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1 .o Introduction 

This document was developed by Kaiser-Hill Company, L.L.C. (Kaiser-Hill) 
with input from the four Principal Subcontractors. Kaiser-Hill and the four 
Principal Subcontractors comprise the Kaiser-Hill Team. The four Principal 
Subcontractors are DynCorp of Colorado, Inc. (DCI), Rocky Mountain 
Remediation Services, L.L.C. (RMRS), Safe Sites of Colorado (SSOC), and 
Wackenhut Services, L.L.C. (WSLLC). This document is the Kaiser-Hill 
Team Implementation Plan for 20 CFR 830.220, Quality Assurance 
Requirements, and is referred to as the Implementation Plan throughout the 
document. This Implementation Plan has been prepared in accordance with 
10 CFR 830.120 and the Department of Energy (DOE) Standard 
DOE-STD- IO82-94, Preparation, Review, and Approval of Implementation 
Pluns for Nuclear Safety Requirements. This Implementation Plan does not 
address DOE Order 5700.6C implementation. 

This Revision 4 incorporates changes to reflect modifications in the Kaiser- 
Hill Team Quality Assurance Program during the past year, and changes made 
to implementation activities included in Attachment 1. 

Significant changes from Revision 3 to Revision 4 include the following: 

Sixteen (16) implementation issues in Attachment 1 have been reported 
complete. 
Appendix 1, Graded Approach to the Requirements of 10 CFR 830.120 
has been changed to match Kaiser-Hill Team Quality Assurance Plan 
(QAP), Rev. 4. 
Note referencing List of Hazard Category 2 and 3 facilities was deleted 
and text changed to match Kaiser-Hill Team QAP, Rev. 4. 
Text regarding Master Activity List (MAL) in Section 4, paragraphs 3 and 
4 was changed to match Kaiser-Hill Team QAP, Rev. 4. 
Appendix 3, Matrix of CCCP/COEM System Categories to DOE Orders 
and Standards Classification Schemes and to Graded Infrastructure as 
applies to the Rocky Flats Technology Site, Draft H, has been deleted to 
match Kaiser-Hill Team QAP, Rev. 4. 
Eliminated the requirement for or Standards/ Requirements Identification 
Documents (S/RIDS) in consideration of other means to identify 
applicable technical standards. 
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1.1 Background 

On July 1, 1995, Kaiser-Hill became the Integrating Management Contractor 
(IMC) under a performance-based contract specified by the DOE. In 
executing the IMC role, Kaiser-Hill has responsibility for scoping and 
assigning work, identifying standards for performance of work, integrating the 
work of the Principal Subcontractor companies, and providing performance 
oversight. 

The Site is an aging DOE facility in the post production, cleanup, and closure 
phase of its life cycle. There is no intent to resume production operations. The 
Kaiser-Hill Team has been tasked to stabilize and consolidate special nuclear 
material, process waste, perform decontamination and deactivation, 
environmental remediation and close the Site. 

The Site has a wide range of hazards and safety uncertainties representing a 
substantial challenge for meeting Price-Anderson Amendments Act (PAAA) 
requirements. This includes the classical set of problems expected at an aging 
facility, such as facility authorization basis to meet the new Site mission, 
deteriorating facility and system material condition, past inadequate 
configuration control, proceduralization problems, etc. In addition to these 
problems, operations were shut down in 1989. No special lay-up, 
deactivation, or storage precautions or actions were taken because it was 
believed that operations would resume in the near future. This has created a 
unique set of problems. 

Since 1990, efforts have been made to define and correct these problems. 
However, many of the problems still existed when Kaiser-Hill took over the 
Site. Upon assuming responsibility for the Site on July 1, 1995, Kaiser-Hill 
inherited the implementing infrastructure programs and procedures that were 
developed over the previous five years. The dilemma which faces the Site in a 
climate of declining funding is to ensure that the existing infi-astructure 
programs and procedures are adequate to support accelerated, cost effective, 
risk reduction, special nuclear material stabilization, and Site closure, while 
properly addressing PAAA requirements. 

1.2 Nuclear Safety Authorization Bases 

The Site is currently performing work under an existing authorization basis 
described in documents such as the facility Safety Analyses Reports, Hazard 
Classification documents, the Technical Safety Requirements, Safety 
Evaluation Reports, and facility-specific commitments made in order to 
comply with DOE directives, including infrastructure programs such as 
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conduct of operations, radiological control, and criticality safety. Kaiser-Hill 
believes that, collectively, these documents establish sufficient bases for safe 
execution of near term baseline and risk reduction activities. In their current 
state of definition, however, these documents must be upgraded or superseded 
to form authorization bases for the accelerated Site clean-up and 
decommissioning mission. 

Since assuming control of the Site, Kaiser-Hill has worked in concert with 
DOE, RFFO, the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, and other stake- 
holders to institutionalize a more effective approach to development and 
implementation of a Site level authorization agreement and facility specific 
authorization bases to support execution of nuclear related activities at the 
Site. While progress has been made towards this end, substantial work 
remains to complete the development effort and implement its results. A new 
authorization basis document (BFO) based on the necessary and sufficient 
process has been produced for Building 771 and is being implemented. Since 
the BFO was written, the Site has shifted to an order compliance approach, 
and has produced BFOs for Buildings 371,774, and 886, and is in the 
development phase for other facilities. New authorization basis documents 
will be developed for all facilities on Site. 

Implementation Plan Summary 

This 10 CFR 830.120 Implementation Plan provides information regarding 
implementation of the Quality Assurance (QA) requirements and the Kaiser- 
Hill Team Quality Assurance Program (hereafter referred to as the QAP) for 
nuclear facilities and nuclear activities. The QAP is contained in the Quality 
Assurance Manual. The QAP describes the roles, responsibilities, and 
commitments for implementing the requirements of 10 CFR 830.120 for 
nuclear facilities and nuclear activities. Lower-tier subcontractors to Kaiser- 
Hill and the Principal Subcontractors are included and are accountable to 
Kaiser-Hill, or the Principal Subcontractor for whom they work, to implement 
the QA requirements. 

- Baseline assessments have been conducted against existing Site infrastructure 
documents. Many of these Site infrastructure documents reflect the previous 
contractor organization responsibilities and methods of doing business, and 
need to be revised. Previously identified and reported weaknesses, 
deficiencies, and noncompliances (see Rev. 1) have been reviewed and 
evaluated in accordance with the criteria contained in Appendix 1. Items that 
did not meet the criteria contained in Appendix 1, Criteria for Including Issues 
in the Quality Assurance 10 CFR 830.120 Implementation Plan, were deleted 
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from Revision 2 of this Implementation Plan. Those items will continue to be 
tracked and will be addressed under different DOE Orders and Rules by 
Compliance Schedule Approvals, corrective action plans, implementation 
plans, or other resolution documentation. The remaining implementation 
issues together with budget work authorization documents, additional funding 
requirements, corrective action tasks, schedules, and significance levels for 
items identified by the assessments are provided in Attachment 1, 
Implementation Issue Matrix for Quality Assurance 10 CFR 830.120 
Implementation Plan. 

No implementation issues were identified in the area of Criterion (7) 
Procurement. 

No exemption requests are being submitted at this time. Funding for Fiscal 
Year (FY) 1997 is included in the budget work authorization documents. 
Additional funding of $3,358,000 for FY 1998 will be sought during the 
budget process. 

No significant new programs or activities needed to meet 10 CFR 830.120 
requirements have been identified. No significant impacts to other programs 
or activities (not included in this Implementation Plan) have been identified. 
No special constraints to implementing this plan have been identified. 

General Information 

This Implementation Plan for 10 CFR 830.120 includes input from the 
individual Principal Subcontractors and fi-om the evaluation of previously 
reported weaknesses, deficiencies, and noncompliances. 

The DOE Standard DOE-STD-1082-94, Preparation, Review and Approval of 
Implementation Plans for Nuclear Safe@ Requirements, was used for the 
development of the format and content of this document. 

This Implementation Plan (Rev. 4) is a revision to the Implementation Plan 
(Rev. 3) submitted by Kaiser-Hill on August 2,1996. 

This Implementation Plan applies to Site nuclear facilities and to activities 
with-the potential to cause radiological harm. 

This Implementation Plan is based on QA baseline assessments conducted by 
the Kaiser-Hill Team against existing Site infrastructure programs and 
procedures. Valuable input was provided by Site workers. Attachment 1 lists 
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the QA Criteria of 10 CFR 830.120, the infrastructure programs that support 
each criterion, the implementation issues, along with additional supporting 
information such as corrective action tasks, schedules, and funding. 
Compensatory measures are recorded. The Plant Action Tracking System 
(PATS) numbers and significance levels are also included. 

The remainder of the Implementation Plan addresses each of the sections 
outlined in DOE-STD-1082-94. 

4.0 Applicability of Nuclear Safety Requirements 

Title 10 CFR 830.120 applies to nuclear facilities and to activities with the 
potential to cause radiological harm, however the applicability of 
10 CFR 830.120 is not limited to hazard category 2 and 3 facilities. 
10 CFR 830.120 is applicable to activities that have the potential for causing 
radiological harm regardless of where they occur. The specific facility 
Authorization Basis (AB) document identifies the category of the nuclear 
facility in accordance with DOE Order 5480.23. Each subcontractor is 
responsible for the development and maintenance of the facility AB 
documents. The Site Safety Analysis Report (SAR) is planned to contain a 
comprehensive listing of the category of each Site nuclear facility as identified 
in the AI3 documents. Kaiser-Hill Safety Systems and Engineering is 
responsible for the Site SAR. 

On February 27, 1996, Kaiser-Hill and DOE, RFFO signed an Authorization 
Agreement (Agreement) to establish and maintain the Authorization Bases for 
activities at the Site as listed in the Master Activity List (MAL). The 
Agreement was incorporated into the DOE contract with Kaiser-Hill for the 
operation of the Site during June 1997. 

The MAL contains a list of currently identified work activities which are 
either (1) a core activity necessary for performance due to the presence of 
hazards, (2) a mission program activity authorized for performance, (3) a 
mission program activity authorized for planning only, or (4) a currently 
unauthorized mission program activity. The MAL, contains currently 
approved nuclear activities; however, not every listed activity is a nuclear 
activity. Plans for FY 1998 include establishing the Integrated Sitewide 
BaseZine (ISB) as the repository for information currently maintained in the 
MAL. 
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Standards that are required by law or contract are mandatory unless a 
temporary or permanent exemption from that requirement has been granted by 
one having proper regulatory authority. The criteria for granting an exemption 
to a DOE nuclear safety requirement are specified in IO CFR 830.62 Criteria. 

Safety and Implementation Guides and Technical Standards 

The Kaiser-Hill contract with DOE contains the list of DOE Directives 
imposed on the Kaiser-Hill Team by DOE. The Kaiser-Hill Team QA 
requirements are identified in the Quality Assurance Program Criteria 
document. 

Using the DOE closure process for necessary and sufficient sets of standards, 
Kaiser-Hill intends to develop a set of requirements (which are to ultimately 
replace the set contained in the DOEKaiser-Hill contract) in the form of the 
current Quality Assurance Program Criteria document. When this decision is 
final, that document will be approved by DOE in Authorization Agreements 
and will replace the list of DOE Directives in the contract. 

The requirements for the Quality Assurance Program Criteria document were 
selected from the following technical standards: 

10 CFR 830.120 Quality Assurance Requirements 
ASME-NQA-1-1994, Quality Assurance Requirements for Nuclear 
Facility Applications, 1994. 
ANSI/ASQC-E4-1994, Specifications and Guidelines for Quality System 
for Environmental Data Collection and Environmental Technology 
Programs 
ASTM-C- IOO9-89, Standard Guide for Establishing a Quality Assurance 
Program for Analytical Chemistry Laboratories Within the Nuclear 
Industry 
DOE/AL-QC-l,1995, QuaIiv Criteria 
ANSILVCSL 2540-1 -1 994, Calibration Laboratories and Measuring and 
Test Equipment - General Requirements 

Other safety and implementation guides and technical standards were 
considered in the development of the QA requirements but were not selected. 
They are listed in the Quality Assurance Program Criteria document. 
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6.0 Baseline Assessments 

The Kaiser-Hill Team has performed QA baseline assessments for their 
respective areas of responsibilities to determine whether the implementing 
infrastructure programs and procedures incorporate the QA requirements of 
10 CFR 830.120, as applicable. 

6.1 Quality Assurance 10 CFR 830.120 Baseline Assessment 

Quality Assurance 10 CFR 830.120 baseline assessments were performed 
from July 21,1995, through January 30,1996, by the Kaiser-Hill Team. The 
IMC also provided oversight and technical assistance to the Principal 
Subcontractors. The process was as follows: 

Sub-teams from the Kaiser-Hill Team identified specific nuclear 
activities and facilities that fell into each company's respective areas of 
responsibility. 
The sub-teams determined the programs and procedures used to control 
those activities. 
With guidance from the sub-team, responsible managers along with their 
technical personnel performed baseline assessments to determine 
whether the requirements of 10 CFR 830.120 were incorporated into the 
Site infrastructure programs and procedures. Identified issues were 
documented on Compliance Summary Reports. 
Representatives of organizations responsible for the Site infrastructure 
programs and procedures performed an additional baseline assessment. 
The objective of the additional assessment was to determine 
implementation issues associated with the infrastructure programs and 
procedures such that Kaiser-Hill has confidence in the functionality of 
the programs and procedures to support the Site mission. 
The findings have been reviewed and evaluated in accordance with the 
criteria contained in Appendix 1. Items that did not meet the criteria 
were deleted from Revision 2 of the Implementation Plan as explained in 
Section 2.0. 
Remaining open issues are included in Attachment 1. These items have 
been entered into'and are being tracked through the Commitments 
Management and Corrective Actions processes. - 

6.2 Verification of 10 CFR 830.120 Baseline Assessment 

The IMC has conducted an assessment to verify that information gathered in 
the baseline assessment accurately reflects the status of the Site. The 
verification included a sample of the implementation i h e s  identified in the 
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Compliance Summary Reports. The verification found that the “shall” 
statements contained in 10 CFR 830.120 are reflected as requirements in the 
upper-tier governing Site documents and that those requirements flow down 
into the implementing procedures sampled in the verification. 

Additional Activities 

The additional activities that are necessary to meet the requirements of 
10 CFR 830.120 are described in Attachment 1. 

Graded Approach 

The Site is instituting an Integrated Safety Management (ISM) process 
through which ongoing and future activities are evaluated for risk to establish 
control for the protection of the workers, public, and environment. The ISM 
process is developed in accordance with Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety 
Board (DNFSB) Recommendation 95-2 to the Secretary of Energy which 
provides guidance for standards implementation. The development of worker 
protection programs using these standards and applying the graded approach 
to standards implementation is intended to provide an appropriate level of 
protection and control for the conduct of work. The ISM process 
systematically integrates safety into management and work practices at all 
levels. ISM integrates the identification, analysis, and control of hazards and 
provides feedback for continuous improvement in work definition, planning, 
and safe performance of work. 

Graded approach is the process by which the levels of analysis, 
documentation, and other actions necessary to implement the QA 
requirements are based on facility/activity specific factors. 

10 CFR 830.120 and DOE Order 5700.6C are applied to the Site through the 
use of a graded approach- In order to ensure the most efficient use of 
resources, a graded approach is used to determine the rigor with which the QA 
requirements are applied to a specific facility or activity. This approach 
provides the flexibility to implement the programs in a way that best suits the 
facility or activity while maintaining full compliance with 10 CFR 830.120 
and DOE Order 5700.6C. 

The facilities at Rocky Flats are identified as hazard category 2 or 3 facilities, 
radiological facilities, or other facilities. There are no hazard category 1 
facilities at the Site. Structures, systems, and components important to safety 
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are identified in the facility Safety Analysis Report (SAR) or in other 
authorization basis documents. Because the SARs were written when the 
facilities were operational, they may reflect the need for more stringent safety 
requirements and operational needs. They may represent an over commitment 
for what is needed for an end-of-life facility that will be decontaminated and 
decommissioned. As new authorization basis documents are prepared, they 
will adequately reflect the requirements appropriate for the current Site 
mission. 

Consistent with DOE STD-I 082-94, Preparation, Review, and Approval of 
Implementation Plans for Nuclear Safety Requirements, the Kaiser-Hill Team 
organization responsible for a nuclear safety requirement has been empowered 
to use its best judgment in the determination of the appropriate graded 
approach to be used to achieve full implementation of the requirement. This 
judgement is based on detailed knowledge of the specific requirements, 
features, resources, needs, goals, and interface with other organizations and 
facilities. The graded approach utilized to comply with a QA requirement was 
developed by application of the best judgments of a group of experts who 
have collectively broad knowledge of the applicable facilities and activities, of 
the safety management program for applicable facilities and activities, and of 
the collective wisdom behind the established regulatory requirements as 
defined in regulations and amplified by related technical standards and guides. 

Each Site-applicable procedure implementing a Site infrastructure program 
(QA requirements) has provided in the instructions section, as appropriate, the 
level of analysis, documentation, and actions necessary to comply with the 
QA requirements based on a graded approach. 

Additionally, procedures and other documents which implement Site 
infiastructure programs with direct impact on work and work processes 
receive independent review under the existing Site infiastructure. This 
independent review utilizes an interdisciplinary technical evaluation process to 
evaluate safety issues and (implicitly) quality aspects. Further; work-level 
instructions, procedures, and other instruments of work control developed 
under the Site infiastructure programs receive independent review (primarily 
Operations Review Committees) as a verification of the implementation of 
safety and program (including quality) requirements, where the work to be 
performed meets threshold risk requirements. This process as a whole 

- 

validates the grading and application of quality assurance requirements. - 



REVISION 4 QUALITY ASSURANCE 
10 CFR 830.120 PAGE 15 
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 9/1/97 

The following general criteria are guiding principles in the application of 
graded approach by the Kaiser-Hill Team: 

0 

0 

0 

Graded approach may not be used to avoid compliance with federal, 
state, and local regulations. 
The higher the risk, the more rigor is required to ensure that 
requirements are met. 
Site facilities and activities are graded as either nuclear or non-nuclear 
facilities or activities. 
The program owner organization, because it has detailed knowledge of 
processes, items, activities, and programs, uses best judgment in 
determining the rigor of requirement implementation, administrative 
controls, and business practices to be applied to ensure requirements are 
met. 
Implementing procedures and work plans reflect the use of the graded 
approach by setting forth direction for the amount of analysis, 
documentation, and actions required to ensure requirements are met. 

0 

Graded approach has been implemented to meet the QA requirements 
considering and using individually, or in combination, the following criteria: 

0 The relative importance to safety, safeguards, and security - The relative 
importance of an activity or item to safety, security, safeguards, 
environment, or mission provides the basis for establishing the order of 
completion or the depth, rigor, and thoroughness in applying the 
requirement. (For example: the corrective action process provides for 
grading deficiencies and other action items by significance level. 
Corrective actions are scheduled and accomplished based, in part, on 
significance.) 
The magnitude of any hazard involved - Consideration of the risks and 
hazards of the facility allows the implementing organization to focus 
resources on the activities most likely to reduce the associated risks and 
hazards by tailoring the implementing actions to the specific risks and 
hazards at the individual facilities and activities. (For example: 
activities to stabilize plutonium were given high priority in the Ten Year 
Plan, the Site strategic plan, in order to reduce the hazardous condition.) 
The life cycle stage of a facility - The consideration of the life cycle 
stage of a facility permits the implementing organization to assess the 
appropriate application for the current life cycle stage of the facility. 
(For example: a facility that has the source material removed, and that is 
scheduled for decontamination and decommissioning, should have fewer 
requirements than a plutonium storage facility.) 

0 



QUALITY ASSURANCE 
10 CFR 830.120 
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 9/1/97 

REVISION 4 
PAGE 16 

The programmatic mission of a facility - The programmatic mission of a 
facility, including passive missions such as contamination confinement 
and material storage, may dictate the degree of gradation for the 
implementation of a requirement. (For example: an operating facility 
that processes plutonium should have more rigorous and a larger number 
of requirements than a material storage facility.) 
The particular characteristics of  a facility - The particular characteristics 
of a facility influence how nuclear safety requirements are applied. (For 
example: a waste storage facility should have fewer requirements than a 
plutonium facility performing stabilization activities.) 
Any other relevant factor - One such factor might be phased 
implementation of a requirement (by time or by facility). Phased 
implementation of a requirement minimizes the impact on resources and 
allows for a learning curve. (For example: the procedure preparation 
process is being phased in over time to minimize the impact on 
resources.) 

0 

Graded approach has been utilized during the development of the Site 
infrastructure programs and implementing procedures to comply with the 
requirements of 10 CFR 830.120. Graded approach is built into Site 
infrastructure programs and procedures including, but not limited to: Policies 
and Procedures, Issues Management, Operational Readiness Reviews, Lessons 
Learned, Configuration Management, Training and Qualification, Emergency 
Management, Security and Safeguards, Engineering, Maintenance, Conduct of 
Operations, Radiation Protection, Occurrence Reporting, Procurement, Waste 
Management, and Nuclear Safety. The Commitments Management and 
Corrective Actions processes provide a mechanism for prioritizing and 
evaluating unclassified deficiencies, concerns, and improvements. It is the 
responsibility of the Line organizations to ensure that QA requirements are 
applied in a manner commensurate with the work being accomplished. The 
requirement and instructions for documenting the basis for selecting an action 
pursuant to the graded approach are included in the documents governing the 
Site procedures process. This is described in Appendix 2, Graded Approach 
to the Requirements of 10 CFR 830.120. 
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9.0 Resource Assessment 

Fiscal Year 1997 budget work authorization document numbers, additional 
funding requirements, corrective action tasks, and schedules for items 
identified by the baseline assessments are provided in Attachment 1. 
Additional funding of $3,358,000 for FY 1998 is identified in Attachment 1. 
Based on identified issues, current budget, and projected availability of funds, 
the existing work packages and identified additional hnding should be 
sufficient to meet the requirements of 10 CFR 830.120. Quality Assurance 
Program implementation resources are assessed annually during the budget 
cycle. 

10.0 Prioritization 

Implementation issues identified in the QA baseline assessment have been 
prioritized in accordance with the Site commitments Management and 
Corrective Actions processes. The level of importance to be placed on the 
correction of a deficiency or action request is evaluated for impact by 
considering the types of risks that may be encountered, consequences of these 
risks, and the frequency or probability of occurrence of like deficiencies or 
action requests. Significance levels are assigned based on the evaluation in 
relation to the impact on health, safety, the environment, regulatory 
compliance, safeguards and security, or the operation or mission at the Site. 
Significance levels are classified as: 

High - SignificantImpact 
Low - Minor Impact 

The significance levels for the implementation issues included in 
Attachment 1 are per Site Corrective Action Requirements Manual, 
l-MAN-Ol2-SCARM, (effective 811 5/97). 

11.0 Milestones and Schedules 

Milestones and schedules have been developed and will be tracked. 
Scheduled completion dates for identified implementation issues are shown in 
Attachment 1. Intermediate tasks are entered into the Plant Action Tracking 
System and are tracked through the Commitments Management and 
Corrective Actions Process. Detailed corrective action plans are available 
through the Kaiser-Hill Plant Action Tracking System organization. 
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12.0 Exemptions 

No exemptions from the criteria of 10 CFR 830.120 are being requested. 

13.0 

14.0 

Compensatory Actions 

Compensatory actions for identified implementation issues are documented in 
Attachment 1. 

Tracking 

Implementation issues identified in Attachment 1 are being tracked by the 
Commitments Management and Corrective Actions processes. 
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Criteria for Including Issues in the 
Quality Assurance 10 CFR 830.120 Implementation Plan 

The DOE expectation is that the Implementation Plan for 10 CFR 830.120 will identify 
the status of implementing the QA requirements down to the floor level. 

Revision 1 of the Implementation Plan, submitted to DOE on February 2, 1996, contained 
implementation and compliance issues that had a price tag of well of 400 million dollars 
to correct. DOE provided comments and guidance both in meetings and in writing that 
clarified DOE expectations.' Based on these comments and guidance, the Kaiser-Hill 
Team evaluated the previously reported issues using the following criteria. 

Site programs and functions such as fire protection, conduct of operations, maintenance, 
safeguards and security, and others are recognized to be enforceable under 
10 CFR 830.120; however, detailed plans for these programs and hnctions will be 
addressed by other DOE Rules and DOE Orders. The Kaiser-Hill Team is continuing the 
process of identifying the subset of requirements to support Site activities. Certain 
deficiencies identified in Appendix 1 of Revision 1 for Site programs and functions may 
no longer be relevant under the new definition. 

The following Implementation Issues are included in the 10 CFR 830.120 
Implementation Plan: 

1. QA issues that are not governed by another DOE Rule (e.g., 10 CFR 835) or 
DOE Directive. 

2. Programmatic QA issues not addressed by Implementation Plans or Requests 
for Approval as discussed above:. 

3. Implementation deficiencies. Implementation means that where a requirement 
applies, a process is established (Le. formal training, assessments, andor 
inspectiodacceptance testing) or a tool is available for use (Le., procedure, 
design specifications, and/or prcicurement records) which hlfills the intent of 

' Memorandum SIG:NAM:07019 from David A. Brockman to Tony R. Buhl, Rocky 
Flats Field Office Expectations for Quality Assurance Plan and Implementation Plan, 
dated April 11, 1996. 
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the requirement and allows work to be performed in a safe and effective 
manner. Lack of such a process or tool is an implementation deficiency. 

Lack of budgethesource issues that remain following graded approach consideration, and 
that are of such extent so as to jeopardize development and/or implementation of the 
progradprocess, are considered to fall under the category of Implementation Issues. 

Compliance issues are not included in the Implementation Plan. “Compliance is the day- 
to-day utilization of these processes/tools and conformance to the intent, during the actual 
performance of work. It is understood that on any given day someone may not comply 
with a requirement, knowingly, or unknowingly, and that the actual noncompliance with 
a requirement may be an apparent violation and could also be deemed enforceable in 
accordance with 10 CFR 820.” 

. .  
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Graded Approach to the Requirements 
of 10 CFR 830.120 

The criteria of 10 CFR 830.120 are applied in a graded approach as described 

Program - There is one Kaiser-Hill Team Quality Assurance Program. It 
describes the roles and responsibilities of the Kaiser-Hill Team and the 
principal documents that implement the QA requirements. 
Implementing documents (procedures) have been developed, as 
appropriate, to utilize a graded approach for implementing the QA 
requirements and procedural instructions. Strategic planning for the 
Kaiser-Hill Team has focused on reducing the risks and hazards in the 
various Site facilities in order to accomplish the most mission work 
possible within a reasonable time period and within an allocated budget. 

Personnel Training and Qualification - Requirements for the 
indoctrination, training, and continuing (refresher) training are 
commensurate with the scope, complexity, and nature of the assigned 
duties, or the activity, to be performed. Site Training Implementation 
Matrices identi@ the qualification and certification requirements by job 
designation for the Site nuclear facilities. 

Quality Improvement - It is important that all deficient conditions and 
nonconforming items be identified; therefore, it is not appropriate to 
apply graded approach to their identification. Items that do not conform 
to requirements are controlled to prevent inadvertent installation or use. 
Graded approach is built into the corrective action process. Each item 
that requires corrective action is evaluated and ranked according to its 
significance. The higher the significance or risk level, the more rigorous 
are the required corrective action elements. In addition, the cause 
analysis procedure requires the more significant events to receive a more. 
rigorous cause analysis. Based on significance and risk, item 
characteristics, process implementation and other quality related 
information for specific buildings or processes will be reviewed and data 
analyzed to identify items, services, and processes needing 
improvement. 
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(4) Documents and Records - Graded approach is applied to the preparation, 
review, approval, issue, distribution, use, and revision of documents 
based on their relative importance, the intended recipients, the 
applicability of the document, and the need to know. The more 
important documents approach has limited application in the 
specification, preparation, review, approval, and maintenance of Site 
records. If a document is, or will become, a record, it is governed by the 
Records Management Program. Government records must meet the 
requirements of the National Archives and Records Administration 
(NARA). NARA dictates how records are to be maintained and 
provides approved and graded retention schedules. 

(5) Work Processes - Graded approach is built into Site work processes 
through the infrastructure programs and procedures. These include but 
are not limited to, Policies and Procedures, Issues Management, 
Readiness Determinations, Lessons Learned, Configuration 
Management, Training and Qualification, Emergency Management, 
Security and Safeguards, Engineering, Maintenance, Conduct of 
Operations, Radiation Protection, Occurrence Reporting, Procurement, 

* Waste Management, and Nuclear Safety. The Commitments 
Management and Corrective Actions Process provides a mechanism for 
prioritizing and evaluating unclassified deficiencies, concerns, and 
improvements. A brief description of example work processes follows: 

0 Occurrence Reporting 

Based on the reporting requirements established by DOE, Kaiser-Hill 
provides a graded approach to the implementation of DOE reporting 
requirements. Each event or occurrence is categorized by significance. 
The categories in descending order of significance are Emergency, 
Unusual Occurrence, Off-normal Occurrence, and Internally Reportable 
Occurrence. The first three categories are reported formally to DOE. 
The fourth c a t e g k  warrants notification of company management but 
not DOE. Occwnces  that fall outside of these four categories do not 
require formal rq$orting. Grading is also built into the need to hold a 
fact-finding meetihg and in the rigor of the cause analysis. If the facts 
are known and kumented,  a fact-finding meeting is not required. The 
rigor of the cause analysis and the resources to be applied to the cause 
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analysis of an occurrence are dependent on the significance of the event 
and the potential risk the event or condition poses to the workers, the 
public, the environment, or the facility. 

0 Readiness Determinations 

The Site process that implements DOE Order 425.1, Startup and Restart 
of Nuclear Facilities, is documented in 1 -H24-ADA4-10.01, Startup and 
Restart ofNuclear Facilities. This procedure provides a methodology 
for determining the breadth and depth of the readiness determination 
consistent with the hazards and complexity of the proposed facility 
transition. In addition to grading the readiness demonstration by breadth 
and depth, the procedure is also graded by applicability. The readiness 
determination requirements do not apply to facilities that are less than 
hazard category 3. Appendix 2 of the procedure, Application ofthe 
Graded Approach in Operations Readiness Review (OM) Planning, 
provides factors to consider in developing the depth of an operational 
readiness review. 

' 0 Maintenance 

The Integrated Work Control Program provides a corrective, preventive, 
and predictive maintenance process for Operations Managers to identify, 
report, evaluate, assign resolution responsibilities, and close out 
deficiencies, modifications, and work requests. The process provides a 
graded approach based primarily upon importance to safety and the 
magnitude of the hazards. The maintenance process distinguishes 
between emergency work and non-emergency work. It provides a 
graded approach using a single work package development process. 
Using seven phases to develop each work package, the level of formality 
of the work package will be established based upon the six criteria of - 
DOE definition of graded approach. The process permits routine 
maintenance work (such as repair of water fountains and touch-up 
painting) to be performed without a work package. It also provides for 
the use of pre-approved Standard Work Packages for certain repetitive 
maintenance work. Not all items will be maintained to prevent their 
damage or deterioration. 
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0 Lessons LearnedGeneric Implications 

The lessons learned process utilizes a graded approach in determining 
the relative significance of a potential lesson learned and in the manner 
that lessons learned are distributed to Site organizations. Both onsite 
and offsite events and experience documents are reviewed to determine 
the applicability of the event or experience to the Site, to determine the 
significance, to determine the recurrence frequency, and to determine the 
recurrence probability. Based on the results of the review process, one 
of four types of lessons learned documents may be prepared. 
Rewrgent Lessons Learned are sent on red paper and alert onsite 
facilities and personnel of potential eminent hazards for which corrective 
actions may be needed. Yellow/Caution Lessons Learned are sent on 
yellow paper and warn of potential event conditions. Bluehformation 
Lessons Learned are sent on blue paper and provide information that 
may be of benefit to others. GreedGood Work Practice Lessons 
Learned are sent on green paper and share a positive lesson or action that 
has the potential to be the basis of significant improvement or cost 
savings. 

0 Procedures and Policies 

Graded approach has not been incorporated to address the rigor required 
or the flexibility granted with respect to procedure format. However, the 
sitewide procedure development process incorporates graded approach 
in several other ways. The use of procedures is graded by four Use 
Categories. The Use Category determines whether the procedure must 
be in hand, memorized, or referenced. Administrative procedures are 
included in Use Category 4. The process governing revisions, 
modifications, and changes to procedures is graded by two levels of 
effort, non-intent changes and intent changes. Graded approach is also 
incorporated through phased implementation. 

The Kaiser-Hill Team has identified approximately 25 policies that 
express broad fundamental core values, principles, and expectations of 
senior management regarding the direction of the Site and Site 
personnel. 
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(6) Design - The design process utilizes a graded approach to system 
category classification to ensure that design, procurement, construction, 
repair and decommissioning activities are subject to appropriate levels of  
review and control commensurate with the safety fknction of the system, 
component, or part. System categories (1, 2, 3 or 4) are established 
based on the relative importance to safety and potential hazards 
commensurate with the function of the structures, systems, and 
components. Design activities include design inputs, analysis, interface 
control, verification, issue and change control. The four system 
categories ensure that appropriate resources applied to all phases of 
design, construction, repair work, and decommissioning activities are 
subject to levels of review and control commensurate with the safety 
function of the system, component, or part. Many old as-built drawings 
are not current; therefore, before an as-built drawing is used as input for 
a vital safety system (VSS) design modification, the affected location 
must be walked-down and a field-verified drawing generated. Non-VSS 
modifications require accurate information as to field conditions, but a 
walkdown is not a requirement. The design process utilizes the graded 
procurement process (three quality levels based on importance to safety, 
safeguards, security, and intended use) when ordering new or 
replacement parts. Design verification requirements are established 
using a graded approach based on importance to safety, the complexity 
of the design, and the use of the output. (For example: computer 
software program features used as tools to develop a preliminary model 
or used merely as an aid in reviewing results need not be verified. 
However, program outputs used as inputs for final analysis are 
independently verified correct for each calculation, analysis, evaluation, 
or model.) 

(7) Procurement - The procurement process uses Procurement Levels (1,2, 
and 3) representing graded procurement controls which incorporate the 
level of quality necessary to ensure that procured items and services 
meet established requirements and perform as specified. Procurement 
Levels are used to define the method of procurement, and specify 
acceptance and requirements for purchased items and services. 
Suppliers used for Procurement Level 1 items and services are evaluated 
using a graded approach based on relative importance to safety, 
safeguards, and security. The graded approach applied during the design 
process provides input to the development of procurementhnspection 
specifications and determination of the appropriate Procurement Level. 
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Grading is also used by Engineering to specify the proper storage 
classification level (A, B, C, or D) in accordance with the procurement 
specification. 

(8) Inspection and Acceptance Testing - Inspection and testing o f  specified 
items, services, and processes are conducted utilizing established, 
acceptance and performance criteria. Engineering personnel determine 
inspection criteria and post-maintenance testing requirements for 
maintenance and modifications. Inspection criteria and post- 
maintenance testing requirements are identified in maintenance work 
packages. Purchase requisitions identify the procurement level and the 
inspection requirements for procured items and services. Other than 
deciding whether inspection or post-maintenance testing is necessary, 
there is little grading that can be applied since inspections and post- 
maintenance testing requirements are based on national codes and 
technical standards . 

(9) Management Assessments - The management assessment process is 
graded in that it empowers individual senior managers o f  the Kaiser-Hill 
Team to direct the development and implementation of management 
assessment programs for their respective organizations. The 
programmatic mission o f  an organization, as it relates to the application 
o f  QA requirements, will determine the management assessments 
performed. The Site-applicable Management Assessment procedure, 
1 -P45-MA-001, provides the programmatic framework for ensuring that 
an organization’s management assessment program implements the 
management assessment requirement without being overly prescriptive 
or restrictive. 

Independent Assessment - Planning of independent assessments is 
integrated between Kaiser-Hill and Subcontractors to assure coverage 
and reduce redundancy. They are conducted to measure item and service 
quality, to measure the adequacy o f  work performance, and to promote 
improvement. Flexibility (grading) in meeting these objectives is 
prescribed by prioritizing the program, scheduling assessments, and 
allocating resources in accordance with importance to safety, status, risk, 
and complexity o f  the item or process being assessed. Emphasis is 
placed on elements of activities most important to safety and on the need 
to evaluate facility performance when allocating assessment resources. 
Reactive independent assessments are performed in response to 

- - 



QUALITY ASSURANCE 
10 CFR 830.120 
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 

REVISION 4 
PAGE 27 

91 1 I97 

APPENDIX 2 
Page 7 of 7 

management requests, building or equipment problems, occurrence 
reports, negative performance trends, or unsatisfactory performance 
indicators. It is not appropriate to apply graded approach to the 
requirement that the group performing independent assessments have 
sufficient authority and freedom from the line to carry out its 
responsibilities. 
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