
 

APPENDIX G:  
COMMON MOC PROBLEMS AND 
PROPOSED SOLUTIONS 

This appendix discusses some problems commonly seen in industry that are 
associated with dysfunctional MOC systems. A possible solution and 
comments (if applicable) follow each problem description. Note: Site-specific 
circumstances may dictate a solution other than the one proposed here. 
 

Problem: One-size-fits-all MOC forms and procedures seem 
cumbersome or inefficient for some less common 
or more specialized types of changes (e.g., 
procedure revisions, DCS software changes). Forms 
geared toward equipment and/or process changes 
just don’t seem to work well for these types of 
changes. 

Possible Solution: Provide a limited number of specialized forms for 
the more common types of changes, geared toward 
meeting the unique requirements of these changes. 

Comments: One CCPS member company uses a simplified 
approval routing for those changes that do not need 
to go through engineering design.   
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Problem:  The MOC system is not efficient for small facility 
changes (too complicated). 

Possible Solution:   Provide a simple, low risk MOC system with a 
simplified work flow. It must have good guidelines, 
and a qualified approver (gatekeeper) must be part 
of the system in order to determine which MOCs 
qualify as simple low risk. 

Comments:   None. 
Problem: There is confusion and/or indecision about the 

appropriate level of hazard review to perform for a 
given change, including the selection of a 
technique. There is a tendency to either perform a 
trivial review for a complex change or overanalyze 
a trivial change (which wastes time). 

Possible Solution: Provide guidance for a risk-based determination of 
the level of rigor to apply and the appropriate 
technique to use. While this presupposes, to a 
degree, the results of the hazard review, a 
conservative matrix approach has proven workable. 
An example might be a matrix that looks at the type 
of change (consequence surrogate) and the existing 
safety systems impacted (frequency surrogate) to 
determine the potential risk significance of the 
change. 

Comments:  None. 
Problem: It is difficult to track action items that are required 

to be completed prior to implementing the change. 
Possible Solution: Include an action item list in the design of the MOC 

approval form.  
Comments: Such items should be tracked in a fashion similar to 

the way that PHA or incident investigation 
recommendations are tracked (possibly using the 
same system). 
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Problem: It is difficult to get all of the required authorizations 
prior to implementation of the change. 

Possible Solution: Above all, this indicates that there is a potential 
process safety culture issue that must be addressed.  
Site management should not tolerate the startup of a 
change prior to obtaining the necessary 
authorizations.   

 From a more tactical standpoint, include date fields 
next to the authorization signature blocks, and insist 
that they be completed. A reviewer or approver 
who might be tempted to sign the form after startup 
may not be as willing to falsify the date.    

Comments:   None. 
Problem: Reviews of the potential safety and health effects of 

the proposed changes are not very thorough, and 
some significant problems have slipped through the 
system. 

Possible Solution: Administer these reviews as you would a PHA. 
Depending upon the potential significance of the 
change, a team-based review may be required to get 
the right mix of expertise. The rules used to ensure 
the effectiveness of PHAs should apply here as 
well. 

Comments: Simple, standardized changes may be evaluated by 
a single person using a checklist approach. 

Problem:   There is inconsistency in the quality of reviews 
performed to determine the potential safety and 
health effects of the proposed change. 

Possible Solution:  Many organizations use their skilled PHA 
facilitators to (a) lead the hazard review, (b) serve 
as a resource to the hazard review leader, or 
(c) peer review/audit the results of the hazard 
review. 

Comments:   None. 
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Problem: A lot of time is spent training personnel on trivial 
changes. How can we be more efficient?  

Possible Solution: The PSM standard, for example, states that certain 
personnel will be “informed of, and trained in, the 
change…” Many organizations have implemented a 
system whereby they distinguish between those 
changes about which they will inform personnel 
and those changes for which they will provide 
detailed training. A reasonable test might is to ask 
whether a new, fully trained operator has the 
knowledge needed to adapt to the change.  For 
example, would normally be acceptable to inform 
operators about a change from a gate valve to a ¼-
turn ball valve, but training would be required if the 
new valve is part of a new process operating step.   

Comments: Confirmation of understanding is commonly 
documented for training but not for informing. 
Some organizations use e-mail notifications for 
informing staff of changes of this nature. 

Problem: The plant has a problem with ensuring the training 
on MOCs for personnel who (1) are absent (due to 
disability, vacation, etc.) or (2) substitute for 
someone in a job they previously worked, but have 
not been involved with for a long time. 

Possible Solution: Many organizations indicate on training record 
forms that such personnel will be trained on the 
change when they return and before they first 
operate the modified process/equipment.  Another 
approach is to maintain a required reading/training 
log in the control room and require operations 
personnel to check for any new MOCs at the start 
of each shift. 

Comments: This requires discipline and follow-up to ensure 
that it actually happens. 
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Problem: The technical basis descriptions are often 
inadequate. The nature/description of the change 
often gets modified as the MOC request is routed 
for review. The change that the last reviewer 
authorized may not be the change as described 
when the first reviewer signed the form. 

Possible Solution: Require that the MOC originator consult with 
representatives of key groups and collaboratively 
develop the technical basis before the MOC request 
is circulated. Depending upon the nature of the 
change, the quorum for this might be (a) the 
originator, an operations representative, and a 
technical representative or (b) the originator, an 
operations representative, and an appropriate 
maintenance craftsperson. 

 Note that certain electronic MOC (eMOC) 
documentation/approval systems have work flow 
management capabilities that administer the re-
approval requirements associated with 
modifications to the requested change.  Similarly, 
processes for handling modifications (or deviations) 
can be built into paper-based systems. 

Comments:   None. 
Problem: Getting the required signatures on the MOC request 

form is proving to be a hassle, and I am concerned 
about the quality of the evaluation that some 
reviewers are using in their decision to authorize 
the change. Sometimes it appears that Andy and 
Scott will automatically sign the form if Susan has 
signed it before them. 

Proposed Solution: Some organizations require (or at least provide the 
opportunity for) reviewers to discuss and authorize 
changes during periodic group meetings (e.g., part 
of the plant staff’s morning meeting). 

Comments:  While this does not ensure a collaborative 
approach, it at least provides the opportunity for 
one. 
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Problem: The plant can’t keep up with the current volume of 
MOC requests. There are too many circulating at 
any given time, and it is nearly impossible to keep 
track of who has the approval package. We have 
lost many of these and have had to start over. 

Proposed Solution: (1) See the proposed solution immediately above 
(joint review meetings). 

 (2) Consider installing an eMOC system. Paper 
files do not need to be circulated. The eMOC 
system keeps track of pending approvals. 

Comments: Many eMOC systems have document management 
features that allow the attachment of supporting 
documentation to the MOC request.  One CCPS 
member company reports that efficient tracking of 
MOC progress and not losing documentation are 
the biggest advantages cited by users of his 
facility’s eMOC system. 

Problem: We have problems providing personnel with 
convenient access to MOC records while protecting 
valuable historical records. Plus, we are drowning 
under the volume of paperwork. 

Proposed Solution: Consider installing an eMOC system that has 
document management system capabilities. 

Comments:   None. 
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Problem: The plant has problems with maintenance work 
orders that request changes slipping through the 
system without MOC reviews/controls.   

Proposed Solution: (1) Train maintenance planners and all maintenance 
crafts personnel on the definitions of change and 
RIK. Let them know that they have a responsibility 
to flag potential changes for review and will be held 
accountable for this. 

 (2) Provide a field on the work order form for 
indicating whether an MOC is required (e.g., 
“MOC Required: Yes/No”). 

 (3) If the answer to item 2 above us “yes,” provide 
a field on the work order form for indicating the 
MOC number. 

 (4) Perform periodic audits of work orders to 
identify changes that were not processed through 
the MOC system. Require the responsible parties to 
retroactively address the changes, and use these 
opportunities to further educate/counsel MOC 
system users. 

Comments:  None. 
Problem:    The time required to process an MOC is too long.  
Proposed Solution:   (1)  Consider parallel steps for routing rather than a 

series of steps. 
 (2) Consider designating a single/final approver 

who identifies reviewers based on what parts of the 
organization will be impacted by the change.  Note, 
the reviews should be done prior to final approval 
of the change. 

Comments:   The first solution may require multiple copies of 
the MOC package and may complicate tracking of 
the package.  Alternatively, converting to an eMOC 
system could reduce the time requirement.  The 
second solution requires having a very experienced 
person as the designated MOC review path expert. 
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Problem:  Forms are not being filled out correctly, and 
originators don’t know whom to contact for 
assistance. 

Proposed Solution:   (1) Evaluate the adequacy of the training being 
provided and supplement it as warranted. 

 (2) Identify and publicize one or more 
knowledgeable people as point(s) of contact for 
education/guidance on MOC implementation. 

Comments:   None. 
Problem:   The MOC procedure does not provide any 

instruction concerning records retention – what 
records are to be kept and for how long?     

Proposed Solution:  Clear requirements should be established 
addressing (a) the types of information to be 
retained with the approved and implemented 
change request and (b) the length of time that this 
MOC package should be retained. 

Comments:  Significant regulatory issues and reduced RBPS 
program effectiveness could result from the failure 
to retain needed information for an appropriate 
period of time (consider, for example, the need to 
refer to MOC documentation when revalidating a 
PHA. Once such regulatory and programmatic 
issues have been addressed, organizations may 
want to seek guidance from corporate legal counsel 
with regard to establishing an appropriate records 
retention schedule. 

Problem:   MOC originators don’t understand which PSI needs 
to be updated in conjunction with an MOC. 

Proposed Solution:  (1) Evaluate the adequacy of the training being 
provided and supplement it as warranted. 

 (2) Include a checklist of the more commonly 
affected PSI on the MOC approval form to reduce 
the possibility that a particular type of PSI will be 
overlooked. 

Comments:   None. 
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Problem:   Frequent personnel turnover results in unassigned 
MOC action items. The person new to his or her 
organizational role is not aware of items previously 
assigned to his or her predecessor. 

Proposed Solution:  (1) Consider installing an e-MOC system. 
Reassignment of responsibilities for action items 
can be readily accomplished through such systems. 

 (2) Many organizations have an action item 
database/tracking system for recommendations 
resulting from PHAs, incident investigations, 
audits, and so forth. Consider integrating MOC 
action items into such a system. 

Comments:   None. 
Problem:   Sometimes it isn’t clear who has the custodial 

responsibility for shepherding the MOC through the 
approval and implementation process.   

Proposed Solution:  Require that the MOC originator retain the primary 
responsibility for shepherding the MOC through the 
approval and implementation process, rather than 
handing it off to someone else.  

Comments:   None. 
Problem:    Field verification is not done correctly or on time. 
Proposed Solution:  This is partly a training issue. However, there may 

be a need to consider who is responsible for field 
verification and what the procedure should be. The 
primary objective is to verify that the installation 
was implemented according to the engineering 
design specifications. Since the verification must be 
timely (prior to startup), good communication is 
essential. The MOC process should include an 
effective way to notify the responsible person when 
the installation is ready for field verification. It is 
also an easy way for the responsible person to 
confirm and report that the field verification is 
complete. 

Comments:   None. 
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Problem:   We are experiencing problems with the handoff of 
new technology from Research to Manufacturing. 
Technology packages are not well documented. 

Proposed Solution:  Integrate a simplified version of the MOC system 
into the R&D program.  Also, consider requiring 
close R&D support for manufacturing operations 
(possibly on a 24/7 basis) until a comprehensive 
technology package is provided to the 
manufacturing group. 

Comments:   None. 
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