects, it is expected that services will be utilized on an as
needed basis in the following areas:

o design reviews
o resolution oftechnical issues
o hazard and safety analysis reviews
o cost analysis support
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LANL Organization

The Nuclear Materials and Stockpile Management (NMSM) Program Office is currently ~e
designated single point ofcontact responsible for programmatic leadership ofthe Laboratory's
activities supporting nuclear ma~erials operations. maintenance. surveillance. and nuclear materials
manufacturing performed in support ofthe nuclear weapons stockpile (see note below). For
Stockpile Management projects. NMSM is responsible for programmatic direction and program
funding. Within NMSM. the Nuclear Component Readiness (NCR) Program Office is responsible
for activities required to implement pit manufacturing as well as associated facility modifications
and is currently the single point ofcontact for all SM projects.

Formal project direction is sent directly from the NCPO PM to the NMSM-NCR Program
Manager. To implement the SM projects. the NCPO will develop and/or revise (with LANL)
PEPs for each ofthe SM projects. Important aspects ofthe PEPs include a defined project
baseline, resource requirements and specific responsibilities for implementation and execution of
the project baseline. Existing PEPs will be reviewed and·revised as required, and new projects will
require a PEP prior to Title I execution. All PEPs will be reviewed annually and updated as
required.

NOTE: The LANL organization structure and responsibilities for executing projects is being
reviewed by the Laboratory Director and pending any changes which may be implemented as a
result of this review, the NCPO will continue to conduct its management interfaces as defined
above.
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. Section IV
NCPO Policles/SystemslProcesseslProcedures

In order for the NCPO to function efficiently, a comprehensive set ofpolicies, systems; processes,
and procedures will be implemented to assure that all team members, within the NCPO, work in a
structured and coordinated manner to a prescribed procedure/standard. This section ofthe NCPO
PMP first includes a responsibility matrix ofProject Life Cycle Actions with the principal
responsibilities identified for DP-20, the NCPO and LANL. This first section ofthe responsibility
matrix identifies the key project activity requirements leading up to the Critical Decisions as
specified in LCAM and JPODPM. It should be recognized that on any particular project or
during a project execution phase that authorities may change based on the needs ofthe particular
project. The responsibility matrix is intended to represent a "typical" project. In the case ofa
particular project delegation, it will be formal, clear, in writing and included in the individual PEPs
along with any other requirements based on the needs ofthe project. The second section ofthe
matrix identifies responsibilities and authorities for Continuing Actions (actions which will occur
throughout the life of the project).

The responsibility matrix also indicates whether a procedure/standard exists which will be used by
NCPO to carry out its responsibilities, or ifa procedure/stan~d requires preparation or
improvement. It is understood that the actions specified are not a complete listing. In the event
that a new procedure/standard is required to perform project work, the NCPO is responsible to
develop such a procedure prior to performing the work.

The responsibility matrix is followed by a briefdescription ofeach procedure/standard to be used,
and where necessary, a description ofthe actions required to develop, improve or document a
procedure/standard.
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Stockpile Management Projects Responsibility Matrix

LIFE CYCLE ACTIONS DP-20 NCPO LANL. Process

C

I fM' .

I S

I fD r

C " I D " #1 A

C" ID .. #3 A

C" ID .. #2 A

Justification and Mission Need Statement PA RC RC E
Conceptual Design Plan R RA P E

ntlca eClslon - .pprova 0 15Slon
Conceptual Design Report (CDR) A RC P E
NEPA Documentation • E
Project Execution Plan A PRC PRC E
Baseline Documentation A PRC PRC ID
Safety Documentation • E

ntlca eClslon - .pprova 0 ase IDe
Title I RA P I
Title II RA P I
Safety Documentation • E

ntlca eClslon - .pprova to tart onstructlon
Construction I Procurement RM P I
Safety Documentation • RC RC P E
DOE Readiness Assessments • E
Critical Decision # 4 - Complete I Start of Operation

CONTINUING ACTIONS DP-20 NCPO LANL Process
Environmental Requirements C RA P E
Construction Project Data Sheet (CPDS) S PRA P E
Justification I Validation Reviews A B S· E
Work Authorization I Funding Allocations P C C D
Project Authorization RA PB I
Project Reporting - LANL R R P I
Project Reporting - NCPO R P I
Baseline Change Control • E
NCPO Records Management P D
External Requests A PS PS E
Corrective Action Tracking R PB S D
Performance Appraisal ofLANL R PA D
Performance Appraisal ofNCPO R P D

A = Approval E = Existing
B = Request D = To Be Developed
C = Concur I = Improvement needed
•Approval at Appropriate Level

. P=Prepare
R=Review
S = Support
M=Monitor
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Life Cycle Actions

Iustification ofMission Need Statement
This document will be prepared according to the guidance contained in DOE Order 4700.1.
Preparation and approval ofthis action is generally a responsibility ofthe DP-20 Program Office.
However, NCPO will support the preparation, review and approval ofthis document in
accordance with DP·20 guidance.

Conceptual Design Plan
There is insufficient guidance in either the LCAM orJPODPM for preparation ofthis Plan which
is the basis for CD#1. The NCPO will prepare a guidance document to be concurred on by
DP·20, which will provide the necessary guidance to LANL.

Conceptual Design Report
This report is to be prepared by LANL and conform to the requirements ofthe JPODPM. The
NCPO will develop and use an IRP to complete its review and concurrence responsibilities.

NEPA Documentation
This action will be completed in accordance with DOE procedures. The NCPO responsibilities
and authorities for this action will depend on the level ofNEPA required.

Project Execution Plan
The JPODPM and LCAM provide basic guidance for preparation and completion ofthis
document. A PEP will be completed for each SM project and will include the project baseline, as
defined below, and contain specific project and management requirements based on the needs,
complexity, cost, sensitivity, etc. of the project. The PEP will be prepared by LANL and NCPO ­
for each project with mutual review and concurrence. The PEP will be approved by DP-20.

Baseline Documentation
The NCPO will require that Baseline Documentation be accurately specified prior to and as part
ofreceiving C0#2. This document, or set ofdocuments, will be subject to change control
throughout the life ofthe project and represent a clear set ofrequirements and agreements. As a
minimum, it will include programmatic performance and technical specifications, work scope
requirements, cost and schedule, and any other requirements determined to be critical to
successful completion. This documentation will be incorporated by reference or otherwise in the
PEP.

Safety Documentation
A briefprocedure will-be developed to clearly define the responsibilities ofthe function
organizations within NCPO for these reviews. Depending on the level and type ofsafety
documentation and approval level, NCPO will support review and approval.
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Life Cycle Actions (Continued)

--------.-.

Title I and Title n
A briefprocedure will be developed to clearly define the responsibilities ofthe furictionaJ areas
within NCPO for design review, to identify review objectives and timing ofreviews. Specific
project design reviews will be conducted according to the IRP to be prepared by NCPO to meet
individual project requirements including: complexity, importance to mission, safety and technical
issues, cost etc.

ConstructionlProcurement
Existing procedures are inadequate and need improvement in this area ofreview. NCPO will be
conducting regular monthly reviews as well as other workshops and reviews as deemed necessary
to understand the progress and authorize the specific activity and the funding to complete the
activities. This will be one ofthe more critical stages in improving the project management during
the execution ofthe project. NCPO will develop processes and procedures to ensure the required
oversight and successful completion ofthe project's construction phase.

DOE Readiness Assessment
The processes for this activity are currently in place and covers a wide variety of reviews and
approvals from several functional areas.

Continuing Actions

Environmental Requirements
This action will be completed according to DOE procedures. The NCPO responsibilities and
authorities for this action will depend on the level ofenvironmental documentation or permitting
that will be required.

Construction Project Data Sheet
The CPDSs will be prepared by LANL, reviewed and modified by the NCPO, and forwarded to ­
Budget and Resources Management Division, AL for inclusion in the annual budget submittal.
The Controller's annual UNICAL provides the requirements and format for CPDS preparation.

JustificationIValidation Reviews
These reviews will be conducted by NCPO with coordination from HQ to include enough
information for NCPO recommendation, DP-20 approval, and support inclusion in the annual
budget process. The projects must be validated to be included in the Controller's Budget. The
Office ofField Management has issued IN guidance on an annual basis, modified to include any
additional information required.
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Continuing Actions (Continued)
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Work AuthorizationlFunding Allocations
Work authorizations are prepared by DP-41 and are approved by the DP-20 designate to define
tasks and provide the annual funding allotment to AL for the individuaJ projects. This process is .
being further developed in HQ and will have new procedures prior to the FY 99 allotments.
NCPO and LANL will concur on these work authorization prior to Project Authorization being
approved.

Project Authorization
NCPO will coordinate and approve requests for project authorizations from LANL. The aurent
project authorization process will be changed to accommodate the new rigor for this activity and
will provide authorization and appropriate funding to accomplish specific tasks within the SM

. construction projects approved baseline requested by LANL.

Project Reporting (LANL)
NCPO will require regular project reporting on the .status ofeach project and coordinate the
project reviews for HQ and other interested organizations. Specific requirements will be included
in the PEPs.

Project reporting (NCPO)
NCPO will report to DP-20 on the status of the projects as well as other reports and requirements
that have been assigned. NCPO will prepare project office reporting requirements for review and
approval of the DASMASM. NCPO will also report to OTSP on an as-required basis.

Baseline Change Control
NCPO will use the existing process described in memo dated May 24, 1991, "Field
Implementation ofBaseline Change Control for Defense Programs (DP)projects" to coordinate
the Baseline Change Control process. Specific change control authorities will be documented in
the PEPs.

NCPO Records Management
A project records management requirements and procedure will be established to retain all major
project reports, authorizations, project documentation, and other review and tracking information.

External Requests
The DASMASM is the lead responsible organization for interfacing with external agencies such as
the GAO, IG, and DNFSB on SM project related matters. NCPO will provide support to
DASMASM in accordance with standard DOE procedures and gUidance.

Corrective Action Tracking
A corrective action tracking system will be established in conjunction'with the development and
implementation ofthe NCPO Action Plan.

C"A/OO



Continuing Actions (Continued)

Performance Appraisal ofLANL
This process will be developed by NCPO to formalize project expectations and evaluate LAN!..
performance for SM Construction Projects. .

Performance Appraisal ofNCPO
This process will be developed to evaluate the effectiveness ofthe NCPO organization and be
performed by OTSP and DP-20 as required.

S124/98 17
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AttlJclament 6

DOE Evaluation oft1aeUNL SelfAssessment tuUl Project Management Initiatives.

The issues and deficiencies identified with DOE project management and detailed
throughout this report have clear linkage to and corollary with what DOE views as similar
project management organization, capability, interface, systems and perfoIll18:Dce
weaknesses at LANL. To fully incorporate both DOE's and LANL's selfassessment of
their respective project management systems, DOE deliberately separated the DOE and
LANL report preparation and development efforts. As such, LANL was fonnally tasked
through a March 20, 1998 memorandum from the NCPO PM to the. NMSM-NCR PM to
answer a series ofquestions on proj~ management to support ongoing DOE evaluations
and this report. These questions were designed to fully address the four focus areas cited
in the DNFSB letter, as well as additional issues of interest to the DOE.

The response to the NCPO memorandum was provided by LANL on April 29, 1998, and
forwarded to the cognizant DOE and DNFSB staff LANL's response was incomplete
and lacked detail due to the ongoing LANL reorganization, project evaluations, and
management assessment efforts. These efforts will impact current LANL project
management processes, and thus prevent LANL from providing a complete picture of how
they will execute their project management responsibilities in the future. Therefore, on

. May 14, 1998, the NCPO PM provided comment and requested that a more detailed
response be developed to support a full DOE evaluation and subsequent DNFSB
submittal. LANL acknowledged this direction with a May 21, 1998 memorandum
conveying their commitment, and outlining their plans and schedules to complete the
revised response.

Based on the current status ofthe ongoing LANL project management initiatives,
forthcoming LANL response, and subsequent DOE evaluation, this attachment provides
the following: (1) a briefdiscussion ofthe current LANL organization responsible for SM
construction project management, (2) a summary ofthe ongoing LANL initiatives, (3) a
description ofthe upcoming DOE evaluation, and (4) the associated NCPO and LANL
correspondence and supporting documentation.

Current LANL Organization Responsiblefor SM Construction Project Management

In 1997, DOE and LANL developed a single clear line ofmanagement and direction for
the SM projects between HQ, AL, LAAO and the Laboratory. This was clearly
established through the DP and AL endorsed establishment ofthe NCPO, and the "Los
Alamos Roles and Responsibilities for NMSM-NCR Projects" approved by LANL senior
management in September, 1997.· The key organizational interface between DOE and
LANL, as described in the NCPO PMP, is the project direction from the NCPO PM to the
NMSM-NCR PM. The NMSM-NCR is the LANL program office responsible for
providing the funding and program/project direction to the LANL Technical Line

1
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Organization having ownership ofthe facility to be upgraded, and responsible for project
execution. The Nuclear Materials Technology (NMT) Division has ownership, and thus
project execution responsibilities for all NCPO projects except the NMSSUP which was
assigned to the Facilities, Security and Safeguards Division (FSS). On April 6, 1998, FSS
was officially divided into two organizations having responsibility for safeguards and
security (S Division) and facilities engineering (FE Division). Under this organizational
construct, the NMSM-NCR PM provides direction to the project leader who resides
within the facility owning division. FE maintains the LANL institutional project
management and engineering capabilities, and thus supports the program office and the
facility owning division as required in the execution ofthe given project. This official
management interface is still in effect for the previously referenced SM projects.
Furthermore, it will remain in effect until LANL or DOE officially changes it through
written notification.

Summary ofOngoing LA.NL Project Management Initiatives

The LANL project management improvement initiatives that have been briefed to DOE
consist of, or are impacted by four primary· efforts~ organizational changes, project
evaluations, management assessments, and institutional project management infrastructure
development.

Laboratory Director John Browne began implementation ofa new management structure
in January, 1998. The early results of this effort were briefed to DNFSB staffand DOE
on May 12, 1998, and the subject presentation is provided at the end ofthis attachment.
As presented in the briefing, the new LANL management structure will place responsibility
for the SM projects within a new organization under the leadership of the Associate
Laboratory Director for Nuclear Weapons (ALDNW). It will be the responsibility of the
ALDNW to determine the best management structure to effectively execute the SM
projects. The roles and responsibilities ofthe NMSM and NMT organizations with regard
to project management have not yet been fully defined or officially conveyed to DOE.

The Laboratory Director has initiated internal project evaluations for many ofLANL
projects including the previously referenced SM projects. 'LANL senior management is
currently reviewing the status of, and issues associated with each project to support future
management decisions.

The Laboratory Director recently chartered a Project Management Advisory Panel
(PMAP) to review and evaluate the LANL projects as well as the project management
processes. This group held their initial meetings on May 19 and 20, 1998. Their efforts
will result in a set of recommendations to the Director and a written report currently
planned for September, 1998. The PMAP Charter is provided at the end ofthis
attachment.

Institutional project management infrastructure development consists primarily ofthe



implementation ofthe LIRILIG process previously noted in Attachment 2. and
improvements to the FE capabilities supporting all LANL projects. The LIR for
Construction Project Management (LIR 220-01-01.0) is currently planned to beCome

. effective on .September 9. 1998. The LIR establishes the LANL minimum project
requirements and describes the associated processes. The LIR also documents roles and
responsibilities ofthe facility owning division, program office. facility project delivery
group, environment safety and health and business operations divisions. However. it is
not clear to the DOE how the requirements. processes. roles and responsibilities. etc.,
documented in the LIR may be impacted by the LANL reorganization, ongoing
management assessments. or future management decisions.

DOE Evaluation

When LANL does complete their selfassessment. DOE will perform an evaluation to
further develop actions required to address project management deficiencies. this
evaluation will be provided as a future submittal to the DNFSB. What follows is a
summary description ofthe proposed focus areas ofthe DOE evaluation. These review
areas were chosen based on DNFSB observations. DOE assessments. and LANL project
management assessments and improvement initiatives. Some overlap exists. but the areas
are broken out and depicted below for completeness:

o DOFAlC Contract RevisionsIFormalAgreements - As previously discussed, DOE,
UC and LANL must establish a formalized means by which expectations and
requirements for project management, safety, etc.• are finn]y established by both
contract (on a LANL-wide basis), and by formal agreement between the accountable
senior DOE and LANL management (on a program or project sPecific basis.) DOE
will review LANL's approach to meeting DOE requirements through these
documented means.

o Baseline Documentation/Architect-Engineer Tasking - DOE will evaluate the means
by which LANL intends to document and control the project baselines. A consistent
approach has not yet been developed or submitted to DOE for approval. DOE intends
to establish a simple yet comprehensive approach to documenting the program, safety.
code, and legal requirements that form each project baselin.e. and then apply
appropriate review. approval, and control as part ot: and to support management to

.the project baselines. Furthermore, DOE will review how these documents will be .
utilized to contract for design and construction services.

o Project Management Organization (Roles, Responsibilities, andAccountability) ­
DOE will evaluate the new LANL organization and associated roles and
responsibilities for those organizations or per5OIlJ1e} that are, or will be responsible for
the SM projects. DOE will examine: (l) which organizations will be responsible for'
development, integration, and execution ofthe SM projects; (2) how LANL internal
interfaces will be managed; and (3) which organization will be the single point of
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contact for future receipt ofdirection from the NCPO. '

o ProjectManagement Activities andProcesses to Establish Definitive andAchievable
Baselines - DOE will evaluate the mechanisms that LANL will employ to ensure that
appropriate up front development work is completed to adequately identify
requirements, examine alternatives, set priorities, and reach agreement on project
baselines and how they will be executed.

o Laboratory Implementation Requirements (UR) lor Construction Project
Management - LIR 220-01-01.0 and associated Laboratory Implementation Guides,
Handbooks, Procedures, etc., will be thoroughly reviewed for content versus DOE
requirements. DOE intends to have an open dialogue with LANL on the contents,
continued development and implementation ofthese documents and their potential
applicability to or use as elements ofthe DOElUC contract or formal agreements.

o Rigor and Consistent Implementation ofProject Management Systems - DOE will
evaluate what efforts LANL is making to effectively implement appropriate project
management systems and controls. DOE is particularly interested in the LANL-wide
and project specific quality assurance processes, and how LAAO personnel fulfilling
the Project Execution/Oversight function for NCPO will have access to and/or
interface with these processes.

o Integration and Traceability 01Program, Safety, Code, andLegal Requirements
throughout Project Life Cycle - DOE will evaluate the LANL processes to fully
identify, develop, integrate, and control project design requirements. DOE is
particularly interested in how LANL's processes will meet the integration and
traceability review requirements that were conveyed in the Integrated Review Plan
acceptance criteria.

o Use 01Traditional andSimplistic Project Management Processes and Systems - DOE
will review the LANL project management organization, system and process approach
to detennine the degree to which traditional and/or proven methods are being utilized
to simplify, and increase efficiency and accountability ofproject management.

o Incorporation 01Lessons Learned Within andBetween LANL Projects - DOE will
review the processes by which lessons learned will be shared throughout LANL and
incorporated into their management, technical, and/or readiness reviews..

o Sustained Commitment and Involvement 01Senior LANL Management - DOE will
examine the reporting and review processes that senior management will use to remain
informed about and responsive to project status and issues.

o FormalizedDevelopment, Tracking, Completion, andMeasured Effectiveness 01
Con-ective Actions - DOE will evaluate the processes by which all project actions will
be managed. DOE will have specific interest in the consistency, formality, timeliness,
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and accountability attributes ofthe corrective action system implemented.
Furthennore, DOE will review the applicability and use ofthese processes and ~e
associated results as a key LANL performance measure.

o LANL Institutional Technical andManagement Capabilities to Support Project
Management - DOE will evaluate LANL's actions to improve basic capabilities
supporting projeCt management. Emphasis will be placed on understanding the
institutional role ofthe Facilities Engineering organization and the support and design
services function ofcorporate partner Fluor Daniel Incorporated.

The DOE evaluation will be completed by the cognizant program, project and
safety/facility operations personnel representing HQ, AL and LAAO.

AssociatedNCPO andLANL Co"espondence andSupporting Documentation

The following correspondence and documentation is included to provide additional
clarification, and can be found at the end ofthis attachment:

o March 20, 1998, Memorandum from NCPO to NMSM-NCR; "Response to the
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB) Regarding Project Management
Concerns for the Capability Maintenance and Improvement Project"

o May 14, 1998, Memorandum from NCPO to NMSM-NCR; "DOE Evaluation ofthe
Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) Response"

o May 21, 1998, Memorandum from NMT to NCPO; "Response to Defense Nuclear
Facility Safety Board Concerns Regarding Project Management"

o "Los Alamos Roles and Responsibilities for NMSM-NCR Projects," September, 1997
o Project Management Advisory Panel Charter, LANL, May 3, 1998
o "Los Alamos National Laboratory Construction Project Management Status," LANL

presentation, April 12, 1998

In summary, The DOE believes that LANL has the primary role and responsibility for
successful execution ofthe SM projects. As the managing and operating contractor, they
must own and operate the technical and managerial resources, capabilities and disciplines
as well as the practices, processes, systems, etc., required for effective project
management. A principled, disciplined and priority emphasis on project management must
be developed and fully endorsed and/or adopted .throughout the LANL organizations, and
associated subcontractors. DOE believes that it will require increased and continued
LANL senior management attention to ensure that a solid set ofproven project
management tools are available, and a regimented and accountable implementation
approach is effectively engrained as a working institutional philosophy and pOlicy.

The Department is responsible to ensure completion ofSM missions at DOE owned sites
and stewardship oftaxpayer dollars. Thus, DOE has and will continue their project
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management improvement aetivities~ however, the Department recognizes that affecting
real change at LANL is the key to addressing deficiencies and implementing safe and
effective project management.

To accomplish this, DOE is committed to working very closely with LANL to assist
where possible and establish near term compensatory measures commensurate with a
given project's complexity, performance, etc. However, DOE will not mandate or
preempt LANL organizational changes and project management initiatives. It is the
position ofthe DOE that a primary success factor is that LANL management must
develop and implement the solutions themselves. DOE will ~en determine whether these
solutions have incorporated internal and external observations and requirements. LANL
management has already taken some critical steps in recognizing deficiencies and
addressing project management issues, but much work lies ahead.

The action plan and high level schedules for actions required to complete the LANL self
assessment, follow-on DOE evaluation, and subsequent submittal to the DNFSB are
provided in Table 1. .
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.( .' Inlted States Govemment

memorandum
DATE: MAR 2 0 1998

Department of Energy

Albuquerque Operations OffIce

(

(

ItEPLYTO
ATTN OF: OTSP: RD (84~36)

IU&lECT: Response to the Defense Nuclear Facilities SafetY Board (DNFSB) Regarding Project
Management Concerns for the Capability MaiDteDaDce and Improvement Project

REFERENCE: December S, 1997, M~randum from John T. Conway, Chairman DNFSB, to'Vietor
H. Reis, Assistant Secretary for Defense Programs .

TO: TJ Trapp, Program Manager, Nuclear Materials IDd Stockpile Management· Nuclear
Component Readiness Program Office, Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)

Department ofEnergy (DOE) ~from Defense Programs and the Albuquerque
Operations Office (AL) have discussed a proposed draft response to the referenced
memorandum with DNFSB staffmembers and senior officials. within Defense Programs.
Based on these discussions, we have determined that the draft response, which also
included input from LANL, was not adequate. Based on additional guidance from the
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Military Application and Stockpile Management, AL has .
been directed to take the lead and prepare a revised response. Defense Programs
management will coordinate a revised submiss~on schedule with. the DNF8B.

The purpose of this memorandum is to request that LANL provide additional input for
the revised response which will be incorporated as an appendix to the DOE response.
The input must be sufficiently detailed to stand alone, and must be coordinated between
the principal organizations responsible for development, execution and subsequent
operation ofStockpile Management (SM) construction projects. It should be understood .
that LANL senior management will be asked to present this input to DOE leDior
management and the DNFSB. lDput is requested in the following areas:

1. A description ofthe LANL organization(s) responsible for project development,
design, construction, test and turnover for 8M construction projects. LANL is
requested to provide organization chart(s), organizational roles and responsibilities,
existing and planned staffing including an evaluation ofthe qualifications and
expertise required to successfully manage 8M projects.as compared to existing staff.
It is also requested that LANL assess the adequacy ofthe existing organization and
staffing to implement SM projects. This assessment should include strengths and
weaknesses, and any substantive cmrent plans LANL lQay have to address identified
weaknesses, as well as how these plans may be impacted by the impending LANL
reorganization. The LANL organiutional description and discussion should be
sufficiently detailed to allow the reader to understand the LANi management
structure to implement 8M projects &om conception to operation.
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2. A description ofthe process to identify aDd develop ..ret)' requirements (i.e. leneral
design standards and design specific codes md standards) for the 8M construetion
projects and how these requirements are revised, maintained and integated into the
design IS • project progresses from conceptual desian throup to design. construction
and opa-atiOD. Descn"be bow the safety requirements are linked to provide clearcd
concise expectations for the design to the ArclUtect-Engineer, including how the
hazards assessment process, atandardslrequirements identification, I)'Stcm desip
descriptions, etc., are related and implemented to ensure these expectations are met.
Descn"be the CUITCDt implementation status ofthe process ovc:raU, and in relation to
each ofthe major SM CQnstruction projects. This section ofthe response mould also
discuss the relationship between development and control of the safety requirements
and the Wolk Smart Standards recently incorporated into the DOE contract with the
University ofCalifomia. .
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3. Provide the criteria and bases LANL used to develop the schedule and scope for the
program elements contained within the Transition Manufacturing and Safety
Equipment project and the revised Capability and Maintenance mdImprovement
Project. This section ofthe LANL response should discuss in detail the
programmatic requirements, facility requirements md other planning assumptions
used to support a life cycle analysis, IS well as, the accompanying processes used by
LANL to develop schedule and scope.

4. Identify and descn"be the current LANL project management systems, controls and
standards for implementation of8M projects. These systems should cover the entire
life cycle ofa project from conception to operation. It is understood that DOE Order .
4700.1, Project Management System, was to be superseded with the contractual
implementation ofOOE Order 430.1, Life-eycle Asset Management (LCAM), and
that neither Order is currently in the DOElUniversity ofCaIif'omia (UC) contract. ~
such, AL will continue to use, and expect the LANL project management system to
support the requirements in DOE Order 4700.1 pmding full implementation ofthe
LCAM Order and its placement within the DOFJUC contrlct. Therefore, LANL
should provide a status ofthe implementation ofthe eutreOt project management
systems, I description ofany ongoing initiatives to improvelmodify these systems,
and I summary ISsessment ofLANV. current ability to execute these systems to
meet both LANL and DOE project management apectatiODl. In addition, provide
updated information relative to the commitments made by LANL in response to the
attached DNFSB letter ofNovember 2S, 1994.

S. Provide I description of~ managementltecbnica11Upp01t aervices to be. provided to
LANL via the "partnering" portion ofthe overall Architect-Engineer services
arrangement with Fluor, Daniel Inc. (FDI). This description should also address the
steps that LANL and FDI will take to assure independence ofthese support services
from the more traditional design and construction services supporting the SM
construction program. .



- ---_..-- -,-_.._------------------------ - - - - .- -.- - - ---------.;.-.---------:--_._--;..-.----_....

MAR Za1991

6. Provide any other relevant information which LANL believes is pertinent to its
capability to successfully manag~ 8M projects: .
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In developing the LANL response, it is understood that improvements and changes to- the
existing organization, processes and systems are planned. LANL should identify, to the
extent possible, these changes and provide to the Department for informational purposes
only, commitments to implement these changes and planned completion dates. In
addition, the Department will also prepare an appendix to the basic summary response
which will address very similar information with respect to the DOE organization,
standards development and review, program requirements, and project controls.
Consequently, I encourage the Laboratory to work with the Department to assure I

~DSistent and integrated response.

A DNFSB staff trip to LANL has been scheduled for April1S-16, 1998. The status of
the DOE and LANL response to the DNFSB letter ofDecember S, 1997 will be on the
agenda. Therefore, it is requested that LANL provide the first draft ofthe input
requested by April 13, 1998, to support the briefings to the DNFSB staff'. The final
LANL submittal should receive the concurrence ofthe LANL Director, Dr. John Browne
and is expected by April "27, 1998.

In addition, it is anticipated that separate correspondence will be sent from the AL
Manager, Bruce Twining, to 1he LANL Director requesting abriefing on the overall
strategy to address LANL project management as well as the BPe.Cific LANL response to
this memorandum. A tentative date for the briefing is anticipated in mid-April, 1998.

Ifyou have any questions or require further information, please contact me or Roger
Dintaman, Nuclear Programs Division, at 84S-6736.

ames J. Szenasi
Deputy Assistant Manager for

TecbDolol)' and Site Programs

Attachment

cc w/attacbment:
M. Mitchell, DP-24, HQ
E. Whiteman, OTSP, AL
R. Dintaman, NPD, AL
R. McKay, NPD, AL
T. Sena, NPD, AL
J. Leeman, PFMD, AL
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TJTrapp

J. JacksoD, DDIR, LANL
P. Cunningham, NMSM-DD, LANL
D. EricksoD, ESH-DD, LANL
R. Matthews, NMT-DD, LANL
B. van der Boeven, FSS-DD. LANL
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( United States Government

memorandum
Department of Energy

Albuquerque Operations OffIce

(

(

DAB: MAY 1 4 1191
ItEPLYTO
AT1M Of: NCPO: J1JRM (84S.fJOS9)

IUlJECTI DOE Evaluation ofthe Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) Response

REFERENCE: March 20, 1998, Memormdum from James J. Szenasi Regarding Response to the
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB) Regarding Project Man:agemeDl
Concerns for the Capability MainteDaDCe aDd Improvemem Project .

TO: TJ Trapp, Program Manager, Nuclear Materials aDd Stockpile ManagemeDl - Nuclear
Component Readiness Program Office (NMSM-NCR), LANL

The Department ofEnergy (DOE) bas completed a preliminary evaluation oftile
NMSM-NCR submittal "Response to Defense Board QuestiODSw dated April 29, 1998.
A! yOW' response indicates, detailed information regarding the olJanizational and
staffing plans for managing the stockpile management construction projects at LANL Ire

DOt yet available due 10 the recent reolJsnization aDd new management structure beiDa
implemented by the Laboratory Director. I abo understand tbat the Director has jnjtjmd

external project management assessments IDI:S that these cumulative actions may haft
subsequent impacts on other subject areas discussed in YOlD' respo~. Consequently, die
LANL submittal does not contain sufficient detail to support a run DOE evaluation aDd
subsequent response 10 the DNFSB, clue JUDe S, 1991.

Additionally, while the response outlines the IcueraJ project management systems ad
piocesses, more information detailing LANL'. assessment of the CUImlt status oftbese
systems and controls affcdin& IIoc:kpile mmagemc:nt projects is requirecL Tbereforc,l
request LANL develop I revised, detailed IeSpODSe to die refe:rcuced memoraDdum
which will support completion ofa full DOE evaluation and development ofaoDS
DeCasary to resolve current project management concerns It both DOE IDe! LANL.
AttarW are 1be SUIDIDIIY results of the DOE peliminary eveJuation to aid you in the
development ofyour revi.secI rcsponx. This response should be provided to my oflic:c IS

lOOn as posslole in order for DOE to runy understaDd LANL'. curre:Dt direction aDd
efforts to Iddress these project m'naaemeDt coucems.

In die interim, please provide a written response to this memonndum conveyiDa the
LANL commitment to address these issues as well as any plaDs and schedules to
complete the revised LANL response. I request that your response letter be submitted to
my office DO later than May 22, 1998, 10 that it can be included in the June 5, DOE
tesponse to die DNFSB.
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lCyoa have any questious or require further iDf'ormatioD, please contict me Or JQcI
Leemmat 845-6059.

James J. Szenasi .
Acting Program MaJiager for

Nuclear Construction Projects Office .

c:c w/lttachment:
M. Mitchell, OP-24, HQ
W. Clark m, OP 40.1, HQ
R. Frenck, OP-40.1, HQ
R. Dintaman, NPD, AL
J. Szmasi, NCPO, At
R. Aler, NCPO, AL
J. Gonzales, NCPO, At
J. I.«man. NCPO, At
R. McKay, NCPO, At
I. Valdez, NCPO, At
J. Griego, LAAO
R. Matthews, NMT-DD. LANL
J. Bretzke, FE-6, LANL
W. Hamilton, FE-DO, LANL

c:c w/o attachment:
E. Whiteman, OTSP, AI.
D. Glenn, LAAO
H. Ledoux. LAAO
J. VozeUa, LAAO
Z. Zamora, LAAO
J. Jactson. DDIR. LA.NL
P. Omn;ngbam, NMSM-DD, LANL
D. Erickson. ESH-DD, LANL

(
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.Los Alamos National Laboratory
Nllt/", MflUti4li TedtlJOl.or1~"""· . -,--
P.O. Box 1663. Mail SlOp E500
LorAllmos.N,wMClUco USCS . DIIt: ".,21.1.
(50S) "'-~$U' FAX: ($OS)"7-"" ... NMT.DO~"'oe

James Sze.aasi
Actina PlOgram Manaaer
For Nuclear Construction Projeca
Department oC£ner&y
Albuquerque Operations OtIice

SUBJECT: RISPONSE TO DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACIIJTIES DEFENSE
BOARD CONCERNS REGARDING PROJECT MANAGEMENT

Dar Mr, Szenasi:

h~~ . .
]. Memorandw:n, J. SUlWi to T. Trapp, "DOE EvaIUlSion of1M Los Alamos NatioDIJ

Labora1ot)' (LANL) Response", dated May 104,1998
2. Letter, T. Trapp to J. 8zraasi, -Response to Defcme Board QaatiODS-. dated April

29.1998

(

(

Refertnee 1requested additioDaJ iDfomwion 10 supplement 1beReter~ 2 discussion of
project m&nagemenllt LANL. '!\is addiUoaal iDformaiicm will be pnMded by JuDe 30,
J998. .

M bas be= discussed with AL -' 1M DNFSB Itaft w Laboratory Director bas
recently reorganized his 'leDior lDIDaIemear JWr. This has JeSUhed In cJcarei
rcsponsibilitiei for lWclear projects. Some detaib remain to be semc4 aDd these will be
discussed in ~ IUD' 30 Jetter. In the iIdcrim. .. are tI'IDSitioDiq to opcra!e in
~ with upc:ommc revisioDs to die Laboratory~ RcquiraDasts fer
CoDstNctiOD Projects.

We haw abo 4iIcussed the Director'. Projecl MIDapaaeDt Adviiory Pad with AI. ad
DNFSB st.aff. This JrOUP held their lint mcetiDa on May 19 ad 2O.1bd 1ft aJzeady weD
immened ill evaluado, our project', prad.ices Tbe J*'II iDteDda to verbI1Iy pruc:nl III
mulCS to me Dincror on Aupst 26 lad 26. III! is 10 &WIw:r a -nua report •
Scpcember. We wiU provide you • COJ'Y upaD ra:dpt.
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It Bruee Matthews
NMT Division Director

RBM/p4

Cy: Steve Younrer. ALONW. MS AID5
Paul Cu:nnilbam. NMSM-PO, MS 1.102
James JadcsozI. DIR, MS AIDO
William HamiltoD, FE-DO. MS P9J3
NMT-DO File

(

(
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Los Alamos Roles and Responsibilities fo'r
NMSM·NCR Projects

Purpose and Scope
Thll dacumcnt descrtbcslcncral n.\les and n:1p:»nlibiJhics r:I Los Alamos NalionAl
LaborDtOf)' C1rpnj~uons and ptt5DMel fel' the execurian or IUJ,;kpUc mlU1l.Cmcnc
CM~ErUcrion ptoJel:U in .uppon of nuclear mlteriaJ opaarionJ and pit COI'Dl»Oftent
fabricaaon. Projects include me Chemical and Mclallufn RclW'th (CMR) Buildin,
Vppdcl. lhe Nucleii' Material St.enac Facility (NMSF) Rcnovldol\, the C"JIp,lbi1ity
MWntcNLnc, and Improvement Pruj~ CCMIP), ehe Fw-Wlacr Loop ReplACement &l TA­
55, and the Nuc:1car Malmals Safeluuds and Seeurit)' t1J"Jf'lde.~ Project (NMS~1JP).
alba pmjCCt5 will be added IS approprilIC.

Allhese pTojecli vary widel)' In complexit)'" Indcd llPPfOI~hWI be UKd at r.hc pmicct
level wilt! RIWSIO FDjea roles Il1d n!spnnsibiliLics as de,cribed in &his document. Thcae
graded rclcs a.ncl :esponsibUities will be dCi'ribcd in projc.cr-IpCCUlC documentation.

Overview of Organizational Roles

U:JI Alamos National LaboratDr)' b orpniJt.d zeladve 10 line maiar capabilitics -pm~.
ICChnicaJ. IIId IUppor1. TheIC apl&biliac. 1ft linked thr'oulh the communication of
~snmmati;elpectations And Ihe allocltion Of lundinl· 1n~tiDnl widt 1M Dcpanmcnt
ofBncrZy and c&hcr "&em&! DIll%!izauDns arc the raponribiliryof the Prop'lm Offas:
pro~cdirlcdan and tunI:Unl for propw and project uecudon comes from
Progrlm Of&:cl. Project exec:uuon il earried out It the di:lction of the Propam Omca by
Technical t.inc Orpnmrionl. TKtwcal Une Or~rionI maincain cr.dulica1 capabilicie&
in termS orperIOMel and equipment, are re,poft51ble fel' the upkeep and ~rion of
facilitiel, anc:I lie ~sponllble(or ute apc:racions wilhizt facilities. Suppon Ufte .
DrJaniZAdonl. lUeh I. &he FaeUidll,S~~ Safcl'Wd. Divilian, Ihc Business
Operadon. Division. and Ihe SnviIonmenc. tho wfSafoty DiYlslon, tnd their
assaciattd 1pecia1l)' FOUPJ. main&IiD &be IYliJllry IUppan gpabililics DCCded 10 suppon
Ihe tl£hnicIlw prolflJM'llhe aoall1l1.ol Alamos NadonaJ Laborarar'y.

Man.Flnenl and n"urion nfNMSM-NCil canllNCtlon proJecEi requires clearly dctlnrd
mIca Ind ~sponaibiUcics bctMCn the fn)pnOfl'lcz. &he TachciclLl LiDi Division wick
ft5pOnsibWry for the f.dUry beina modified. &he Suppon Line or,aniuUon Ihar f'I:O~'
f..:llitie. cnlinecrin. awJ conlCfucuDn manla=cnt .aDJ, and oIhcr IYppon OI1lniadcml.

1
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( . Organizational Rolesllnd Responsibilities

The Nuclear Materials and Stockpil~ MllnllKement Program
.omee (NMSM) is re~pon.ible fot progrwnmatic ~~'Ilhip ur the l.ilbaratDtY'A ~LJviliel
for nuclcDl' mat.erilLls o~uons. And milint~n:lncc. sUl'YciJJ:ancc, :md nlanut'acwn:11
openuions in suppon n(1he nucJw wcapon~ ,uxkpile. The J\'MSM Nuclear Componenl
RCldincll (NCR) Pmgram Offic:c b r-sJJJnliblc for ilCuvitici required to implement pit
manufactw'ins us well a&I asSOCiAted facility modifications. The NMSM PIUPIn Ofrace
jointly IPPOlnLl Proj"t u.ldcn with 1M TechnicAl Une 0rall1uutiou,

The NMSM·NCR Proarlm Mlnller will provide funding and project direction to the
Technical Line Or8~iZ3tion with respoMibillty for the constNCUon project. The NMSM·
NCR Program Officc is responsihle t'or &cne~tinl a Prolram Requirements DOCURnt
(PRO). dcscribinj prosrilJlUuatic dcJiver.bJes to the TcchniCAJ Line OrIImJutir.»D. The
NMSM-Prusr:un ManAger ii aiiD ~Iponuble for c:nm:uninl on the FunctiDnal and
Operational Rcqui~ments (F&'OR) ~ume"t Md approving a p~icct bucline lhilt uphoJds
lhe prognmmanc deliverables. .

The NMSM-NCR Pro;rnm MAnaler is the iinlJe point ofcontact for farmAl
communication widl the DOS. and wiu negotlite flMject deliver.1hle~ with input lind
support from the Technical Line Organizition. Working with DOE. the NMSM·NCR
Program Mllu1ler will obtain: 1) conCUttence on prograzmnatic di~tion. 2) prograznmatic
approval, and 3) !undiDI SUPPO" for COMU'UcLlon plOje't work, The NMSM-NCR
PltIgram Manlier will also function D51he sinlle point ofcommunication with the DOE IJf
chanaea to projeer scope, cost. and &c:heduJe.

(

Commrtmentl. All formal ~mmitmentl from Los Alamos will be doculnelUed
and JllUed Woulh the NMSM-NCR Prulr8lD Manlier, nlC NMSM-NCR Prosrazu
ManQler will obtAin ccncwrcnce from dlc Ippwpriale Technical 01vision Directors for
major cmnmiancnts, Formal ~portinl on project statu, wilt lake rlice tbrouah the
NMSM-NCR Pro&TAm Office. The NMSM·NCR Program Office will be rc5poDSibJc for
obtaining intemal Los Alamos validatioDS aD the Construction Project Data Sheet (CPDS)
and traDamltUnlto DOE lhe CPOS for a]lltCCkpllc m&n1rcmcnt projcCt5. AI &he Project
EJte:uuon Plan (pEP) will be the il11plemcntina Oocuntent for the jnt.erfi&Ccs of pn»gram and
project requirements between Lo~ Alamos and the DO£. approval of the document will
come f1Qm the NMSM-NCR PrDpm M&taqu befcn IrwrNs5ion 10 DOE,

CliPI' Control. Chanica to the project bueline wiJI be controlled lhroLJIh a
formal c!wlle eonlral~Sl. This tiered chanp control process will be de.\Cribed in me
documenc "CbOlt ContrOl (or NMSM·NCR Coa'tNtrJon Projects", The NMSM-NCR
Program Mmap~ has me relpc1!\libllity of adhuinllO W &1e= chaDl~ control pnadU~1
as cfescribed in this docum=t. 1bI NMSM-NCR Prolram MMDi&Kcr will ftUl1WUlle
members of &be pwjcet BueliDe Change Conaol Board (BCCB), Baseline Cbanp
Proposils (BCPs) will be transmincc11D DOE Woulh the NMSM·NCR Prognan MunaF.

FundiD. Flaw. AU IUthQri2.aUon5 and fundinl for ltockpile management·
constlUCtion proj"U will be lent fram DOE l!wulh lbc Laboratory ControUer to the
NMSM prtJgram Office. Ind allfundins forNMSM·NCRconstruetion projccu will be
AllCCa1ed through the NMSM PnJlram Office to the T~hnic&1 Une 9rBanizatioJl
responsible for the facility and the project eucutiDn, The NMSM PrOgram offace wiU be
~1'Onsible for allocating lIilGckpilc rn.aDllement opcrtllins lINt capital fundinl consistent
with the individual project :authorization, and the scope u dcacribed within the proje'l­
specific PEP,
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InltcratfGn Re.punJibIiUla. The NMSM-NCR ProlTlm ManDler will be
Rsponsiblc lor intelnU"1 projcclI, propmJ, and processes for all NMSM·NCR
canstt\lconn I'fDj~lI. Thil intelfllion berwun all J\~SM-NCR ,onsD'ucdon P1\~ceEi will
be ensured throuJh common plannjnl and the ullliZluon ofcenain common I\lPpon IfOUPS
and functions for all proje'ls. Common functions cncompalli; integrated planntnl
includina mlSltr schedules and budlei SD'~~ics. 1,Itama anal)'s. from &he
TKhnolol)' and Safety Assessment Dlvision (TSA) co help dc1lne and lnlegrarc
requirements wilh progrummltic dellvCRblel, and Int'aflled ..fell lucumenu.

The NMSM·NCR Progrum Manlier is &lJo Rlponlible for conveninllnd uallElnl
Trchnlcal AdvisDr, Cruups and Ind.pendern I,vl•• T.am. 10 advbe NMSM­
NCR manasement on issueR related co &he esrabli.hmcnt ora pil fabrication miuion II LDs
Alamos. and to provide a hilh level of overview and peer fCVlCW of stcckplle manalemeat
consttUction projcCll. The functions of che" poupland teamII wW includc Project Risk
An.lyu., Intern,l PruJccl Valldalion a.wlcn. and Desian and CDnstructlDn
Initiation Reviews.

'The Technital Divisions Ire responsible for implemenlin, proJecls thai lneCC the
needs as defined by &he NMSM Propvu Offse.. The commitmlnl or the appropriate
Tcc:hnical Di\lision DlR.r:1DR to 1l1P~ major_~jecl KdYiacl will be obcalned prior ro
formBllaborltmy IlTCCmcnt wilh DOE. The Technical DiviUonI have the primaly
responsibility far prtJjeclladcnhip and excation. There IZ'C chree main components of the
sm?jed implemenlluon plCa~: 1) Pnljeel maJlllemuu: 2) Safety, iDe~w:lin1 the fwty
....&fe~envelope; and 3) User Re4uirementl, Cw'ftnlly, die Nuclear Mlteria', Technol0JY
(NMl) Divilwn and dae Chemical Sciencei and TechnololY (CST) Divisicm are 1ead
divisions for most of the NMSM stockpile manalementcons~on projects with linc
manlsement and execution responsibilities for the NMSF Renavanan (HMO, the CMIP
CNMn,lhc Fi:e·WalCr Loop RcplaccmuuIITA-55, (NMT) and the CMR B..Udinl
\Jp~cs (CSn. .

ProJ«t Mlnlpment. The Technical Unc Orpnizauon is KCountable for
dcvclopinll1ld recorumendinla project balClinc fel' approval by Ihe NMSM-NCR
Propvn ManlJer and chen maintiiniD' that approvad proj~1 baseline in ImnI of KOPC,
cost. and IChe.dule. The Tcd1nlcaJ Line Or.waDon II ...ponaible Cor idcntlfyin,. and
joinuYlJ'.POindn. wilh me NMSM Propam omce I ProJKI Leader. The Technical
DIYiSlOn.1 abo ftsponsible far mli,ulinin. informal c:ommunicaDOftI with the DOE,
however. all pmjecr~on will come frOm Ihe NMSM-NCR Pro&ram Offuz and not
fJom die DOE dirl&:d)'. .

Technical Line Or.wzalionl abo have the ftlpClf'lsibilil)' 'or eonveninl and ualizina
Technical Adyiaory Oroups and Independent Review Tum. II) advise cbcm on project
manl,emenllUucl. .

The Project Lead.r Is nsponsible lor the heculloft of the ·projecr. AI the npr!senraDve
of &h. facility owner (TecMical Divilian Dira;EOr), &he Pto~l LNder RponI
Cl'luUutionally ID die Technical Line Or&anlzadon and pmpvamatiCaIly to me N'MSM­
NCR Pmcram Min1lef. The Projc:a Leader will orilinate. project baseline that suppons
pzolJ'lmmali, and UICI' rcqlJi~menli. The ProJ"lulder il one of che approven of the
W&OR) clocumcnc. The Projcct Leader is ~,ponsible tor identifyina construCtion tJrojocl
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SUPPO" requircmeng and then conneun. wbh SUPPO" Divlliion. for personnel with
appropriacc IikiUl and upcnise as needed for luccessfUl completion orme $lOCkpiJe'
management con'D'Uction projecll. The Proj", Leader ditecu lhe implemenwion ahhe .
nquircmenu of che ule1',lhe facUlty man.am. and cumnt re~laQon5lhrou&hthe desisn.
constrUction. and IWtUp aaiyjuel an"" U1lelble. ~c:rlltin, facilit)'. The ~~ect Leader
panicipllres 1n inlCpltion plalminl and review activirie. IS required by lhc NMSM·NCR .
Prolfim Mlnller.

ne Projcct Leader it ICcounUlble for the adhc~ncc of the enti~ project to Ihc lcope,
schedule. and cost baselines u dcfaned wilhin the PEP and other project dacumenu and is.
responsiblt for lbc implcmenladcm ofQualicy AUynrq processes throulhout
COnlD"UCtion.

. .
Chinle Control. Ccnain chllllc, wiJJ ~ l'elOlvcd II the projectlevd Ihroulh

the BeeS with che prgper procell doc~mcntlt:lan. ftCOfd keepl",. and cornmuntcadon.
Levels of chinle that can be raoIYed at &he projecllcveJ arc descnbcd in &he da:umcat .
"Change ContrOl for NMSM-NCR ConstruCtion ProjCCIl". All membcn or the project team
have the responsibility for fo1lowinl chinle canuel procedures. The Project Leader ba..
the rcspon5ibilicy or convcninl the aCCB .hen Ippropn.re 10 rhc: nc:cds of lhe projccL
The Project wder also UIe$SCIIbe need far oUL~ approvals topro~ch~8c to
scope. schedule, and cost accordin.1O the document "Chan~e ConD'O for NMSM-NCIl
Ccnsa-ucrion ProjeCts" and &he proJetI PEP.

Facility S.r'ly. Technical Line OrJanlzadonllrc acco~nllblc far latety in U2C
(acUiey for operations and CDnllNcUon. The Prajec:1 Lca4er~&h !he Divi.ion Dira:u.
Is Kcoun&lblc far salory ttl the conalnlCtion project and works wiihFacility ManlIer to
cnl~wety and adherence to raciliry requiJ'emcnll. The Projecc Leader wUI work with the .
Facilhy Manapr u n:quiled in chc dcveloprrcnt and imp1cmcntation orany new or updated
SAR. Complex projects IDlY. ~qulre. Comml••lonin~oJeet Leader in addition IE)

die Project Leadc:r ;nd &he FICW~.Manaler 1D nnlitian the projec:t to &he user.

The Facility Mlnleer is tapODIib1e fDr &he maintenance or the facili£)' safety and
operatinl envc!ope (aulharizadan buis) before, d~n•• and liter Ihe conllNccion FOjeeL
The FlCiJicy ManaF wark, whh the Project lA'd" aDd the Design and ConsttUCuon
Proj= I ceder ID in&elfltt conlwcdon activides under me (acility nperadnl envelope. In
addition, lhc FICWry Manaler communicuealhe ~ulnlmentl for fcilib:radonllD Ihe
Project Iada an4 me Technical Pmjecc Lader (Iei' the Fwu:tional and QonaI
Rcquiremalll - F.OR) and~.. canllnJCaon acceptanCe eriruia 10 &he ·Ploject Leider
and &hc Deli.,. and CcnsQ'Uclicn Project LAder. AI ulrimuc owner ofanr u~1Id SafcE)'
Analysis Repcm (SAR.). Ihe fKllh)' manapr is raponsible for the lenrn&JOn of • new or
apIaIrd SAl and will wcrrlc wiIb abe Deafln and Conmucticm ProjecclClder, che Dtviaion
Dir=torand Ihe Prvpam ()ft"JCe ill 1M dcVcJopment and implementation or dds dac:umcnL

The CommiSllonlnl 'roJed L.d.r i, R'J'Onlible lor the .tan-up or me facUity,
includinllCCCplinCe Ie", and reidincsl rmewsll needed..1bc CotDmiuionir\1 Projcl
Leoda' works whh 1M PIOjecl Leider. oman and ConstrUCtion Prcjecc uadcr. and
Facility Manlier CD set and comznunicac.e acproprilUe 5W\dards ora=cpcanc. ror al1ailhed
prod~CL This po.idon could also~ the 10 c of a Facility Manlier Dr dlcir dui,nee.

lJnr Requiremenu. Technicil Un. Organization. havc·the ~.ponsibi1it)' for
iclentifyinllnd Jolnlly appoinnn.wilh the NMSM PrOJTlrn Office. 'technlQI Project
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Leade~. The 'rcc~nic:al Project Leader i5 resp~miible for lpecific~i()n UrFUU&.:liunw id1d
Oper:ltJonaJ RcqU1I1:JUcllts (F&OR) 10 l!= PrDJ~l Leader lhu... bclp-ln~tc ells.u~ t~c ulability
nfthe constructed product The Technical PrnJ~t LeMder JC4ds the TochDlall SCcerlng
Committee. thrcuih ~'hich UJtnctllted ,h~ r-"OR docLlmcn.l, dt~ribin~ thctinisbcd
product. ThcF&OR 11 u LOI AJAmU'aOwncd document th~t IS aJso approved by rbe _
Project LcucJer. the rfchnic;l Project Leader, w£J the Executive Sl"rin; Committee, ADd
(:oncum:cJ to by the NMSM-NCR Prosram Mun.scr. It i_ 1M communicution interface
between the pmsr:unmauc, technical. Ind uper.tionolt rcquircmcnt5 of the U~etI and
operato~ of the fQClliry and t~ facility con&tnlction proje;, Chit eruure~ proper Cacilit)'
opcnabiJity. The Technical PlOje(t ~ader i~ the owner of the f&OR document; chAnGes to
the F&OR document must be approvcd by the ~mben of A BCCB. The T"hniclll
Stcelinl Committee wiJJ ~t IS requircd,llftd un be convened by the T~hniC41 Lint
Ora~ationor me ~'MSM Program Druce. 'II is the respomibiliry of the TechnicaJ Project
Leader to JGm mcctinas of &he Technial Steenn. Commil.. - .

touJfilling the rcquirClNnlS of l~ P&OR wiJJ rcprc.itnt JUccetlftful cump!elion of the project
from i1 user SuwtP&lU1t. The TcctU1i&:~ Project Leader mu~[ On51.1re thalthe ~n~ nt' the
f&OR incnrporate5 'he necd5 and conlitraiDl1 impoled by (ilCility rcquircmen15, ES&H.
and prugTAmmlTtle opera1iOn~. ~ses 1n tho U5er requircmcntlt will he cOltununic~d to
the project throulh moditicl&UOn.li in the FaORi moditi'iltiunll will 80 through the fOnTlal
change conU'OI process.

.
The Facilities, Safepards, and Security (FSS) Division (through
FSS-6) is fe6ponsiblc for identifying i\ftd assigning to the project tho~e ikiJled personnel
that have the cnsmecnnl, constrUction. and project controls c~~crtiltC J1I!lCessary co luppon
the needs of the prujcct and the PrOJKt Leader. includinS the Dulin and Con.trucUon
Project L.ad.r. In additiDn. the PlCilltie~ Project DeJivery Group.(FSS-6) is
r'efi('onsibJe (or provldinl the common background documentation. proccdu~s, ilDd
processes needed for effective pro;:t ftlilnAJemcntUld control 10 D\Cet Duclear constNCtion
IlADdards. Tbc contraet bct'Neen AlamOli MnJ tbe A~hjW;1 Ensineer (AJE)for iI11
llucJcar C0J15tNCtion project. il manalld by FSS-6. _ _

Tbc Dellen aDd ConttructJon ProJece lAader Dversee~ the dellian. ]JTocurement,
enginccMI and COftllNcUOn activities and aeceptl iW11anmerus from the Project Leader.
The Design and ConStnlcUoD ProjecrLew 15 tho interface between the COnJlNcuon
pruject and the scrvicu of chc 'AlE. _ ..

FSS-6 pcnonnelll'C Jalponaiblc for ~lItioa orconimon baekaround documenlarian.
procedlWl and procesiCs that includa. for examplc, project controls procedures. unified
pro~ect r~s, deliGn villic.lation, and couwctfon inspection; Lellons Ie&lmed on ODe
JlfoJect will be ttan~min&d 10 other projecll Ihrou.h FSS-6. -

The Buslness (BUS) Dlvflion ia I'CIpon5ibJe for providinl JdUlJccf perKOnD.J
wi~h coftuIC,ing. procurement. and finAnCial uactini and raporUnl clpcnise IU'.r-C55ary tp
IUppon the needs ot (he pmject and the Projcct Leader. -

Other Support Divisions luch IS the ElIviro~menl. Health and sIr",)' Divi5jon
(ES&H) and OWD, IRl felpOfllible fOI providiol persODZlCJ thaI have .he nec•.ualY
Clpenile to support the needs oflhc projeCt and the Project Lader..



-~'._-_ .._--- ----- - - --'

.r..
.. .

• _--" •• _ ••••. __ • 1:.. .......__ ...... __ •• _.-::".L.' _

Project Execution Plan

---~- ....__.I• .... _._.: .. _ ...

(

(

nc Project Execution Plan cPEPl will be !he imp1ementinr document for rhe irucdaccs for
prcJTIl11 and jlrojecl rcqui~mentJ between Los Alamos and the DOE.~ wm be 1ft
overall PEP fer all NMSM·NCR connrucaon projects and·a projccl·lpccifJC PEP tor
individual pJQjcccs. It i. the ~lpon5ibiluy cr d\e Project Leader to cencrate thejn'Ojeet­
specific PEP in consuJration with mcmbcn oflhe projrcllWni me appropriate TcchniQl
Division Director and the NMSM·NCR ProJnZD Manageuhl1l approvc ~c docurncnL
Ultimalt approvallbaU~ from the DOE. All PfP. will be updated .1 JuSI )'early.

An)' differences in the IcncraJ roJn and responlfbWties dcaaibed in lbiJ document and any
lpecial projea nquircmcnls and Mumslilnca will be described in the P~P. The PEP will
conlaif1 a pnl~(-.pcd£1C or,lniutionlLl chin nAminI key project iIIdividuaJl from bolh Los
Alamos and DOE And an explanation of rheir ~dr~ roJes ancl responsibilitic,.

FomW agreement with DOE onprojce:t aICOJ3e will be contained within &hc PEP. Any
(onnaJ DOE direction ro Ihe NMSM-NCR Pro~ Office and thence 10 Ihe projecr wW be
implemented in • timely fuhlon Uuoulh • formal chanl' CQnual prace" and dwl
incorpo~tcd inco the PEP dwinllhe nelr yearly updar.e.

The PEP will describe the~ucr thar Lm Alamo. is ex~red to deliver. Included in die
PEP will be conU'Dl-level Work pack"e deliverable' (includinl their associared Fcducrs.
cos~ and IChcdulcs). I mucer project schedule (includinl key miJcitoncl and product.).
and project costs (including the lOW pmjt&t L:OSt and me bascline fundine pl'ofilc).
Frequenc)' and emin. of rorm~ ~portl fD till DOE wiD be defined in &hc PEP. The PEP
will also include perfmman= mcuurci bl5cd on key mileslOncs Dnd produClS. k.yed 10
loall appropril~ (or rimer)'. dependable u ...,moncs.

The project·spcdtic PEP will deflnc and ma!nwn lhe ,"-,jeer baseline and will Jill &he
documentl. standardl. and cmlus thai R impJ~11Q the buc"nc, OIanpslo die
documcnlS. st&ndanb. and orden wil~ Cl'iIJU PEP-defincd ch~p CDnQ'D1 procell in dJe
same way that others chanp woWd impact &he p~ject. The PEP 'MUlsct the chinle
control levels in terml of baseline, COil. and schedule.

Th! PEP will &110 document the proceua aIld procodura ferr assisning UIC ofconcin.enc)'
and m&nap:mcnt reletVe funds.

Executive SteerJnl Committee

nc Executive Steerinl CommJttee, willt reprelentadon from the ProJnID
Offi~e. Ihe Technical Line D&vision Director. ,he FlCilidel. SafCl\Wd1 and SCL"Urity
Divilion Ditcr;lOr and other Suppan Divilioft Din:&tmlIIIJ'proprl~uc. will Fovide overall
policy guidance co the pRJ~ecllftd apprOYc f6 dlsapprove ofcenain chan,es In Ihe J'!OjccL
Mcmber5hip in Ihc Eu.cuuvc SreeM, Commi=e is descrmina5 by Ihe lead TcchnicJllJnc
Division DucclOr, the Prosram Dinctar of NMSM. and the Division OinclOr af'FSS.
Other member! will be approlr'Cd by Ute bue CQmmi~. DOB will be RpJacntt4 b1 UJ
IdviKrry member. The Esecurive SlCUina Committee wlllapprove the FAOR. Level' of
chanle nquirinl Executive: Steenn. Caminitzee approval will be proJecl-specific: and wW
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be set by the pJ1)ject PEP. The E~eeutivc ~teerinl Commincc will meet on a quanerly
h~b: il is &he rcsponsibiliry of the ~'MSM·NCR Progr.un Office to convenc the qwarwrly
mcctin&.I.

. .
Chanae Control Board and the Chanle Control Process

The mcmbcnhip or each Balellne Chance Control Board (BCCB) Viill renecr
OflarUutionsimp~ by the con!In1L1lon project. As I primary atrcered cqanization. me
fichnital Line Or,anization wUl hllVc mem~hjp on &he BceB. Members wW be
DDmin.~ by Ihe NMSM·NCR Propm ManlJl:r. and IP1'Irnvc4 by the Exc:c:uuw Stecrina
Committee. The BeeS wUl be ~"Onvenr.d by the Project Leader 10 determine the
disposition orchinle requesu In accordance wilh IhC document "Chinle Concrol for
NMSM.NCR ConslrUction Projecu", and to Ipprove or disapprove chan.cllMl lie willain
the projectospeciftc.: PEP dll~sholdJ for the inchvidlll1 prajoces.

General Roles and Responsibilities
A General project management and inl£rface ch:ut iI ~hown on lhe ncxt PIIC. A J'!Dj=l­
specific orllU\izarionaJ chan mat documentS key individu:l1' and their feiponsibihrici will
be leneralCd by individul1 project nrgllnizationl and will appear in the re~peccve Project
Execution Plans (PEP> for each project SDCCiftc chw will be held under formal chanae
control. Critical EO the iucccSl of NMSM-"NCR Fojecli is the c:lw' undmtanclinl of roles
&nd ~spon.ibllirics intrinsic in these orlanlurioiW ICNCtU~S.

.,
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Los Alamos Roles and Responsibilities for
NMSM·NCR Projects
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( . Alexander Ciancan
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Division Dinlccor, NU'lw Materials TcchnololY

~;dll'C1 J. vln ar H yen
vision Director, Facilides. SecurUy and SafcIUll'dI
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Project Management Advisory Panel Charter

Los Alamos National Laboratory .

Purpose
Ensure successful management ofthe planning and execution ofmajor construction and
infrastructure projects at the Los Alamos National Laboratory. .

Goal
Review and evaluate major construction and infrastructure projects, current and planned,
at Los Alamos, including planning, execution, programmatic interfaces (external and
internal), policy, DOE requirements, training, and support systems, and make
recommendations to the Laboratory Director.

Objectives
• Review planning processes, particularly integration ofscope, deliverables,

milestones, and budget, to support programmatic needs and requirements.

( • Review major construction and infrastructure projects from the perspective of
evaluating strengths and weaknesses ofthe current construction project
management approach, and identify potential systemic improvements, as
appropriate.

(

• Examine management, organization, and roles and responsibilities, as they impact
the planning and execution ofthese construction projects.

• Review adequacy ofpolicies, procedures, control systems, selfassessments, and
underlying processes and support systems required for good project management.

• Examine the impact ofDOE requirements, practices, and interfaces on successful
project perfonnance. .

Scope
The scope ofthis project is limited to definition and recommendation ofmanagement and
organizational approaches, and mechanisms and processes to enhance perfonnance on
construction and infrastructure projects.

Guidelines
• The Project Management Advisory Panel reports to John Browne, Director, Los

Alamos National Laboratory.

• The major focus will be on construction and infrastructure project managen1'ent.
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Additional insight ind recommendations on innovative approaches to construction
'projects and their management are also desired. . .

Planned initial duration ofthis, project is 4 months, with final recommendations
delivered ·to the Director by August 31, 1998. .

Infrastructure projects refer to major facility upgrades and renovations, and
involve safety, operation and maintenance, safeguards and security, waste
management, and environmental compliance issues.
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Memben
Mr. J. Michael Hart (Senior Vice President, Duke Engineering and Services, Inc.)
Mr. Edward S. Keen (Retired. Bechtel) .
Mr. Peter J. Offiinga (Executive Vice President, ICF Kaiser IntemationaI.Inc.)
Mr. Paul Rice (Contracting"Consultant) .
Dr. L. Edward Temple (US/CMS Project Manager. Fermi Laboratory)

Panel Support (Los Alamos):
Dr. Walter L. Kirchner. Executive Secretary
Ms. Anselma 1. Kaufman. Administrative Assistant
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Los Alamos National Laboratory !

. Construction Projec~!
Management Status· I
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LANL Is Implementing a Plan to Ensure Effective
Construction Project Management (CPM)

:t> Established clear line management focus and accountability
)) Deputy Director for Operations
») Facilities Engineering Division
)) Associate Directors whereprograrn/line issu~close

» Formally established Laboratory policy by issuing a Construction
Project Management LIR (Laboratory Implementation
Requ~en~ ,

» Ensure effective.CPM procedures, pra~tices,and skill base
) Detailed plan being impl~mented .

» Conduct regular Senior Management reviews of all-major projects
and hold managers accountable for performance .

~ Gain future.guidance from senior level Project Management
Advisory Panel
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Project Management Advisory
Panel

> Senior level panel advising the Laboratory Director

> Will review the Laboratory's policies and. practices and make
recommendations to ensure effective management, controls,
and supporting systems are in'place'

> Panel Members
») J. Michael Hart, Senior Vice President, Duke Engineering &t Servi~es, Inc•.

») Edward S. Keen, Retired, Bechtel Corporation .

) Peter J. Offringa, Executive.Vice President, reF Kaiser Intema.tional, Inc.
» Paul Rice, Contracting Consultant

» Dr. L. Edward Temple,' UC/CMS Project Manager,. Fermi Laboratory

~ Deliver initial recommendations by September, 1998

-

I.m AIaIMs N.tiou' uboratary

i

r t
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LlK Has Established Laboratory
Policy for CPM .
»- Clear roles and responsibilities

» Line ownership of projects '.
. » Project team used to focus efforts·

~ Baseline content requirements specified
~ Approach for including safety .
. requirements is included
~ Change control on ..
. scope/schedule/budget required

las Alantos National ....bor•..,·



CPM LIR Requirements are:
Program Office

Lead
Facility Owning

DiviBion Director Lead

Project
FMI Team Leader

Technical E5&cH
U Prog. Req. Doc:turB\t

ser Functional .
Rrquiremmb

Desi Criteriago. .
~IS" LlS
Conslruction
Pemnttins
TumlJftr/Starbip
Cost/5d1edule

Control

Others FE-6

Formed'

Project
Team

Overall Program Integration
for facilities

Mission Needs
for individual projects

I..cK Alamos National Labontary
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The LIR Specifies Responsibilities
for the Facility Ownin!Z. Div. Director

» Prunary owner for project leadershIp and delivery of a .
quality project

:r> Responsible for preparing aIld controlling the Functions and
Operational Requirements to meet Mission Need

~ Primary project leader for conceptualizing, designing,
permitting, safely constructing, and starting up projeCts on
schedule and within approved budgets'

~ Responsible for establishing the project team and appointing
the team'leader

).> Responsible for interacting with DOE to achieve project
success within the constraints of the overall technical and
funding plans

_._-

Let! AJ.tn05 ~.tio~Lallol"orr
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LIR· SpeCifies Responsibilities for the
Program Office

)E>. Provide program management in support of
projects· . . .

)E> Translate the overall Laboratory vision &
mission into specific & integrated facility
mission needs

)E> Be the primary interface with DOE to .
integrate funding needs forptojects

r
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Los AIMno, ~dDlUl tabontory I
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.FE-6 lot ""mOt S.tionallAbcwltary

Project Team Leader
. ~

Progra

FM/Technica
Userl , BUS

Laboratory
Director

IDOE De£ense
Formal Funding, ..... Associate LabPrograms

~ Guidance, and Director~

Change Management
I

.. . Facility Owning
Division Director

.

Routine Communications .......

-Interface With DOE Will Be Clear
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.We Believe·DARHT And NMSF
Are On Track

DARHT
.~ Scope/cost increases due to changing circumstances
~ Facility owning division fully engaged and, in charge
~LIRbeing ~plemented
» Strong project management in plac:e' ,
NMSF
~ Project is now Title I design only
.» . LIR being implemented, Facility owner in charge

, ,

);> Expect to be successful with current scope

~ Work beyond Title I not defined
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Revised Actions are Necessary
for CMRUjCMIP

~Transfer projects to facility owning division
using LIR procedures .

·~Complete approved actions
» CMR: two IIlaintenance actions

. » CMIP: design studies

~Establish agreement on total project·
scope/schedule/budget as soon as possible ..

E
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DOE Can Help LANL .

» Establish scope/schedule/cost
agreement on several major projects

» Achieve faster Baseline Change . .
approvals (recent actions should help)

, 0'

·»"/ConttoI" audits and assessments

» ·Participate on project teams

,
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Los A'mnos NItiDMI1.abDratory' I
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Conclusion

»We are changing our CPM "Culture" .
» People
» Procedures
) Managell1ent

».We are working specific project issues
.~We need some DOE help

We believe our path will lead to excellent
CPM performance in FY99



Overview

-- ------------ -----

DOE CMR Upgrtules Project AssessmentS"IIIIIIIIIY

---_._-- -

DOE review ofthe CMR Upgrades Project was initiated on May 8, 1997, through the
formation ofa LANL Stockpile Management Construction Program Review Team by the
Assistant Manager for TeChnology and Site Programs, AL. The specific purpose ofthe
Review Team was to provide to the AL Manager an assessment ofthe project .
management systems at AL, LAAO and LANL, specifically limited to the LANL Stockpile
Management Construction Program. The Team was also chartered to produce a report
that would document the assessment process, findings, and recommendations that would
serve as a primary component ofan overall AL recommendation to the Deputy·Assistant
Secretary for Military Application and Stockpile Managem~nt. The primary driver for this
assessment was the CMR Upgrades Project that had reached a crisis point and was placed
on hold by LANL on April 21, 1997. This action was taken dUe to several problem .
indicators including; large cost overruns, scope issues, inaccurate reporting, and poor
engineering and project management practices. The Review Team consisted ofHQ, AL
and LAAO personnel who have experience with and/or responsibility for the CMR .
Upgrades Project and Stockpile Management and Stewardship construCtion programs at
LANL.

Although initially focused on performance issues associated with the CMR Upgrades
Project, the assessment was expanded to analyze both project specific and institutional
findings related to DOE and LANL project management, identify root causes, and develop
corrective action recommendations applicable to the entireLANL SM Construction
Program.

Process

The DOE Assessment Team used a performance-based methodology and a phased
approach in the completion ofthe assessment which included the following activities:

o Reviewed LANL and DOE CMR Upgrades Projects records in depth.
o Conducted interviews ofLANL & DOE project, program, facilities and self-

assessment personnel.
o Assessed LANL & DOE weaknesses in executing project management at LANL.
o Reviewed and assessed LANL and DOE responsiveness to problems..
o Reviewed LANL'audit r~sults and corrective actions.
o Reviewin~ LANL draft proposed Baseline Change Proposals.
o Preparing a report to document activities, findings, recommendations and

corrective actions.

1
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During the conduct ofthe assessment, interim status briefings were- presented to senior
DOE and LANL management as wen as the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board.
Excerpts ofthese b.riefings are provided below.

Findings

The main findings ofthe DOE assessment were:

o LANL and DOE Project Management was inadequate to maintain control ofthe
projects.

o LANL engineering and projeet management shortcomings resulted in cost
overruns and schedule delays.

o Inaccurate LANL project reporting prevented timely LANL and DOE issue
resolution.

o LANL mismanaged project contingency,
o LANL cultural and organizational issues led to·constantly evolving project

definition, a failure to integrate projects among aU stakeholders, ineffective
management, and a lack ofaccountability.

Conclusions

The conclusions reached by the DOE Asses.sment Team were:

o The CMR Upgrades Project failures are the result ofa broad systemic breakdown
offundamental project management and engineering practices. Many of the root
causes ofthese failures were institutional and had been observed in varying degrees
with other LANL projects.

o The practices and institutional issues which led to these failures were ofa recurring
nature, have been documented several times, and solutions previously developed
have been superficial and ineffective.

The DOE Assessment Team presented the following as a bottom line: .

o DOE and LANL must develop a solution which minimizes risk by increasing
controls, authorizing small incremental project steps, measuring true performance,
and reassessing the solution in the near future.

o This will require a sustained effort with high-level management involvement.

?



Recommendations

The following corrective actions were developed by the DOE Assessment Team and have
been briefed as recommendations to AL and DP Managem~t: .

o Strengthen basic Engineering and Project ManageIrient Capabilities.
o Clearly define and validate project baselines by completing all required

development work with the understanding and agreement ofall stakeholders
before the project proceeds.

o .Establish effective accountability by formal1y designating responsible li1ana8ement
official(s) who have authority to ensure execution ofthe SM projects at~.

o Establish effective inteTnat self-assessment process and corrective actions systems.
o Establish and verify the use ofproject management systems including independent

project status reporting.
o DOE should authorize the use ofcontingency.
o Employ an incremental step approach to SM project activities including increased

controls and continually assess the management approach.

The above recommendations were presented to AI.. and DP management as an overall
approach to increase DOE and LANL chances for success on SM projects based on the
following:

o Incremental approach to project activities with limited, specific tasks should be
manageable in the interim, and provide indicators ofperformance.

o Increased management involvement coupled with additional controls will provide
visibility, enhance issue resolution, and increase accountability.

o Organizational changes are providing the necessary resources and proper focus.
o This effort is being managed as a long-term program that requires a sustained

effort.
o DOE will control contingency, evaluate project management processes, and track

corrective actions to assess performance.
o Conditional approach allows time to fully develop other options yet proceed to

meet programmatic objectives in the near term.

3
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FOR

STOCKPILE MANAGEMENT PROJECT'S
CONCEPTUAL DESIGN REPORTS
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LOS ALAMOS NATIONAL LABORATORY

Albuquerque Operations Office
U.S. Department of Energy

March 1998
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For.
Stockpile Management Project's

Conceptual Design Reports
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Xxxx Xxxxxx, NCPO. PMO
Project Management Plan Lead
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Xxxx Xxxxxx, NCPO
Safety Review Plan Lead

Xxxx Xxxxxx, NPD
Program Review Plan Lead

Approved By:

Xxxxx Xxxxx, NCPO Program Manager
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Date
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IntroduetiOD

The Integrated Review Plan (IRP) was a collaborative effort invoIviD& subject matter experts in the areas
ofproject, safety, and program management &om DOE Headquarters, Albuquerque Operations Office. aDd
the Los Alamos Area Office. This effort represents a milestone toward the,DOE goal offull ilJtcsratiOl1 of
project, safety and program requirements iIito the design aDd constructiOn ofnuclear facilitics It LANL.
Moreover. this integrated plan will serve as a f'ouDdation for DOE review activitics for subscquc:m project
stagcs, such as preliminary aDd detailed dcsip. ..

Purpose

The pulpOSe ofthe IRP is to assure a consistent, rigorous and 'systematic review ofConceptual Design
Reports (CDR). and associated dcliverablcs. prepared for Stockpile Managemcat projects atLANL. The
IRP documents the scope (breadth and depth). requinmcnts. performance objectives, acceptance criteria.
review approaches. and personnel qualifications for each ofthrce focus areas; project managcmmt, safety
and program. .

The objective of the review is to validate that the conceptual design adequately addresses programmatic.
operating, and statutory requirements; assures proj~ feasibility and attainable performance JcvcIs;
develops reliable cost estimates and realistic~cs; aDd sufticicmJy addresses:

o project criteria and design parameters;
o applicable codes and staDdards
o quality assurance requinmcnts
o environmental studies
o materials ofconstruction, space allowances. energy c:ooservation features;
o health and safety, safeguards, and security requircmcDts; and
o any other features or requirements necessary to describe the project

Three separate teams will be established to perform these reviews. which will culminate in an integrated set
of comments and a determination ofoverall acceptability ofthe CDR and baseline rcprdins project
management, safety, and programmatic requinmcnts.

Scope

The teclmical scope ofthe CDR review will be jointly ddcrmincd based 011 the project ICOpC (fimctiooal
and operational requinmcnts) and DOE requinmcnts and expectations for design.
constructionlmodifiCation and safe opcratiaas ofnuc1car fBcilities. To this cod, review acceptaDcc criteria
have been established reflecting these expectations. The criteria are iDcIudcd in the Functiooal Review
Plans for each ofthe tbnlc focus areas (project, safety and prosram).
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Review Process

( The review process is primarily governed by the Funetiooal Review Plans. presented in detail below. The
purpose of these plans is to direct the review for each oftbe focus areas. The review plans detail the review
objectives, review acceptance criteria, review team cOmposition, coordination ofreview team acbOllS, IDd
team and team member rcsponsi~ilities. GmcraI responsibilities are outlined below:

o ReviewTC2lD Members are expected to conduct I thorough review of the document(s) and
should focus their efforts on their areas ofresponsibility.

o Integration Team Members are responsible for consolidatina comments &om within their
organizations to ensure completeness. consistency, and eliminatc reduDdancy.

o Review Team Members arc responsible for auuring that all cornmems arc uuclassificd. and
for coordinating their comments with an Authorized Derivative Classifier.

o Integration TC2lD Members will consolidate conutJents into an iDtcgrated commcm package and
issue the package for discussion durina the validation mertinp..

D Integration Team Members will conduct the comment validation "¥'dings for each focus UQ

to discuss and resolve issues.
D Integration Team Members arc responsible for developing the official CDR review comment

package.
D Review Team Leads, members of the iDtcgration teams, are responsible for writing their

portions of the Recommendation for Approval Letter wI input &om the Integration TC2lD and
. Review TC2lD Members.

D Integration TC2lD Members arc required to provide CODCUI'I'alCe conccming the adequacy of the
CDR through the Recommendation for ApproVal Letter (RAL).

j D Any Team Member may submit a minority opinion OIl any unresolved issue, the minority
~ opinion will be noted in the RAL and forwarded through the approval process with the

approval memorandum.
D Observations ofthc review process will be used as IcsSOllS 1Qmed to improve future reviews.

Roles and responsibilities between the review team leads. integration team, and the subject matter experts
arc shown in Figure 1. .
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The precise breadth and depth to ",hich a specific I!U ofthe project is reviewed wiD depend upootblt
area's associated risk as determined by the review team and reflected in the tailoring ofthe acc.eptaDce
criteria. Since the criteria will be used to evaluate design documentation ofmultiple projects, It variaus
stages ofdevelopment., for facilities haviDa different types and levels ofhazards, their utilization must be
tailored to specific project/facility conditions. In addition. the criteria should DOt be used as. cbecklist. but
as a guide by reviewers to determine potentially important aspects ofthe~

To determine the applicability and scope oftbe~ criteria for a review area. several &ctors should be
considercd, iDcludiD&: .

o Safety-signifiamce
o Importance to mission acbievaDC:lll
o Cost and schedule importance and impacts
o Technical challeuges
o Potential for cxperieaciDg manufacturinglccostructiODfoperatiOll or maintenance problems.

Comment Process

The review team conun=ts should be limited to specific concerns aDd issues associated with the review
team's focus area, and should be liDked to the acceptance criteria. Comments must also suggest a path for
resolving the issue in question. The decision whether to include. cornmcut should be based on whether
resolution ofthe comment would enhance the ability of the conceptual design to address programmatic,
operating, and statutory requirements; project feasibility; cost estimates and scbeduIes; andIO! design
aspects ofthe project. The following is general guidance for the review teams, more specific guidance is
found in the Functional Review Plans:

D The comment should DOt uk a question.
D Provide separate comments for each distinct issue; do not combine multiple issues.
o Provide consolidated comments for common issue.
D Conunents should be written succinctly and in a way that facilitates c:cmtractor response.
D Reviewers may provide g=eral aDd specific comments by chapter and appendix.
o Reviewers are expected to pursue clarification prior to preparing c:omments
o Reviewers may provide guidance 011 resolution ofcomment.
D Editorial comments, such as those directed toward the documc:ntation itself (including

misspelling, mislabeling. sent=lCe structure, and so 011) will not be provided.

Comments will be provided in • standard format. Two types ofCOImneuts will be provided to the CDR
preparers. The most important type ofcaumcnt will be idcDtificd as Essential. Essential cooamcnts will be
used to indicate failure ofthe canceptual design and/or supporting information to satisfy ODe or more oftbc
acceptance criteria. Essc:ntial comments will require a formal respoose and aetioo statemcDt fil:m the CDR
preparers. Essential connnents will be tracked through resolution to closure by the revieW teams. Other
teview comments will be identified as Suggested. These coomleDts will DDt require a response fil:m the
CDR preparers.

The CommentIR.esolution Form will be used for aU CDR comments (sec attacbcd). An e1ectroDic wrsion
will be provided to each review team and CDR preparcrs. Comments and responses Jlre to be submitted
electronically using MS Word or Word PCrfcet wrsions ofthe Commc:mIResolution Form.

The Comment box on the form will contain the narrative statement for each COIIU1lCDt. For essc:ntial
comments, the narrative statcmc:zrt will identify one or more unsatisfied criteria from those established for
the review. The narrative statement will also provide ODe or more options or l'CCClIIIInCDdaons for

Draft 2.1 6
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raolving the cormt1a1t. The Response box ofthe form will be completecfby the CDR prepam in respoasc
. to each Essential coniment. Once complete, the appropriate integration team will either accept or reject the

response, or will forward the response to the DOE subject matter expert for determination ofacceptance or

rej~~ I.

The CommcntlResolution Form will become record when the~ team signs and dates the form,
indicating that the comments ba~ bC= adequately rcsoMd. The Comment/Resolution form will be a
controlled document throughout the review.

One final note on comments: Ifresolution between the DOE subject matter expert and the CDR prepan:n
can not be reached, the issue/concern is elevated to the Integration Team for that~ area. These
individuals will have the final decision on the disposition of the commem. Ifeither party (CDR preparcr
and/or DOE subject experts) do not agree with the decision, they can prepare a minority opinion·for
inclusion into the DOE R.ec:ommcndation for Approval Letter. discussed below,

Approval Process

Once the comments from each review team have been addressed as discussed above, the Review Team
Leaders arc responsible for preparing a Recommendation for Approval Letter (RAL). This letter will
identify why the CDR should be approved aDd possible risks associated with approving the project. 1hc
letter should also discuss lessons learned and areas for improvement. This document can require corrective
actions to be completed by the CDR preparcr prior to completion of Title I. The documentation will be an
attachment to the approva1 memorandum from the DOE.

Approval Authority

A. E. (Earl) Whiteman, Assistant Manager for the Office ofTecbnology and Site Programs, is the approval
authority for most conceptual design reports submitted for Stockpile Management Projects at LANL.
(Note: Approva1 authority for a specific project may vary; consequently, this authority will be verified and
documented prior to the issuance ofa project specific IRP.)

Functional Review Plans

The purpose of the Functional Review Plans is to direct the review for each ofthe three focus areas (project
management, safety and program). The review plans dc:tai1 the review objectives, review acceptance
criteria, review team composition, coordination of review team actions, and team and team member
responsibilities. A key cOmponent oftbe review plans is the review acceptance criteria. These criteria
represent the DOE's expectations regarding conceptual designs for Stoclcpile ManagrmcDt Projects at
LANL. As discu!scd above, the criteria should be used in an approach tailored to the specific project,
&cility, and work and hazards. Moreover. the criteria are a guide to reviewers to determine pot.eDtiaIly
important aspects ofthc design and should not be used as a c:beddist.

It is also important to nate that the acceptance criteria, c:exrtained within the Functional Review Plans, are
the numbered questions listed in the criteria sections. The bulletS and lower-tier questions are oDly
examples ofitems the reviewer may use to consider whether the criteria are adequately addressed.

The Functional Review Plans below are prepared in a generic fashion and do not represent the final fomi of
the documents. Consequently, in addition to possible modification ofteam members and responsibilities for
a specific CDR review, the plans will also include additional process information pertaining to each focus "
area. This information includes:

...._-- -..
o critical review issues;

.a__.... • Aft.
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o required readings;
o key meetings;
o review approval scbeduleslmilestoDes; IDd
o additional commc:nt or format iDstructioas.

_.._- _.. _-_.-
- _ _----- .
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Project Management Review Plan

Project Management Review Plan Objective

The purpose ofthe Project ManagemaJl Review Plan (pMRP) is to describe the process to caaduet
a systematic and integrated review ofthe CDR. The DOE DCCds this review to verify that aD

adequa~definition ofthe functions required to support project inanagcrncnt requiR:meDts are
presen~. The project management review team will conduct a thorough review ofthe conc:eptuaI
design and planned management approach to ensure that appropriate consideration bas been &ivai
to project management requirements aDd issues. The objectives ofthe CDR project review are as
follows.

o Determine whether the project, as planned and presentecl, is cost effective aDd will .
meet mission need requirc:mcms.

o Determine whether there is aD acceptabie probability (such as 80 percent or greater)
that the cost, schedule, and teclmical baselines that are being proposed can be
achieved.

Project Management Review Acceptance Criteria

The purpose ofthe review acceptance criteria is to ensure thorough, effective, and consistent
reviews ofLANL stockpile management program/projects conceptual design documentation.
Additionally, the acc:eptance criteria establish DOE expectations for the qUality and content of
conceptual design. .

1. Baseline Reliability

1.1. Was the technical baseline fonnu1atcd through the development ofa hierarchical
set ofquantitative objectives that involved all parties?

o Do the Functional aDd Operational~ (F&:OR) encompass the
following basic elements?

o Mission Deed
o UserlStakeholdcr rcquircmaIts
o FederalIState statuteslregulatiODS
o DOE orders, rules, standards .
o Operatiooal «mtraints

• Permits
• Safety authorization basis
• . Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs)

Dr-'l2.1 9 March '"8
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• Operating e:catraet Il. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
standards

o Is there evidence ofparticipatiDa miew and/or approval by operations, user,
program, designers, aDd project management ~ajzatiODS?

o Are F&ORs presented in a format that facilitates the developmmt of
acceptance criteria that will be used to measure acbievcmcut ofproject
objectives? .

o Have design specific safety requiiements (based 011 hazard analysis aDd
mission/work requirements) been incorporated into the FalOR?

o Are the design solutions traceable back to specific F&ORs and PrelimiMry
Hazard Analysis (pHA) results (crosswalk)?

o Does the CDR adequately describe the basis used for assessing aDd
documenting facility and p~sting conditions (such as, as built, condition
assessments, configuration management [CMJ,1Dd 10 OIl)?

o Is there evidence that construetability, operability, reliability~·and

maintainability have been considered. documented and are reflected in the
baseline?

1.2. Have the principle technical and managerial challenges been identified. correctly
analyzed, and appropriately dispositioned?

o Access (such as, security, physical)
o Operations continuity (such as, outages, programmatic impact)
o Interfaces/interdependencies
o State ofteehnology
o Budget cycle demands
o Resource limitations
o Facility modification versus Dew construction
o Waste managernc:utlpollution pn:veDtiOll
o Safety imple:meotationfmtegratioo

1.3. Have the structures, systems aDd compoaeuts been identified, defiDcd, IDd
engineered to an adequate depth? Is there sufticic:at detail available or presented
to support?

o Reliability dctcrmiDations
o Cost estimating (quantities, spccificatiOllS)
o Safety classifications

1.4. Have the conditions and constraints under which the project will be conducted
been fully investigated and properly taken into account?

M8rch 1"1
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1.5.

1.6.

o Access
o Fundinglbudget
o Procurement lead times
o Dec:isiop process
·0 External reviews
o Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB) impacts
o FOCI· Foreign Ownership aDd Control rcstrietioas
o Buy American R.estrictiODl
o Eovironmc:ntal Restrietioas

Are the project aDd prosram Usumptioaswlid?

o Arc the assumpticms identified, documc:nted, aDd justified?
o Arc associated risk and potential impacts identified for each assumptioo?
o Docs the baseliDc reflect uncertainties inherent with stated assumptiClllS? .
o Do the assumptions present a complete. thorough and realistic bounding of

project baseline? .
o Is the list ofstated assumptions sufficient (such as. implied assumptions

versus stated assumptiClllS)?
o M and 0 amtract status
o Stable workforce availability _
o Site boundary for offsite dose calculations
o Active versus passive safety systems

Has contingency been defined, developed, and documented in a systematic manner
appropriate to the risks associated with project?

o Are cost and schedule contingency traceable to iDdividuaJ risk asscssmems?

o Were contingency allowances based on sound risk analysis? Did they
considered the following:
.0 Decision process delays
o BudgetlfundiDg delays
o Programmatic delays (failure to obtain rescard:l aDd development results)

o Operational iDter5Ice delays
o CoDflietiDg demands on by pcrIODDCI
o Field chaDge requests
o Design errors
o Natural pheDomcilon
o Resource availability
o Contractual chaDses
o Changing market conditions
o Evolving regulations (overhead rates, IDd so on)
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1.7..

1.8.

o Was contingency used to compensate for unIcDowDs for which there islsbouJd
be a designlmanaaemeat solution at the current stage oftile project
development?

Are the mariagemcot procedures and systems that will he required over the life of
the project ill place aDd functioaal? These include:

o Project ExccutiOll Plan
o Cbangelc:ootingcncy coatrol
o Configuration managemcat
o Design reviews
o Interface c:oatrol
o Hazard analysis" safety review
o Environmental consideration
o Personnel qualifications" training
o Project validatioa
o Funds management including operating fimds
o Penormam:e measurement and status reporting
o Issues traekinglresolution
o Quality assurance/quality c:oatrol
o Lessons learned
o Work authorization and control
o Systems c:ngincering

Are the financial (both operating and capital) and human resources that will be
needed over the course of the project (including operations) defined aDd available?

o Operating Resources
o Are operating requirements well defined against specific activitiesltasks

with appropriate funding determinations and estimates?
o Are operating funded tasks identified (Refer to Department ofEnergy

[DOE] cost guide, Chapter 6) including OPC management oversight?
o Are the operating funding requirements appropriately p1anDcd against

existing budFt projections aDd ceilings - fivc-ycar budget?

o Capital
o Are capital requirements well defiDcd apinst specific aetivitiesItasb with

appropriate fuDding determinations aDd estimates?
o Are the capital funding requirements apprOpriately planned apinst

existing budaet projectiOllS aDd ceilinp - fivc-ycar budget?

o Human Resources
o Docs the CDR prescot the cmnulative impact of the project, program, and

site human resource~ (DOE, contractor, subcontractor,
architecture aDd cnginc:cring [A&E], labor, etc.) over the life ofthe
project?
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• Escortslac::cess
• RadiatiOIl protcetiaD
• Security
• Users
• Facility management
• Review activities support

• Design m'iews
• Peer reviews
• Program reviews
a Subject Matter Experts .

• Maintcnanc:cltccciaDs
• Crafts
• Project management perIClIUJd
• Construction Management pmcxmeI

• DNFSB Intcrfac:cs
• Training activities support

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

2.1 Are the organization and W9rk breakdown structure (WBS) clearly defined?
o Are objectives manageable at each assigned level. and major efforts of

each departmc:Dt clearly support the organi73tion'. top level goals and
objectives? .

o Arc responsibilities and authorities ofall positions within the
organizational structure defined and documc:otcd?

o Have organizational responsibilities for WBS elc:ments bec:D established in
a responsibility assignment matrix?

o Docs the structure ofthe project team and each participant organization
match the work 10 be performed?

o Are appropriate LANL management level dctcrmiDation completed 10
ensure that the line rcspoasibility for quality assurauce (QA) is clearly
defined, documcutcd, and efl'ective?
o QA organimionlmanagemcnt bas direct access 10 liDc management at

a level where acbOll can be effected.
o QA Manager n:ports 10 a~management level 10 assure

bclshc has the DeCCSsary authority.
o QA Manager has authority for review and COIlCUn'C:DCC of the QA

programs of1Ub-tier orpnimiODS. .

(

1.9.

2.

Does the project define or rcfcrence the human resources capabilities required 10.

execute the project?
o Qualifications
o Training plans
o Site spccific:lacccss training

Project Mana&emeat

(
2.2 Does the Project Managcmc:nt Strategy provide effective nw:banisms for the

following?
o Making trade offs between conflicting objectives



(

(

ft.__ ~.

...._--------_......-----=---_.._._ ..

o Achieving integrated safety managemmt
o Demonstrating that managcmait pcrformanc:e-to-datc indicates readiness

to proceed to the DeXl phase
o Leadership
o Teamwork
o ConununicatiCIDI
o VisiOll·

...__.... • AA.
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2.3 Were appropriate estimates aDd sc:heduIiDg techniques employed and c:onectly
applied?

o .Was historical data, labor quotes. and prototypiDa (where appropriate). UJed
to validate the cost cstimalc?

o Were appropriate productivity factors incorporated into the cost estimate?

o Were appropriate burden and overhead rates incorporated into the cost

estimate for both capital and operatiDa activities?

o Was availability ofve:odorslsuppliers factored into the cost estimate?

o Was appropriate data/spccifieations provided to WDdors for ckYdopmcm of
vendor quotes? -

o Do the schedules reflect reasonable raource Ioadina?

o Do the project schedules reflect inter aDd iDtra-project depeDdc:ncies?

o Do the project schedules reflect expected productivity fActors?
o Security/access -
o Radiation areas
o Availability of labor pools

o Does the cost estimate and project schedule incorporate QA rcquirr.meDts for
the work to be perfonned?
o Procurc:mcnt
o Inspection
o Testing
o Certification
o Documentation

3. Cost Effectiveness

3.1. Do project costs (total project cost fTPC). t.otal estimated cost (TEC), and work
breakdown structure IeYeJ 3) campare rraonably with similar UDdcrtakin&s at the
same site. at other DOE sites, aDd in the private sector?

3.2. Did the estimators aDd schedulers haw Idequate infonnation to arriw at
RaSODable baselines?

3.3. Have alternative designs. business strategies. and process CODcepts been evaluated
from a life cycle coSt (LCC) staDdpoint? Was the lowest LCC option selected?

1C:
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3.4. Was the c:onstruetability, operability, reliability, IDd maintainability of1he design
adequately taken into COIlSidcratioo? (i.e., caostructioo versus q)crational impacts
tradcoffs)

3.5. Was a graded approach followed in 1he developmeut ofrequiranems IDd tub?

3.6. Have standard design approaches been utilized wherever possible to: a) avoid 1he
need for research and development; b) minimize IeamiDg curves; and c) avoid
mmeccssary risk? .

3.7. Have all aspects oftile project been kept as simple as possible?
o Project managemcDt
o Docume:ntatioD
o Decision makiDa process
o OrgaIiizationaJ structure
o Elimination ofintra and inter dependencies
o Review process

3.8. Docs the design provide adequate flexibility to accommodate future changes and is
this flexibility properly justified?

3.9. Will the project management approach and procuremc:ut strategy force cost
effectiveness?
o Incentive contracts
o Fixed-price contracts
o Adherence to baseline
o End product mentality - goal oriented
o Controlled exccutionlmilestone achievement
o Selfasscssmentsllcssons IcarnedIhistorical data

Project Management Review Team

The Project Management Review Team will COIlSist ofJoel Leeman (Lead, AUNPD) and
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( Fipre 1· EumpleODl)'
Project Rninr Team

Willy Clark X X X X X X
Frank White X X X X
Everatt Trollinger X X
Patrick Edgarton X
Ron Ater X

IUbject matter experts from
DOElHcadquarters (HQ). AlbUquerque
Operations Office (AL). and Los Alamos
Area Office (LAAO). as shown in the sample
dwt CD this page. The dwt shows technical
badcgrouDd ofall reviewers. as wdl as
specific review assignmaJts for subject
matter experts. The review team members
represent specific sIcills important to
aa:cmPtishina the project managemcm
review. Reviewers have a
tCdmicallengineeriDg backgrouDd.
undemanding ofthe LANL Stockpile
Managemc:at ProgramIProjects. projeet
management expertise, and/or knowledge of
the specific LANL projects, facilities and
operations ofcoocem.

(

Jama. Nunz X· • T
ALIEPO repra..ntativa X 1bc Project Management Integration eam
Armando Chavez X (PMIT) members arc Joel Leeman
Arnold Epatein X (DOFJAllNPD), Roland Frenck
FM/Burn. & Roe X (DOEJDP-40) and Juan Griego

(DOElLAAO). They will conduct a comprehensive review ofall project management aspects, aDd
will use subject matter expert advice to support their CODclusions and determinations of
appropriateness ofcomments. 1bc PMIT is responsible for the following:

o reviewing the design outputs for iDtcgratiODof~, mission, project, and
operational constraints;

o ensuring that conceptual design meets mission DCCd objectives &am a project
management perspective by completing. review in accordance with the acceptance
criteria identified in section 2;

o leading comment deliberations and assuring that the results arc documented and
available for review; and

o rccommeoding DOE acceptance or rcjcetioo ofthe CDR:

~ PMIT Lead, Joel Leeman (DOFJAllNPD), bas the followina additioaal respoDsibilities:

o assuring that the results ofPMIT deliberatioos arc doannc:ntcd and available for
review;

o writing the R«ommtndation for Approval Letter in coojunction withotber the Review
Team Leaders and based on integration team-input;

o dispositioning commcrrts when PMIT CODSc:DSUS or resolution with subject matter
experts is not forthcoming;

U.reh 1HA



(

(

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

o CDSUring that all essential conuna:rts are tracked tbroup to resolutiOD; IDd

o serving as the pOint ofcoataet with other review teams IDd·LANL.

Subject matter experts are responsible for the foUowiDa:

o reviewing the design outputs (F&OR, CDR, PHA, aDd previous CDR review
comments) and providing c:ommcnts respective to project manaacm:nt review criteria;
aDd

o providing comprcbc:nsi~ review in their assipcd fimetioaaI areas.

The Project Management Review Ttarn will emphasize areas that have been sources ofdifficulty
on previous projects. Cognizant LANL and architcc:tIcngincer employees will be provided with an
opportunity to read the team's findings and c:onfum the f.aetuaI accuracy ofthe data before the
report is fiMJized. Space will be provided in the report for the presentation ofdissenting
viewpoints ifan agreement cannot be n:achecI between the parties.

The Project Management Review Team will formally determine ifthe issues raised in previous
reviews were addressed in the current proposal. This effort will be extremely broad in scope and
will cover:

o Earlier document reviews
o Project management process reviews
o Maintenance reviews
o Condition assessments

Particular attention will be directed towards issues which have appeared in morc than ODe past
review and may be institutional in nature. .

Project Management Review Process

The Project Management Review Plan has been prcp8rcd in a generic Dshiona does not
represent the final fonn ofthe document. Consequently, in addition to possible modification of
team members and responsibilities for a specific CDR review,1bc plans will also include additional
process information pertaining to this focus area. This information includes, but is not limited to:

o critical review issues;
o required readioas;
o key meetings;
o review and approval scbeduIeslmiIestoDes; and
o additional comment or fOrmat instructions.
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Safety Review Plan

Sarety Review Objectives

The purpose ofthe Safety Review Plan is to describe the process to CODduct • systematic IDd
integrated review ofthe CDR and prelimilwy hazard analysis (pHA). The DOE requires tbia
review to determine whether the CDR bas adequately integrated the results ofthe hazardlsafety
analysis contained~ the PHA with the conceptuaJ design. The revieW will also examiDe the
scope, methods, and resuhs ofthe hazard/safety analysis contained with the PHA to c:asure
adequate protection is afforded to the public, worker and the enviromncm.

h is understood that safety analysis is an iterative process and the focus ofthis and future reviews
is to maintain and promote the interaction and synergistic relationship between the design phase
(e.g_, CDR, Title I, Title Dand Title DI) and the development and approval ofthe safety
authorization basis (PHA, PSAR, and FSAR). The final goal ofthe safety~CIIl basis is .
an integrated description ofthe functions required for &cility safety that is based upon the results
ofacceptable safety analysis and describes a DciIity that can realistically satisfy safety
requirements in the conduct ofits mission.

To accomplish this review, a Safety Review Team staffed by DOE enginms and scientists (and
supplemented by support contractors as Deeded) has been established. A tOp-level Safety
Integration Review Team (SIRT), made up ofthrce representatives, ODe each from the AL Nuclear
Programs Division, DP Engineering! Design Support Team (OP-45), and LAAO, will intcr&ce
directly with CDR and PHA prepares. The detailed technical review will be completed by subject
matter experts.

The Safety Review Team will conduct a thorough technical review ofthe design to assure that
appropriate consideration has been given to safety issues, especially nuclear safety issues. The
focus ofthe DOE safety review is to determine whether the CDR and PHA provide adequate
information for the proposed design to proceed to Title I. The objectives ofthe CDRlPHA safety
review are as follows.

o Determine whether appropriate safety design criteria have bccn selected and/or
developed and are caosist with the requirc:ments contained within. F&OR
cJoaunc::nt. .

o Determine whether hazardslsafety aDaiysis results have bccn effectively iDtegrat.ed into
the conceptual design.

o DetcrmiDe whether the &cility design can safely mJfill its missiClll.

o Determine whether appropriate codes and standards for auclear, &cility, and worker
safety are selected and appropriately applied.

The review team will also determine ifthe CDR is consistent with DOE 0 420.1, Facility Safety,
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( its associated Draft Implementation Guide (NOll reactor Nuclear Safety Design Criteria aDd
Explosive Safety Criteria. Revision 6, September 1995), and appropriate DOE and~
technical standards.

Programmatic and significant safety iIsuei will be considered in developing cammc:nts ell the CDR
and PHA. Comments and the resolution thereof from previous m1cws will be used as backgrouDd
and input for this review. Subject matter expert c:ommeuts must 8ddrcss substantive tedmicaJ
and/or perfonnance elements ofthe eonceptua1 design as c:ompared to the F&OR. An iDtegraled.
systems-engincering approach will be used to achieve objective aDd constructive iDput to the
design. The mission, efficiency, eonstruetion, aDd cost aspects ofthe CDR will be addRssed by
other project and program review teams..
The remainder ofthis plan outlines the safety review acceptance criteria; the review team'.
responsibilitics, composition. qualifieatiODS~ aDd review process.

Safety Review Acceptance Criteria

The purpose ofacceptance criteria is to assure thorough, eff'cctive aDd consistent reviews ofLANL
stockpile mmagemcnt program/projccts conceptual design documentation. These aCceptancc
criteria will facilitate building quality into the review process. An acceptaDCe critcriOIl that is .not
met will be covered by an cssential cammc:nt. .

1. Hazard Analysis Process and Metbodolol)'

1.1. Docs the hazards analysis (HA) process follow the guidance in Chapter 3 of
DOE-SID-3009-94?

1.2. Is a recognized HA methodology used?
e.g.: a methodology recommended in "Guidelincs for Hazard Evaluation
Procedures, Second Edition with Worked Examplcs" from the Carter for
Chemical Process Safety.

1.3. Is the methodology used appropriate for the type offacilitylproccss, types of
hazards, and level ofanalysis needed?

2. Completenels of the Hazard Analysis

2.1. Have all applicable types ofhazards bceD addressed in the HA?
. . .

2.2. Have technical baseliDe requiRmcms (i.e., missiOD requiRmcms and opeIatiug aDd
safety constraints specified in the F&OR aDd associated documentatiOll) bceD
adequately integrated into the HA?

2.3. Have all applicable release initiators been addlesscd?
o JntemaI/process
o External
o Natural Phenomena
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(
2.4. Have foJ:J1lS and quantities ofall hazardous materials bccD;dentificd?

2.5. Arc all processes and operations identified and dearly descnDed?

3. Evaluation ofAcddeat Cutes

3.1. ,Has an appropriate let ofappropriate accidellt types bccD identified aDd
cbarac:tcrized?

3.2. Have the unmitigated c:onscqucua:s bccD accwateJy ddelmiDed?
0 Consequences above Evaluation GuideliDc'
0 Consequences bcl~ Evaluation GuideJiDe

... Safety Structura and Systems

4.1. Have appropriate safety~s struetun:s and systems bccD idcmified?

4.2. Have appropriate 'safety-significant struetun:s and systems bccD idtmified?

5. Safety Structure and System Definition

5.1. Arc safety function(s) defined for each safety struc:ture and system in agrecmc:Dt

( with the guidance in DP Sn.. 96-04?

5.2. Have all functions required for facility safety bccD apportioned/assigned to specific
and uniquely identifiable systems or structures?

5.3. Have the scope and boundaries ofevery safety system aDd structure bccD delineated?

5.4. Have major subsystems and components bccD usociated with and defined u pan of
a specific safety system or structure?

5.5. Have interDccs between safety systems and struetun:s and non-safety systems and
structures bccD identified and described?

5.6. Arc support and supportiDa systcms idcmified?

5.7. Arc accidents, situations, mJdIor modes for which a system'. or structure'. safety
function is rcquiI'e4 ideotified and linked to~ safety analysis?

6. Functional Requirements

6.1. Has a set offunctiooallequircmcms for each safety I)'Ittm and structure bccD
defined?

( 6.2. Arc functional requirements dcrivaI from the safety analysis?
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( 6.3. Do funCtional rc:quircmeDts support fulfilImcut of1he system or structure's safety
functicm?

6.4. Are both active and passive fimc:ti0Dl identified?

6.5. Have DOnnal, abnormal and accideDt CODditioas for whiduafety system aDd
structures must perform their identified safety fimctions been estimated based GIl

results ofthe safety analysis?

6.6. Are plant or process parameters that DCed to be mooitored u part of the operaticm of
safety systems identified aDd UDdmtoocI?

6.7. Arc required plant, piocess. and sYstem responses that are required as part Of1be
operation ofsafety systems identified and UDdmtoocI? -

6.8. Does the decision ofwhether manual and/or automatic controls are provided reflect
results ofsafety analysis?

7. Codes and Standards

7.1. Have appropriate sources for criteria-based requirements (c.i., ~-OOOl Design
Considerations and/or Implementation Guide for DOE 0 420.1) been identified?

, 7.2. Arc the safety design criteria identified 8ndIor developed COIlSistent with the F&OR?
.,

7.3. Arc the sclcc:tcd safety design criteria reasonable aDd complete. and do they
encompasses applicable aspects ofdesign and construction at an appropriate level?

7.4. Is the extent to which and manner in which the selcc:tcd safety design criteria will be
applied defined?

7.5. Has the process by which design rc:quircmeDts are to be developed and implemented
from the sclcc:tcd criteria been defined and doeumeDted?

Safety Review Team

The Safety Review Team will COIISist of1be Safety Integratioo Review Team (SIRT) and
subject matter experts. shown below. The chart shows tedmicaJ backgrouDd ofall reviewm. as
well as specific review assignments for subject matter experts. Reviewers represent specific IkiI1s
important to accomplishing the safety review. SIRT members will have a tcc:bnicallcngitw:rins
background, as well as in-depth understanding ofthe LANL Stockpile Managemeot Program!
Projects. authorization basis. preliminary hazard ~ysis. a1J!JIor the specific LANL f4ci1itics and
operations ofconcern. Subject matter experts will have a tedmicallmgineeriDg baclcgrouDd,
safety/preliminary hazard 8nalysis expertise. and/or specific fimctiOoal area expertise.

(
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SIRT members are: Isaac: Valdez and
.FipR 2· Eumple Gal)' Rob McKay (DOEJAlJNCPO), Jeff

r-- --TS~afi:;:~:.l.··.;;::Rm:nn=ew::..;:.;.Te=ar=m....,..;. ......."\"'""""'l Kimball (DOEJDP-4S), and Chris Steele ..

I (DOE(LAAO). Tbe SIRT wiD coaduct •

I c:omp~ review ofall safety

1
- I 1:: f j aspects, IDd will use subject matter

e E' ii 5' ill expert advice to suppon their CODclusicm_- ~ i I Q i iii l I ~ aDd determinations ofapprop~atenessof
! ~ ft i 8 ~ :E I i 15 ..&~· They are responsible for abe

itiijf~li~ followma·-, .

- liS :E w z u ! I II: &L 0 reviewing the design outputs for---0 ~.:==ry~:;
SuI:Iject MItter . reviewing all comments by subject

matter expeI1S for consistency IDd
appropriatmess;

o assuring that the resuhs ofSIRT deliberations are clocumentat amd available for _
review;

o dispositioning COIIDncats wbc:o SIRT CQIlSCDSUI or resolution with subject matter
experts is DOl forthcoming;

o writing the RccommeDdatiOll for Approval Letter in COIljuDctiOD with atbCr the Review
Team Leaders aDd based OIl integration team input;

o cmuriDg that all essential COIIIQ1mS are tracbd through to resolution; ad
.

o serving as the point ofCXJDtact with the DOE Proj~ Manager and LANL

The subject matter experts are responsible for the following:
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o reviewing the desisn outputs (CDR, PHA, and previous CDR review c:ornments) for
specific regulatory, mission, safety, and operational issues pertinent to the operabOO or
function ofstructures, systems, aDd c:ompClIICfttI;

o resolviDg with SmT members outstaDdina issues relative "to specific c:ornmems to ...e
maximum extent possibJcwitbout iDterventiOll by the SIRT Lead;

o consolidating c:ommcuts within each fbnctioaaJ area. as oecessary; aDd

o providing comprehensive review in 1beir usigned fiuictional uas.

Safety Review Team mmnbers are RqUircd to be tee1micaUy qualified COIlSistaJt with the imcat of
the DOE Technical Qualification Program (TQP). 1bc candidate members must additioaaUy meet
the following rcquiraneats: "

o SmT members are RqUircd to be knowledgeable in the broad technical coocepts
relevant to the design aDd should approach their critique ofall c:ommcnts &om that
perspective; and "

o subject matter experts shall have detailed tee1mical kDowledge in the fimctional area to
which they are assisned.

Safety Review Process

The Safety Review Plan has been prepared in a generic fashion and does not represent the final
form of the document. Consequently, in addition to possible modification ofteam members and
responsibilities for a specific CDR review, the plans will also include additional process
iDfonnation pertaining to this focus area. This information includes, but is DOt limited to:

o critical review issues;
o required readings;
o key meetings;
o review and approvalscheduleslmilcstoocs; and
o additional comment or format iDstructioos.
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Program Review Plan

Program Review Objective

The objective ofthis Program Review Plan is to describe the process to cooduct • systematic
review ofthe LANL CDR. The DOE Deeds the review to c:oucIude whether the CDR presents aD

adequate definition ofthe functions required to support program 8Dd operational rcquiJemtUts.

The Program Review Team will c:cmduct. thorough review of the CODCeptual design to assure that
appropriate consideration has been given to program and operatioaal issues. The objectives ofthe
CDR program review are as follows:

o Determine whether tANL CDR incorporates the mission requirements and includes •
profile by systems and componc:nts ofbow mission objectives will be achieved.

o Detennine whether there is an appropriAte level ofc:onfidc:nce in the ability to achieve
the mission.

o Detennine whether~ operational requiraneDts have been p1anDcd.

Broad, technical, and significant program issues will be c:onsidercd in developing conunents on the
CDR. Comments and the resolution thereof from previous reviews will be used as background and
input for this review. The project, cost, and safety aspects ofthe CDR will be addressed by other
project and safety review tauns.

Program Review Criteria

The purpose ofthese acceptance criteria is to ensure thorough, effective and consistent reviews of
LANL stockpile management program/projects conCeptual design documentation. Additionally,
the acceptance criteria establish DOE expectations for the quality and content Ofconceptual
design.

1. Ability to Achieve MiI.ioDl

1.1 Have mission needs have been validated by joint DODIDOE laog-fangc planning
assessment for productiao requiraneDts for the DeXt 15-15 )UJ'I tbrou&h the Stockpil,
Memorandum Gre,nbooY!

1.2 Arc project missions and requiraneDts, and the impJemmtatiOll ofthe missions and
requirements, understood and have they been incorporated into the desip
..1 ..: ?
UU\iWlKiULAUon .

o Have c:od products and Deed dates related to missions been UDderstood and
identified?
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( 0 Are required prcbuilds properly scheduled, p1anDed, ad budgeted?

0 Are the following items iIlcluded ill the design documcmatiOll?
0 Justification ofMission Needs (JMN)

0 Project Charter
0 Missioo Need Statemalt
0 Relationshipr1llter&ce with other construction projects
0 Relationshiprmtegration with ongoiDa missiCllll

• iDtcrfer=ce with OIISoiDa missiCllll

0 Is there evidenc:c of review and/or aPProval by appropriate participants such u
operators. users. customers. program offices. and desiperl?

0 Are the F&ORs presented in a format!Dwmer that Dcilitates determination that
mission requirements have been and can be met?

0 Are resources planned and budgeted for fAcility operations during transition
periods (operations of redundant syStems. DeW. and old)?

0 Are process developments schedules ill master schedules and processes milestoned
and validated?

! 0 Are program interruption planning impacts and schedules, and prebuild
" requirements planned and budgeted?

1.3 Are design solutions found in the design documentation trauable back to mission
requirements and mission need, and the impJementatiOll ofthe missions and
requirements?

o Are design solutions feasible?
o will design solutions achieve the required missions?
o Are design solutions efficient and are alternatives presented?
o Are there design IOluticms required 10achi~ missions (crosswalk with JMN)?

1.4 Are condition usessmems ill place identifying available tecbnologiesiequipmc:Dt, IDd
ifrequired, justification for DeW design IOlutionslequipmcllt?· Are replacements aDd
upgrades justifiable?

I.S Have programmatic issuesIdWlcnges been idmtified, correctly analyzed, IDd
appropriately dispositioacd?

(

o Interference with oagoiDg missioulaccess issues
o Operaticms CODtinuity
o InterfacesfJDtcrdepeudmcies between projects
o Resource limitations
o Lack ofproven teclmologies



-c.

(

(

..

---'--'._' -

1.6 Have programmatic issues been intqrated with project manaaemeut (schedule. cost.
aso CIl) issues a with safety iuuca?

1.7 Does design incorporate means for adjusting to anticipated c:banges in DiissiCll (such
as, production increase, product specification adjustm=ts, etc.)?

2. Level ofCoafidence in Ability to Achieve Mislioa Requiremeatl

2.1 Is there documeatatioa ofpast expcrimce?

o .Have facility and penoaaeJ had appropriate expcrimc:cJquaIificatioalc:crtific:atioD
for each plaaacd system to meet similar missioas?

o Is efficicacy aDd cost efFectiveness in meeting missioas dcmoastrated?
o Are beDehmarb for efficiency a efFectiveness presented?

.0 Are required resources (cost, persoaacl) per unit documc:Dted?

o Have lesSODS Ieamed been incorporated into design documudatioa?

2.2 Are life cycle costs developed and reasoaablefor new &cilities?

2.3 Are operations costs plaaaed and budgeted in outyear budgets?

2.4 Has displacemCDt ofpcrsooael been plarmcd due to producticm down time been
planned for (other work, relocation, layoft: etc.)?

2.S Are technology feasibility and usessmeats addressed?

o Existing Tcclmologies
o Is technology feasibility to meet missicm rcquirernc:Dts dcmoastrated?
o Is there comparison to past expcrie:oce with techaology, including scale of

teclmology?

o New Technologies
o Have DeW technologies to be incorporated into desiga been ideDtificd?
o Is it demoastrated that these teeJmologies are feasible (iDcludiDg scale of

teclmology)? .
o Have use ofnew t.edmology required to meet missiOll, mxf aJtcmative existing

teclmologies been assessed?
o Have project CCIltingeDcies a risks been identified?

• Failure to meet missioa requirC:memS
• Mitipticm piau in place

2.6 Are vulnerability ofDci;litY mxf availability ofback-up'1)'Itc:mS Iddresscd?

o Is there analysis offac:ility to meet missicm Deeds during outages?
o Is there availability ofback-up Dcilities aDd systems to meet missioa Deeds? .

Dr.tt 2.1 .,., Uareh1DU
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Program Review Team

. The Program Review Team wiD COIlSisi ofTeresa Seaa (Lead. AlJNPD) and Mike MitcbeJl (Dp.
24). who have tcchnicallcnginecrina backgrouDd as wdI as in depth WJdcrstandjng of the LANL
StoclcpiJe Management ProgramIProjccts and the specific LANL Dcilities and operaticm of
CClIlCCJ1l. They are responsible for the foUowma: l

D reviewing the design outputs for intqratiCll ofrqpdatory, missioa. propam.lDd
operational COIiStraints and dcvelopiDa essential COi'UjjOltl~

o recommending DOE accCptance or ~ectioa of the CDR.

As Program Review Team Lead, Teresa Seoa (DOElAlJNPD). bas the following
additional responsibilities:

o assuring that the results oftam deliberations are documcDtccl and available for
review;

o writing the Recommendation for Approval Letter in CODjunc:tioa with otbei team
member input;

o serving as the point ofcontact with other review teams and LANL.

Program Review Procas

The Program Review Plan bas been prepared in a generic fAshion and docs not represent the fiDa]

form of the document. Consequently, in addition to possible modification ofteam members and
responsibilities for a specific CDR review, the plans will also include additional process
information pertainins to this focus area. This informatioa iDcludcs, but is DOt limited to:

o critical review issues;
o required readinp;
o key meetings;
o review and approvallCbedulcslmilestcacs; IDd
o .additionaJ COI11IDCIIl or fonnat iDstructioas.




