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ACRONYMS, ABBREVIATIONS, AND INITIALISMS

AA

Authorization Authority

AB

Authorization Basis

AIM 

Automated Information Management

ARP

Activity Readiness Plan

ASAP

as soon as possible

BFO

“blinding flash of the obvious” (per Bob Brandhuber, SNL)
BOD

Baseline Operating Data

BWXT

BWXT Y-12, L.L.C.

CAP

Corrective Action Plan

CAT

Construction Acceptance Test

CCM

Contractor Configuration Management

CDNS

Chief of Defense Nuclear Safety

CLD 

Change Level Determination

CMP

Compliance Management Process
CONOPS
Conduct of Operations

COP

Continued Operability Plan

COTS

commercial off-the-shelf

CRA

Criteria Review Assessment

CRAD

Criteria Review and Approach Document
CTA

Central Technical Authority

D&D

Decontamination and Decommissioning

DA

Design Authority

DB

Design Basis

DBT

Design Basis Threat

DNFSB

Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board

DNS

Defense Nuclear Safety

DOE

U.S. Department of Energy

DSA

Documented Safety Analysis

EDC

Engineering Design Center

EH

Environmental Health (DOE)
ES&H

Environment, Safety, and Health

EM

Environmental Management
EMT 

Emergency Management Team

FAT

Factory Acceptance Test

FAM

Functional Area Manager

FDC

Functional Design Criteria

FEB

Facility Evaluation Board
FHA

Fire Hazard Analysis

FMP

Facility Management Plan

FOSC

Facility Operability Safety Committee

HER

Hazard Evaluation Report

HEUMF 
Highly Enriched Uranium Manufacturing Facility

HQ

Headquarters
HTF

Hanford Tank Farm

ID

identify; identity; identification

IH

Industrial Hygiene

IP

Implementation Plan

ISM

Integrated Safety Management
IVR 

Implementation Validation Review

LANL

Los Alamos National Laboratory

LL

Lessons Learned

LLNL

Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory

LOE

level of effort
LOI

line of inquiry
MAA

Materials Access Area (Y-12)

MCA

maximum credible accident
MOP

Management Oversight Person (Y-12)

MSA

Management Self-Assessment

MSDS

Material Safety Data Sheet

NLOP 

North Load-out Pit

NNSA

National Nuclear Security Administration

NRC

Nuclear Regulatory Commission

NQA

Nuclear Quality Assurance

NS

nuclear safety

NTS

Nevada Test Site

OCF

Oxide Conversion Facility

OED

Operations Evaluation Department

OJT

on-the-job training

ORR

Operational Readiness Review

OSB

Operation Safety Board

OSHA

Occupational Safety and Health Administration/Act

OT

overtime

OTP

Operability Test Procedure

PAAA

Price-Anderson Amendments Act

PBI

Performance-Based Initiative

PDSA

Preliminary Documented Safety Basis

PEP

Performance Evaluation Plan

PHA

Process Hazards Analysis

PM

Program/Project Manager

PM

Process Mapping (computer program)

PM3

Preventive Maintenance, Predictive Maintenance, Practical Maintenance

PNWL 

Pacific Northwest Laboratory

POA

Plan of Action

POC

Point of Contact

POV

point of view

PPE

personal protective equipment

PPtF

Purification Prototype Facility (Y-12)

PSA

Preliminary Self-Assessment

PTL

Preliminary Task List
QA

Quality Assurance
QC

Quality Control

R&R

roles and responsibilities

RA

Readiness Assessment

RAD

radiological

RADCON
Radiological Control Organization (Y-12)

RAM

Readiness Assurance Matrix

RF

Rocky Flats
RR

Readiness Review

RSA

Readiness Self-Assessment

RV

Readiness Verification

S&S

Safeguards and Security

SB

Safety Basis
SBC

Safety Basis Change

SER

Safety Evaluation Report

SME

subject matter expert
SMP

Safety Management Program

SNP

Start-up Notification Process

SNR

Start-up Notification Report

SO

Site Office; Standing Order

SOC

Standard Operations Checklist

SOW

Statement of Work

SQA

software quality assurance

SPR 

Sandia Pulsed Reactor
SPR F

Sandia Pulsed Reactor Facility

SRNL

Savannah River National Laboratory

SRS

Savannah River Site

SSC

structure, system, and components
SST

safe, secure transport
TBD

to be determined
TPC

Total Project Cost

TPCN

Test Procedure Change Notice

TSR

Technical Safety Requirements

USQ

Unreviewed Safety Question

USQD

Unreviewed Safety Question Determination

WRSC

Waste Reduction Steering Committee
WSRC 

Westinghouse Savannah River Company
Y-12

Y-12 National Security Complex

YSO

Y-12 Site Office

Day 1—Tuesday, June 6, 2006, a.m. session

Welcoming Remarks​--Ted Sherry, Office Manager, Y-12 Site Office (YSO) 

Safety minute—Sherry recently hiked Paladuro Canyon, stepped in a hole, and sprained his ankle. (He was wearing tennis shoes but should have been wearing hiking boots.)

Welcome to Readiness Workshop 2006. This is a great opportunity to share experiences, follow up on issues raised last year. Some primary concerns:
· Readiness Level—how to determine for a new facility—Need to share processes that address grading readiness requirements
· Integrate Safety and Security (S&S)—authorization process in progress, with exception of S&S. Ensure that S&S is included throughout the project. We will share Lessons Learned (LL) from last year, describe how they were tested out, and share results.

We have a great turnout today; it’s good to see everyone, and special thanks are due to the workshop support staff for extensive preparations (Joe Crociata, Cindy Bailey, and Jean Mounger)

Welcoming Remarks​—Darrel Kohlhorst, Deputy General Manager, Operations, BWXT Y-12, L.L.C
“I was in charge of the weather.” (Great day! Good job!)
Kohlhorst is filling in for Y-12 General Manager George Dials today. Welcome to all, congratulations on the workshop goal of  “organizational learning,” learning from each other. Thanks in advance to all presenters; looks like an interesting roster

The readiness process—Y-12 is not totally “fixed.” Can get through assessments but not fully ready to operate. We did better than usual on new startup for Y-2’s new purification facility, PPtF—4 months for readiness, 5 months for startup. PPtF’s moving from readiness to startup introduces new problems (e.g., materials introduced, produced actual product).
Also, the readiness process still “costs too dang much.” We still use lots of “band-aid” fixes that need to be reassessed for value-added capability. As we look at our process, we need to continue assessing our findings and achievements, continue to push the envelope to achieve maximum readiness value for costs incurred.

Agenda Overview—Joe Crociata, BWXT Y-12 NNSA YSO

Brief overview—Readiness workshops started 6 years ago; this is the 6th workshop sponsored by Y-12. Over the years, the focus has changed from adequate planning to testing processes and assessing what is needed to be ready for operation. We need to build on experiences from other sites to get ready to operate the first time. We will be thinking in these 2 days not about the Readiness Review (RR), but rather about what we really need to do to start/restart so that a safe first operation is successful and on schedule.

Cost—schedule—safe operation—are three major elements of readiness, not necessarily in that order.

New this year—Project managers are here to discuss successful startups, discuss lessons learned in that arena. Substantial progress is being made at various sites.

Please ask questions; there is no such thing as a “bad” question. Also, feel free to share your insights and experiences as applicable. Experience is the essential element of readiness.

Some workshop attendees represent readiness organizations, some represent projects, but all need to return to your sites and share this workshop experience/lessons learned/readiness initiatives with all personnel involved in readiness..

Areas to think about:
· Integration of project, operations, and readiness organizations.

· Use of the management assessment process

· Establish guidelines to determine readiness level

· Stress importance of initial operation planning (as indicated by Darrel)

· actual operations vs simulations

· real materials vs surrogates

· actual process parameters to be determined

· Last factor—quality assurance (QA) is essential to every project
How well the startup plan captures these elements will determine the success of the startup.
We have a good broad representation of readiness professionals at the workshop this year. Note areas for improvement, please, as we progress.

EH Complex Readiness Update and Status of Addressing September 14, 2005, DNFSB Letter
Bill Weaver, Office of Facilities Operation Support (EH-24 ‘”Current Readiness Issues”)
Summary of 2005 conference and what has transpired since.

Areas for improvement identified:
· Basis for justification for proposed type of review—can be interpreted in several ways. Let’s get consistent on Start-up Notification Reports (SNRs)—just Readiness Assessments (RAs) and Operational Readiness Reviews (ORRs), or reasons why

· Federal site verification

· Timeliness of documentation submittals

· Budgeting for Readiness Reviews (RRs) at many sites is haphazard—funded from safety organizations or others

· Training initiatives

· Revising DOE Order 425.1c
· Determine definitions (e.g., What is a “substantial mod”?)
· No resolution on Criteria Review and Approach Document (CRAD) modification issue

· Improve Headquarters (HQ) and site interface

2006 issues

· Remediation and Decontamination and Decommissioning (D&D) categorizations

· SNR improvements

· Order/Standard updates

· Related Preliminary Documented Safety Basis (PDSA) issues

· Roles of HQ and Central Technical Authority (CTA) need reevaluation—Office of EH is being dissolved, so that effect needs to be evaluated.
On receipt of Sept. 14 letter
· New facilities are coming onstream that do not all need a RR? (HazCat2). Various interpretations were offered for “substantial process” and “new” facilities; these definitions need to be addressed.

· Fed breakout session 2005 was discussed and will be discussed again in 2006. We may make a change, in which case we will let everyone know that we would start with substantial mod per 425.1c: a “subjective interpretation of this  passage.” Breakout session this year will address rewriting to “substantial mod = major mod plus other factors” We need to reevaluate this definition. 

· Also, the phrase “new nuclear facility” is not clear—Does the term include retrofits?  The terms “nuclear” and “facility” are already defined, so hard to fit “new” into the definition.

· Timeliness—assess benefits of electronic vs hard copy transmission (hard copy is too slow)

· Consistency—establish defined columns for input (like on a website) with examples so that any site could pull from web; every site would have read capability, review capability, to maximize ease of sharing insights among sites. Only the originating site could change/revise a document. This would work as a kind of training tool as well.
· Historical tracking; easy to update

· 12-column format, one is justification field for type of review or NO review. 
· Drop-down menus will be created to promote choice.

Comment: Much harder to generate than initially thought—not ready yet, not sure it’s possible, given classification issues. SNRs generated electronically are a topic to be discussed in breakout group (John Raulston comment: An electronic process being pursued at Y-12.)
Comment: If not electronic, need better guidance. (i.e., more of a real-time reference); some sites issue a new SNR each time they have a change. Tracking number never changes, so history is easy to track.

Comment: Length of SNR—Are there mechanisms for limiting length? Some project descriptions are 3-4 pages, not paragraphs, and these need to be shortened.

Comment: What is the answer on all startups? Weaver perspective is that all activities must be listed, except “normal” restart (e.g., certain operation down and brought back up). Any facility down that has been restarted must be justified.

Comment: Is justification necessary for ALL startups?  Providing justification from site POV will be reinterpreted outside the site. What is “routine”? Justification can be limited to simple statement. “We did an RA because . . .” Dick Crowe has same view—List all startups. Not all agree. Limited to only RAs and ORRs, so we need to clarify this issue at least.

Comment: Detail not appropriate for SNRs—justification can be several pages long to justify the kind of RA. Also thinks that table is not enough—needs more explanation for management tool to assess.

Comment: SNR submitted for approval. Must have enough information so that approver knows what he/she is approving. Has become an almost automatic process. Clear that the briefer information tool is not the tool that the management will require. Need sufficient information to make a knowledgeable decision, as it is a “second-guess” document.

Comment: Should EVERY startup be justified ad infinitum? Not really.
SNR = 12-month look-ahead, a planning tool. So need to discuss in breakout session.

This is a threshold problem. How can you look ahead 12 months and be that specific?

Chief of Defense Nuclear Safety (CDNS) Staff, Appraisal and Status of Addressing September 14, 2005, Defense Nuclear Facility Safety Board (DNFSB) Letter
Dick Crowe, DOE-HQ, Office of Chief of Defense Nuclear Safety
CDNS responsibilities:

· Confirm readiness, QA, collect feedback—evaluate nuclear startup reports, as mentioned; evaluate selection, training, and qualifications of NNSA nuclear safety personnel. (Of four sites considered by CDNS, three did not meet readiness requirements.) 

· Implementation of DOE Order 425.1c. is Dick’s charge (to be considered in breakout).

· DOE Newsletter will not be the chosen vehicle. Requires a more formal document. How to handle directives within constraints is the issue.

Breakout topics: (See listing in book)

Crowe was charged by his boss to show response to change items

Change analysis—get back to basics and use as intended. For any activity, new start or restart, what has changed, or what’s new? Provide checklist to consider all these elements.

· Who is Authorization Authority (AA)? [SNR = Startup Notification Report]
· Use of SNRs as management tools—received complaints that is just a  form to be done

· RAs—span? Same as RR or a checklist? Can’t be done—a judgment decision based on analysis. Cannot cookbook this decision.

· Plans of Action (POAs)/prerequisites—minimum core requirements need to be observed.—If deficiencies were found, may need followup.

· Site Office endorsement/declaration of readiness—working better when we force the issue. Many startups have come to HQ level.

· Team leader qualification—essential to have a ORR leader for the rest of group, who doesn’t get persuasion/direction from local authority. Hard to be independent and contradict his boss. ORR leader should not be from same site, for fear of undue and inappropriate influence from the line.”

· Verification of Safety Bases (SBs) implementation and controls—important enough to have a process to do it (not the Order 425.1c process) but can incorporate the appropriate aspects of the Order 425.1c process into IVR. Do/not do an RA to verify controls. A contractor should implement controls, do all he can, and site office says, “Thanks, now I’ll hold you responsible.” Site office can do followup; if finds problem, then writes it up. (opinion)

· Finding RESOLUTION—List corrective actions or alternate activities. RR team does not need to address this. Team goes in, finds deficiency, writes it up, and moves on. Not the team’s responsibility to correct or pass judgment on the finding. Up to line management to do corrective actions or alternate activity. Team does not come back to validate closure. Line can ask whomever to assist them in the correction. BUT line can request assistance, and team can provide assistance in resolution. Not required however. Line must close issues. Author of report cannot authorize startup, though must agree that findings have been addressed. When DOE-ORR team finishes, their life is expired. Contractor ORR (at SRS) if left to line, has option to use expertise. Line management validates closure of issue. Line can write a procedure to do that, but seems to reduce authority of the line.

· Violation of RR team’s function to verify corrective actions, as well as violation of ISM principles. Line’s responsibility is to fix things. Gray area exists between team and line responsibilities, but can accept evidence during the review. “I fixed it, so take it off the list.” A strong leader will not cave to the request. Or pre- vs post-start finding. Make it post- so that it won’t be a finding. Line provides closure but does not verify effectiveness. Cannot verify effectiveness as too soon. Can only ensure that action is consistent with issue. 

· 3-week factual accuracy check is “BS.” Should happen during course of review. Should be no lag time, leave site after review completed. Line needs to determine fix, and then fix can be verified. Leaders must provide clarity, consistency. Site procedure dictates who will close it out. 

Introduction to Readiness Assurance at Savannah River Site (SRS)
Steve Johnson—Manager, Waste Reduction Steering Committee (WSRC) Operations Evaluation Department

Facility owner evaluates nuclear facility startups, and so must have a ready supply of folks to do this work. Rick Runnels has two leads working for him (speaker today) and Bob Wilkinson will give an update on the tritium extraction facility readiness preparations.
Raising the Readiness Assurance Program Bar at SRS

Rick Runnels, Manager, WRSC Readiness Assurance, SRS

Thanks for the Y-12 support, especially Cindy!
· ORR vs RA vs routine resumption—SRS follows DOE Order 425.1c, but now has ORR in progress. We need clear definitions of requirements.
· Control of field execution and boardsmanship

· Demonstration vs simulation—stance has changed. Now demonstrate as much as possible.

· Communication essential before, during, and after
· Comprehensive project review with project owners. Streamline down to what needs to be on the SNR. Revised the implementing procedure (ORR process) using it as an in-field evaluation. Does this procedure meet RA’s needs? Clear roles for all involved. Earlier results show continuous improvement, as well as many challenges.

· RA Leader—key position, carefully chosen, needs experience in review process to get good, vetted RA Team Leads.

· Assessors—part of DOE organization; part of preparedness. Once RA is in, then become protocol assist, determine what’s needed to ready facility.

· Mentors—demand is very great right now.

· Tools—RAM (Readiness Assurance Matrix) used at President’s Project Briefing; RA Implementation Plan (IP) template (listed on slide); facility reviews (slide). Four to five platforms that do not talk to each other. Items not candidates for formal reviews. (See slides that include a flowchart of process.)

· Key for SNR flowchart = lots of meetings, input, comments from oversight standpoint. Takes 3​​–4 weeks and needs to be streamlined.

· Assessment Type Determination Tool (slide) Can be used to develop/refine checklist to determine RA/ORR. Examine each activity carefully to make informed decision. This tool will promote great strides at SRS in determining RR type. This tool will be developed and refined; all comments are welcome.

· Schedule and opportunities—averaged seven RAs/year for last 3 years

· Only one ORR performed in the last 3 years

· Challenging resources right now.

· 2006 = >14 RAs and 3 ORRs

· Review leader involves self and leads significantly with oversight activities.

· We think we’re raising the bar, looking especially at execution as well as definition. Increased rigor shown in considering current projects, getting DOE Facility Representative (FacRep) involvement as well as DNFSB involvement.
· Significant field experience being applied right now. By end of calendar year, we will have lots of additional information that will improve the process. Takes recommendations for type of review and team reviews the recommendation. Line management and DOE critique the decision process.

· 12 area projects at SRS. Examine each line item by line item, then determine impact on SB, determined then to be routine vs new. Defining what won’t get into the SNR is hard to do. Presume that eventually they come to right answer—RA or ORR. Impact on SB or new controls determines decision. 

· Tritium project list was screened and discussed. Only three items made the SNR list. (Comment is that question is not “routing resumption” vs “restart.” What should be on SNR? Requirements need to be evaluated per actual examples. 

· Whole purpose was to kick up to HQ level to make decision, and he doesn’t get to even see checklist. Design of Order 425.1c was to provide this information at the outset, but there’s a paucity of information available.

(Some discussion ensued regarding clarification of terms in light of SRS practices.)

Completing a Successful Operational Readiness Review at T Plant

Bob Wilkinson—Hanford T Plant Facility Manager
T Plant = oldest facility still operating —60+ years old, with an expected lifetime of ~ 35 more years.

Readiness failures and successes (see slide)

· Fuel Readiness Success—management change—Initially, no mentors, little communication; schedule drove startup/readiness process; not possible today;  

· NLOP = North Load-out Pit = mud and sand; containers; tanks; suck material out and mix with known substance; ship to New Mexico. (slide showing container overpack and work platform) work given to Pacific Northwest Laboratory (PNWL), and they recognized that they are not an operations outfit. Could not pull off DOE RA, so took appropriate action (slide showing results of ORR).
· Employee involvement/expert involvement—selected team from Day One in terms of operators who would be doing work. Went through design basis with them, so that if pump or specifications were questioned, the operator had a ready answer. “Line managers involved operators early,” at least on a weekly basis, in startup process. 

· Hazard Identification (ID) and Implementation—Ask what are most common hazards/performance errors/contamination spreads. What can we administratively control and what not? Straw will become plugged. What do we do then? “Hierarchied” the possible scenarios, determined causes, determined which instances were impossible to address (i.e., walk away).
· Project System design—
· Design incorporated “the KISS principle” (“Keep it simple, S___”)
· Developed mockup and operating simulations before and during design

· No need for Cadillac when body specifications are enough. Very simplistic system of analysis. Many mockups from fabrication shop. Built enclosures from 2x4s and plastic sheeting to make design.

· Human performance errors—people make mistakes—common occurrences—operators in field will make mistakes. Design out instances (implement engineering controls) where no mistakes will be tolerated, and where some are acceptable.

· Management involvement from Day One, including engineers, NCOs, gave QA the design packages and asked to find everything, including nits. And they did—25 pages’ worth. Kudos were received from HQ on preparation.

· Built fabrication facility and dressed out, even though not required. 
· Repeated simulations. 
· Ready for all eventualities because of practice. 
· Avoided considerable dose rate. No performance errors and no contaminations.

· Some parts broke, some motors fried, but able to recoup and fix within a day’s time.
· Operators knew the system, knew the errors, were ready to fix as soon as possible (ASAP). 
· 133% efficiency of sludge treatment, much higher than projections. Do it right earlier on, faster later. “Pay me now or pay me later.”
· Why successful? Backed by experts, were committed from Day One to do job right., Given time to develop correct equipment and processes (see last slide)

[Comments—Readiness Self-Assessments (RSAs) were developed; mentors came in and helped. Good idea of expectations. Managers wrote the RAs. Multiple advance reviews, then the President and high management “murder boarded” the RSAs. Had to defend the RSAs to the high authorities. Practiced dry runs repeatedly to get ready for the ORR. (If run was “not crisp enough,” run was repeated.)

· Reasons for success: Management Self-Assessment (MSA) started on Day One and finished on the day they were ready to declare readiness. All part of integral work packages. Had plan of action (POA) for ORR, not for MSA.
Question (Joe Marshall): It was a project, so how did you manage budget to support it?

Answer: Budget should reflect all these readiness activities. Preparation even for design mockup saved $ and time. Must lay out estimate on Day One, for this part. Activities referring to history. Involve operators in design—not outside experts who may misjudge and have to redo design, estimates.

BREAK
Lessons Learned—Sandia Pulsed Reactor (SPR) Startup

Bob Brandhuber—Sandia National Laboratory

Sandia Pulsed Reactor Facility (SPRF) in operation since 1960; see slide for SPRF specs)

· “Hands around the core” approach to “the Lamborghini of reactors”—When you consider all aspects of operation, very sensitive reactor. Question as to whether operable at all if not for presence of operators who knew history—“operator-intensive”
· SPR-III—used for more than 10,000 operations between 1975 and 2000. Category 1 materials to be removed put fixed end date: 30 September 2006. Needed time to conduct experiments. Why is preparation taking so long? Constraints were considerable. Cease operation on Oct. 1, 2006.

· Tried to restart reactor many times in 5 years. Why bother? Many previous attempts were aborted for one reason or another. 

· “Blinding flashes of obvious (BFOs)”—“We did not build nuclear submarines to do RRs at sea.” Mission is to be operationally efficient. 

· See list of Challenges (slide)

· Short timeline

· Complex interactions between multiple organizations and stakeholders.

· No budget because no one believed anyone would do it.

· Detailed project planning 

· Involved security support
· Private philosophy = “Safety is ALWAYS first.”
· Identify all stakeholders, including Safety and Security Organization (SSO), and involve them early and often.

· transparent process
· weekly meetings to review schedule progress, force issues into open for resolution, and assign actions and followups: “Don’t waste people’s time.”

· Identify tasks and task owners to create project plan and schedules

· Space Cowboys film prompted good questions (i.e., How can we do this all in this timeframe?)
· Purpose is not to revise schedule but to get the project under way. One manager was designated to outline all risks possible. Offered comments at every meeting, so that meeting was not complete without the risk manager’s input.

· Constant exceptions taken to schedule building. Finally determined a day and started.

· “SPR Restart Update” slide outlines schedule.

· Preparation for RR (slide) Three managers of facility during startup preparation. “Plan on the unexpected.”

· Impressed with DOE ORR—very capable, very thorough, worked us very hard. 

· SB on higher priority, results reviewed by corporate, got into definition of “finding” and game business. Reminded people that we needed to follow the rules, but insisted on relation of definitions to actual project.

· Dealing with Challenges slide—What does SSO do if a fire occurs in one facility or another? Documentation of these scenarios was expected to be a given, but required much preparation because of management changes.

· Much controlled by security posture for material once it was taken out of ground. Security piece was not as easy as expected.

· Educational process all the time.

· “physics testing”—methodical approach to “normal” operations; SSO did independent assessment of physics data.

· “Success” came 1 week early. Timing is not the only a measure of success, but successful timing convinces people that project can be done. No accidents so far this year. (Through May, “a year’s worth of pulses.”)

· Lessons Learned = BFOs (“blinding flashes of the obvious”)—Will write up LL; not finished yet.

· SSO and Sandia management (Ph.D.s) were sometimes skeptical of all the rules.


Applying a Grading System for Readiness level Requests for Start-up/Restart

John Raulston, Readiness Manager, BWXT Y-12, L.L.C., Y-12 National Security Complex

[PowerPoint does not incorporate portrait and landscape—go figure. So doing slides the individual way.] 

· Graded approach is “UNDER CONSTRUCTION” at Y-12. So we’re seeing a work in progress. Cites DOE Order 425.1c for definitions—grading review level and grading depth and breadth of review. First definition will be considered first.

· Elements to be graded— Standard STD-3006-2000 focused more on depth and breadth of review.

· Grading based on—cause and duration of shutdown; extent of modifications; magnitude of hazards; impact on safety, design, and other factors (see slide).
· Compliant, clear, understandable, simple in application.

· Graded approach not new at Y-12. Scoring has been incorporated before.

· Key terms—facility, activity, operation—distinguish terms; differentiate between substantial and significant (see slide)

· Implementation Validation Reviews (IVRs) are aspects of RRs (i.e., parts of RR, not the entire RR) that apply to that SB

· Continued Operability Plans (COPs)—maintain operational capabilities in absence of program work.

· AA Scoping Meetings—Defined review levels

· Checklist Review—combined POA/IP documents

· Key definitions:

· facility = bricks and mortar structure with associated SB

· activity = major production work done in a facility. Meet STD 10-27-92 re. nuclear hazards.

· Graded approach led to Readiness Determination Map (see slide) and elaborate flowchart (See handout not included in booklet, distributed later.)

· At Y-12, must look at facility shutdown for from 6 to 9 months.

· Change Level Determination (CLD) implementation—Split definitions of terms substantial and significant into components aligned with facility, activity, and operation.

· Given definitions for these terms are long and confusing (slide hard to read) for facility, activity, operation

· Change Level Determination Process

· Task = below Operation
Results: A form to be completed by Operation Safety Board (OSB) for a facility to evaluate significance of changes, incorporate a table derived from CLD to define the applicable review level.

Comment: Approach codifies elements not meant to be codified. Put in a process that sustains oversight in much more applicable manner. Building a box around something that was supposed to have fluid boundaries. John’s response: One thing we do not grade on is structural rigor; our system requires you to think. Our work in progress is the “Change Evaluation” and “Review-Level Determination” fields for the “Readiness Applicability and Review Level Determination” (see slide)—handout supplied]

[SOC=Standard Operations Checklist—Must have defined scope before you begin checklist.

Q: Are you going to encourage YSO to adopt this form? 

A: Good information to institutionalize terminology incorporated. “You can give people tools, but mistakes can happen all along the way. Cannot cookbook much more than it has been.” Jeff Cravens and John Raulston have applied themselves as much as possible.

“Comments” section is addressed to OSB for exceptions. So instead of being led to a conclusion, we can still evaluate.

Q: “Restart after unplanned shutdown” section will be omitted. (ambiguous meaning: the plant or the operation?) 
A: Requires an informed manager and group of people who can make their own way independently through these issues. Still revising, requiring more discussions between BWXT and YSO. Attempt to create a process that is slightly less subjective than the original process, which is almost entirely subjective.
BREAK—PICK UP WORKING LUNCH
Day 1—Tuesday, June 6, 2006, p.m. session

Lessons Learned—Integrating Site and Subcontractor Quality Responsibilities and Actions into a Project

Gary Gilmartin, BWXT Y-12, L.L.C., Y-12 National Security Complex
What can be new:

· Identifying critical attributes requiring inspection is an Engineering and a QA team effort.

· Define early what to look at and how thoroughly defined

· Assign a single person to track each issue from inception through conclusion [e.g., Beth Schaad, Startup Manager for Y-12’s Highly Enriched Uranium Manufacturing Facility (HEUMF)]
Complexities—NCR process is good at Y-12; bring in any other firms and they all have their own NCR process. Fundamental project processes differences must be resolved early in the program. This approach applies to all of the procedures involved in your project/review.

· Complexities include the last point above as well as interfaces, which when not controlled provide the same roadblocks as unspecified quality requirements

· Knowledge base (construction and suppliers) in nuclear applications can be limited.

· Iteration and preparation for startup and readiness can appear to slow the process but is vital [e.g., calibrations, procedures, labeling, software quality assurance (SQA)].
· HEUMF operational personnel are being involved in everything, every day.

Strategies:
· Define levels of quality corresponding to risk, safety application, and significance of the work

· Define cross-functional procedures and processes geared to specific project application.

· Do not assume that the specifications and standards are understood from a quality perspective.

· Demand that QA and Quality Control (QC) principles be followed without fail.

· Confirm that processes are effective.

Q: How closely is QA integrated with readiness? 

A: Not directly on the team.
Comment: Lots of opportunity to involve quality early 
Comment: The people who design the projects need to hear these presentations, not necessarily the readiness workers at the workshop (e.g., involving all aspects early to save later losses)

Comment: Have at least a QA individual on every team. You may need more Quality support on project depending on complexity or size of project.
Comment: Why not roll MA into this project? 

[Nancy Johnson (Y-12) required that each member of the team do an MA of their individual area. From the outside, MA seems a stovepipe operation. Also need layered “outside” view. How many MAs can you do and get results?]
BREAK
Workshop Discussion—Management Self-Assessment Process

Ted Quale, CH2M Hill Hanford Group
Carroll Phillips, CH2M Hill Hanford Group

Timothy Worrell, SRS—Continuous improvement division

Guidelines (Joe Crociata): Approach each topic from own point of view (POV)/site/ location/perspective: MSA is documented analysis. “Let’s not get wrapped around the semantics axle.” MSA provides another way of looking at your process so that when you’re getting ready, you really know you’re ready. MSA embodies line management’s confidence, method, and involvement in the process.

Comment: MSA is not considered a tool to get ready because of its separate and discrete process apart from normal routine. It provides a clear basis for “getting ready” and then validate from defense-in-depth perspective. MSA is a tool in the readiness toolbox, but not the thing that gets us ready. We’ve separated out achieving readiness to a functional perspective, putting stress on operations director and operators. We provide a tool to verify that they’ve really achieved all that “stuff.” Integrated Safety Management (ISM) criteria define the functional MSA structure. We come at it from ISM and core requirements rather than an operative POV.

Q: Do I at least have an idea of what the end will look like?

A (SRS): We’re getting better, but we’re still not as timely as we might be. Functional Area Manager (FAM) assesses deliverables as they are ready, but all deliverables assessed at end whether or not delivered.

Q: FAMs were able to get a list of required actions 2-3 weeks before the MSA starts. What has driven you to this additional oversight, given that MSA is built into the readiness process? 

A: This is a specific activity that is a precursor to the ORR. Now before we face the final validation, we already have an idea of what will work.
HTF (Hanford Tank Farm) Approaches to Conduct of MSA (Ted Quale)

· HTF does not operate under the site assessment program. A 3-pronged approach, kicked off by Facility Readiness Plan (FRP), which looks at a generic set of affidavits and does a crosswalk against criteria. FRP decides which item or several items we need to look at for a specific activity. Assigned to functional manager, who determines whether criteria have been met. 

· First reviewer will be RADCON guy from separate onsite organization, and (he) decides whether more work is required in this area. When those two achieve agreement, they present to Project Team management. It’s a “murder board” that gives full review to the affidavits. Most people are interested in doing the right thing, if they know what that is. Opportunity to review evidence that will support readiness evaluation and determine whether it is adequate. Responsible managers then really understand their R&R and those of their organizations.

Q: Does peer evaluator perform a separate activity? 

A: Not really.

Q: If MSA includes all functions, how is this role accomplished without talking to all the involved organizations (e.g., training)?

A: Evaluate training plan, procedures for training, and look at evolutions in field that implement what they’ve been trained on. (More than just documentation)

Also insist on timeliness: Insist on 2 weeks if we need 2 weeks, and don’t let Program Managers (PMs) revise the schedule.

Q: Is it the responsibility of the nuclear safety program, or that facility’s responsibility to train to the plan? 

A: The latter, not the high-end programmatic stuff. Lately we’ve adopted the practice of saying No, just not good enough, and manager must verify.

Q: Structural organization—Does it have a counterpart in whole organization? 

A: No. If PM is in the Radiological Control Organization (RADCON), then line managers are responsible. Cannot possibly have counterpart in all organizations. Individual managers either delegate or do the assessment themselves, but in any case manager must be the last place the buck goes. 

Approaches to Conduct of MSA (Carroll Phillips)

· Just completed first RA; this year differs from last, changed RA procedure, so paradigm shifted. Formerly, three levels of control—regulatory, team SA, then RA if significant, which is MSA, Now, bar has been raised to say that any type of safety documentation is an RA.

· Re: “stamping”—a level of independence is being maintained. FAMs are delegating someone who works for them to assess the deliverable. FAMs are generally Level 5 managers; in unique areas may be subject matter experts (SMEs). 

· Line FAMs are backed up by peer review (not using that term) within SA process; FAM completes SA, gathers evidence, findings, etc. Three-tiered project does not result in synergy between assessors—15 assessors delivered 15 assessments. So we recommend a team function for next self-assessment.

Carroll: FAMs develop own series of questions. Line manager must also ask whether the questions will get to the end where he needs to be. Line managers must answer to bosses that the area functions and is ready to go. Challenges operations, safety and health, all areas, saying if I can trip him up, he needs to work on it. Line managers, FAMs must be satisfied, confident that they are ready. Result is that they move forward to safely operate facility as prepared. 

Q: How do you handle questions left over? 

A: Some items will remain—whatever end items are, need to organize and decide whether open items are involved in what’s left. 

Q: Manageable list? Pre? Post? 

A: Still work to do after review is over. What constitutes a “manageable list”? Some things are verifiable, affect the safe operation of the facility, others are “nickel-dime” items. For instance, an open item: “Evaluate the widget,” or “Perform this test” is not a manageable item—too vague. 

Can you start this operation up right now? If yes, you’re ready. (Some items, like training classes outstanding, can be overlooked.)

Comment: Readiness should be declared without issues, with no deficiencies is carried forward. But this positive review does not guarantee that ORR will be without findings. What about surrogate material? Some procedures will have to be changed. Those are not unexpected unknowns. That is part of the documented path forward. That’s not the exception but can be part of startup plan. 

Comment: Best way to do training is to use actual equipment (e.g., vacuum demonstration—turned system on and operated exactly as if it were “real” and performance assessments for MSA needed to demo the same, so kept attached for the MSA. Then, in startup plan, specific requirements for the operation were built in. Plus, operators were in training, plus got practice in actual activity.)

Raulston comment: Preliminary Self-Assessment (PSA) is the final phase of MSA, the “dress rehearsal” for the RA. MSA is functional area assessments, with recently built in readiness assisting, finding that organizations do not understand full level of readiness. Manager steps in and evaluates the operation in process. PSA is a line-management readiness assessment—not an independent team. 

Q: For what percentage of project budget is the assessment?

A: 22 functional areas have ongoing self-assessment, and also individual assessments [Unreviewed Safety Question (USQs)]. Then FAM should see this built-in self-examination. 

SRS MSA progress (Timothy Worrell)
MSA at SRS is an effort to reapply previous results from independent assessments to current assessments. (Previous assessments become relevant affidavits.)
BREAK AND AFTERNOON SNACK

Overview of Proposed Safety Basis Change Verification Process
Dan Ford, LANL

Background: Visited LANL and was invited back the next day to contribute to an ORR. “Move materials, one batch at a time,” was the topic. In-brief for MSA stated 37 pre-start findings, recounted the next day as six findings. Transfer of materials in open air—take material from drum, check canisters, then put into safe, secure transport (SST) (a disaster). Started drill at 10 a.m., started again at 11, then again at noon. 
Drill scenario—Operator fell and severed leg, landed amid material, evaluated criteria. Emergency Management Team (EMT) took 30 minutes to respond, and at no time was wind checked, conditions, and problem was not reported to management. Rated a success nonetheless.

· Cost and Schedule impact (see elaborate schedule)—Months pass before fix takes place. Every Safety Basis Change (SBC) is validated with RR process—2500 action items. Almost 50% of activities done as RR (RA or ORR) were really SBCs. Core requirements don’t match. Expensive way to do it. Dilutes purpose of review. Serious business above start/restart.

· LANL proposed to take this process and make a separate process. John Raulston used the IVR process at Rocky Flats (RF). We have put new process in front of LANL—operations trained on controls, requires surveillance activities conducted. Implicit here is independence of review. Depends on change; if item is significant, greater change results than if not.

· If change is of an intricate nature, or requires separate review, that’s the equivalent of a separate RR independent of facility. How independent is independent? Facility Manager has responsibility and should have authority to select someone from another organization, or to separate from another department. IVR not adopted yet, but soon will have to allow manager to look at specific SB changes. (Impending operations drive SBCs—not necessarily per Order 425.1c.) 

· Process does not change; control set changes. (See p. 9: Verify controls that feed procedure.) How does this differ from RA? 425.1c invoked for shutdown or something new. Good model for validation process, but got hung up in 425.1c process specifically. Say, instead, that all controls are implemented, and go from there. 

· IVR process is known. Validate controls; do not assess the value of the training program. Do they, rather, train to controls? Contractors need not do anything but implement controls and report that they have done it. Grab the process without thinking. (e.g., “Pegasus tracks things; ergo, give me Pegasus and all is well.”) So people choose process first and try to fit it to the project in hand.

· LANL— A total of 145 projects exist, none of which are prioritized. Some 35 SB documents are left to be reviewed with no prioritization indicated. Management needs to be part of the readiness process, but such is not at LANL. 

· Bottom line—“You guys should be congratulated for doing so well.”
2006 Readiness Workshop Discussion—Developing Metrics to Evaluate the Effectiveness of the Readiness Process

John Raulston, BWXT Y-12, L.L.C., Y-12 National Security Complex

Metrics—what are they?

· What metrics are used in the DOE Complex to measure readiness process? Readiness = process for obtaining operational readiness (“What gets measured gets done, and what gets rewarded gets repeated.”)

· Characteristics of metrics—Examine what we would see if goals were achieved, and look at what important outcomes would be realized.

· Key performance indicators result from traditional objectives.
· Readiness Metric Goals—Identify those that directly help achieve desired results.

· Goals: Compliant with DOE requirements, produce Startups, Restarts

What metrics are used at other sites?

· Customer satisfaction/feedback—“feel-good metrics.” Monitoring findings is no help. 

· Metric of recent importance: Of some 20 line items on SNR, about half had slipped a date for RA or ORR for specific reasons or balance of priority. One month was taken to route SNR among managers. Metric needed to identify dates kept and slipped. It’s an indirect way to get folks to think about the end of the project. Track day-by-day slippage/gain until the review, when it gets “mushy.” Plan one year ahead for SNR. Nuclear Activity Startup can be either successful or a fiasco, and doesn’t take long to find out which. 

· One metric trumps them all—Was the DOE ORR successful or unsuccessful? Result of several failed RAs in last few years. (DNFSB helped too.) Problem is not readiness, but poor program planning. Richland SNRs—all dates “to be determined (TBD).” Wrote finding against Feds because dates never made it to SNR. For ORR, SNR date is the date the operation won’t run.

· Consider the following elements:

· Time to achieve full operations vs what was planned

· Repeat findings in various buildings
· Repeat programmatic issues

· Calculate time from DOE ORR.

Comment: (Jerry) Trailer Park example vs OCF. Time between ORR completion and actual startup not a good number. Number of findings, prestarts fall apart because of complexity of issues. Find a set that is applicable—the English language. Someone should evaluate the finding in English sentences that verify WHY the occurrence happened. When you have a repeated pattern, the site pattern emerges. Don’t be afraid to use “subjective” English language descriptions. But AVOID the temptation to write unsubstantiated observations [i.e., opinions]. Though metrics may not get us to where we want to go, the logic behind it should indicate a pattern. Leave off counting the beans and put words behind what happened. Numbers can lie. So can words, but more demonstrable. 

Comment: (Weaver) Try to base on facts. EH had report cards for sites which sites never saw. Quality of submittals, comments included, quality of responses when due, DOE procedure quality and in process though some things were metrics and lots was gut feeling of how site office performed, lots of variability in process. Now there’s still a rating on SNRs; they are graded on various aspects of SNR. Some meet standards, others don’t. These are not transmitted out of office either. So if the “scorecards” are not transmitted back to the people they concern, they are worthless. 
Recommendation: Consult LL portion of website and rewrite once/year. Post final reports also. Check website for IPs and POAs; see how others have handled the projects. EH sends observers to sites, and those reports are posted too. EH website still not working always, so very secure. SNR database in process too (programmed by former EH contractors). 

Comment: (Weaver) DNFSB—What are we doing to train for EM? EH is in a similar predicament now. Paralyzes the organization’s production work. IPs are still reviewed by Weaver as they are submitted, following Order 425.1c. 

Comment: “PM in a roomful of readiness folks.” Number of findings tells nothing if don’t know complexity of review. Trying for a metric, but analyzed findings from last 3 years into core requirement with, no results, then rearranged by who fixed them, and that said a lot (Procedure organization was central to most.) Next were CONOPS sources. Third were Facilities and Activities (F&A). Authorization Basis (AB) was 7th. How bad is that? Working on analyzing complexity; 25 procedure errors in 525 pages of procedures; CONOPS—errors in operations per day.

Comment: F&A error shows that the functional manager at fault. Each individual manager should look at work and provide feedback on their projects. At least trend them. Good sites/bad sites for NNSA readiness? Prove with numbers? Tend to work in areas of least progress.

Comment: Y-12 and Pantex: Problems with as-built drawings, and similar documents. Too many quality problems. Need to improve these so they won’t reoccur with next project.

Comment: Value-added; one missed by 2 months and another by 2 more months. At the time we didn’t know anything (i.e., find background for missed numbers). Every RA has to find something. Metrics for whom? Who will benefit? Very subjective. FAM knows already whether he’s successful or not, based on the process.

Comment: In general, what we call “findings” accounts for <10% of the process. Look at the amount of improvement in readiness process in last 5 years. In general, processes now are usually sound; we’re approaching the continuing improvement stage. We need to exert more effort for additional change. NNSA still, however, has sites that act as if barely out of the womb. One site has never done an RR. (Speaking in general here.)

BACK TO JOHN RAULSTON’S PRESENTATION:

Y-12 Metrics (See concluding slide)

· Accurately identify startup and restart activities in the quarterly SNR.

· Don’t use RRs to get ready.

· Nonnuclear startups will disappear.

· Only use true metrics that exist right now.

· Current problem is not identifying items for approval through the SNR process sufficiently in advance to meet the 12-month DOE Order

· Measurement of attainment of operational readiness—Apply multi-attribute ranking process, evaluate personnel, equipment, process, all factors.

Readiness Evaluation Worksheet (tiny type—slide)

· Was I really ready or wasn’t I? (gut check)

· What kind of things did you find in what areas? Each column gets a score.

· Template to score numerically—e, good, marginal, poor per score

· Readiness regards itself (once again) [“Mirror, mirror, . . Who is readiest of them all?”]

· Incentivize to make money. Start up sooner and safer is proper incentive. Place incentives on elements of readiness, not on startup. Sites that get it, do it, have smart managers so that they don’t have repeat performances of errors. Incentivize the operation SAFELY.

Future Metrics at Y-12

· Develop metric to measure readiness confirmation phase.

· Develop metric on cost of confirmation of readiness.

· Treat failure of ORR as issue, then analyze it and use it to prepare for next ORR. Use root-cause analysis on all these items. (e.g., Idaho ISM verification—process that doesn’t exist yet, so many findings). Corrective actions may cover you, but also possibly a bigger issue will emerge.

Day 2—Wednesday, June 7, 2006, a.m. session
Safety Minute: Take frequent breaks for coffee or exercise when you’re driving long hours on the road to stay fresh (Joe Marshall).
Developing an Integrated Schedule to Achieve required Project Documents, Equipment Readiness, Personnel Training, and Qualifications–handout as OUO
Joe Marshall, BWXT, Y-12, L.L.C., Y-12 National Security Complex
Conclusion  29 November 2004 (first slide)
· Readiness can be achieved with planning and management

· Achieving readiness takes time, as “many actions must be sequential”

· Develop plans early, and allow sufficient time but hold personnel responsible for meeting milestones 

· You have already done all the activities necessary to pass the examination; don’t just study for the examination.

· Overview of Project Schedule (Slide 2)—22 to 26 areas; Fire Protection in three areas

· Organization (Slide 3)—Shows list of elements; many areas overlapping into others (e.g., Engineering, Procurement, Construction are not included but necessary nonetheless to ensure that documentation is available for operational readiness to take place.)

· Operational Functional Requirements (Slide 4)—unique at Y-12; person in charge of facility for personnel to enter and perform functions (facility/production split); training coordinators implement plan to communicate the known and unknown factors. Again, some overlapping of areas (e.g., S&S has many different areas—emergency management and nuclear materials and control, for example). But one person is in charge of the project to include all of these elements

· Addressed Operational Readiness Action Areas (Slide 5)—Know all of the testing that is being performed in the area of your project and is on your schedule, as this area can hold many surprises. For instance, Maintenance—How many organizations are onsite, equipment, how to operate, all calibrations complete. All areas comprise many far-reaching areas for which the manager is responsible. [Training includes on-the-job training (OJT) activities too—need to introduce early, but too early is too expensive.]
· Compile Evidence (Slide 6) from all these aforementioned areas. Documents must be organized from the beginning (really before the project) and continually through the review. Create a document matrix and ID what documents are necessary for the life-cycle of the operation. A good document control system is crucial to the organization—electronic sign-off, hard copy files. Evidence must be assembled completely with good data for all the reviewers. Management Review and Approvals and MSAs need to pay attention to the documents as well—correct and reproducible, accurately signed off, all dates correct. Final readiness IP for evidence file should describe goals for MSA. 

· Predecessors (Slide 7) for “maintain and validate documents for evidence”—suggests many types of checklists to assist in keeping track of the documentation

· Last slide: Planning to Attain Operational Readiness—Readiness as a natural process (e.g., cooking pancakes) that we use in all aspects of our lives. Think about what is required to operate the facilities we will build. (Rigid Readiness Programs are correlated to Order 425.1c. All this preparation leads to the BEGINNING of the RRs.)
Tritium Extraction Facility--Readiness Assurance Approach

Bobby Smith, Manager, SRS Tritium Project Start-up
[History: $506m project to find new sources for complex. Bake bars at 1100°C, cool, and transfer.]

· Review of initial plan incorporating Tiger Team concept. MSA employed for initial assessment, then site ORR, then local validation by NNSA, corrective actions, then authorization to proceed.

· Early on, per LL from other projects, needed operator proficiency period. Practice, practice, practice—all qualifications in order, all tests run, but operators need time to acquaint themselves with ongoing activities. Operators participated in startup test program from the beginning, while completing qualifications and test requirements. Tiger Team (pre-MSA using lines of inquiry (LOIs) to assist facility startup. Operational Proficiency Period is the time the operators need to practice. (Force use of operational procedures while testing to streamline the documents.)
· Origin of Defense Programs’ (DPs’) Tiger Team—We declare readiness at start of MSA; thereafter activities simply validate that assertion. Used previous closeout findings re. tritium project to verify assertion. 

Comment: Should know state of readiness at beginning of MSA to measure progress. Need to also understand what elements are not ready yet. At SRS, manager really means that project is “ready” at the beginning. It’s much more like an RA. (Readiness is declared to President by all managers in charge of project. MSA at SRS is led by senior manager, some field and/or line organizations, but ORR is done by NNSA, a totally separate operation.)

· Just before the MSA, Tiger Team reviews take place (see slide schedules) to prevent premature initiation of MSA/ORR process; runs concurrently with Operational Proficiency process.

· Involves DP FAMs to develop LOIs. Also CONOPS, site folks, then use TT to determine when ready to being MSA/ORR process. 
· Mentor for project hired to run Tiger Team; led development of all readiness documents (Susan Koscienko who presented on Tiger Team last year).

· Operational Proficiency Period—developed schedule early; clean testing finished, quals done, boards done, procedures validated and approved. AB = another key; implemented these from the beginning; practice entering change requests throughout the process. Also posted the facility for RADCON and phased in RADCON folks with specific activities. (Once area is posted, it’s real.) 

· Procedures were validated in plant and in operations. 

· Operators were certified throughout process, as early as possible. This period gives the operators a chance to drill, practice, under scrutiny but not criticism of Tiger Team. Two to three CONOPS drills per week. Operations, Maintenance, RADCON procedures must all be accurately developed. Minimize simulation, and make drills as challenging as possible.

Q: Interface with security? 

A: This facility is in a secure area with Wackenhut guards, but security requirements not quite as stringent as at Y-12. Guards also demonstrated their protection drills, control, and access.

· Other Readiness Lessons Learned

· testing and operating procedures—electronic for processing systems. Embed procedure in software in system and they run the process on screen with graphic of system adjacent. Will automatically go out and check valves, prevents skipping steps. Didn’t cost much more than doing hard-copy procedures. Forced use of operations procedures as much as possible. Operations Evaluation Department (OED) Mentor Susan K. helped get POA documents accurate, with much early preparation, and she led the Tiger Team. 

· As the team went through startup, assessments were done along the way. Construction and design were assessed as the areas completed. 

· Another early activity—remote ability testing. Two large mobile furnaces, can be removed remotely if one fails (2- to 3-month effort). Not included in MSA. Watched ~80% of remote ability testing in ORR. Management decides scope in POA, which is why remote ability was included. 

· Picture of the TEF Readiness Project (flowchart)—Software QA included too; QA reviews too; experts to review POA to make sure hadn’t omitted anything.

· Last slides: metrics. 

· Level of interest (LOI) Completion by Functional Area

· Weekly Status of Corrective Actions—using AIM (Automated Information Management system). High-level rollup at FAM level with Tiger Team input.

Q: When did NNSA start assessments? 
A: All through construction startup, SQA, QA, 

Q: Was NNSA scope of inspection more/less inclusive than site’s? 
A: They brought in 2-3 people throughout preparation. No surprises. Concrete walls were 6 ft thick and act as shield doors. Inspected shield doors for 1.5 weeks

Q: Electronic procedures—developed or commercial off-the-shelf (COTS)? 
A: Used COTS software tailored for the facility. 

Q: Differ from RTF? 
A: Also uses electronic procedures and phasing in gradually. Also use hard copy.

Q. 24 functional areas? A: Not doing Criticality Safety, really 22. 

Q: What were dates? A: Early to mid-July = MSA; ORR after Labor Day. DOE hasn’t seen POA yet; will send.

Q. Construction? A: Bechtel lead; strategy was civil work, then chillers (Parsons), structural steel (subcontractor). All  processing equipment fabricated offsite and assembled onsite with direct-hire workforces. Wanted control over the systems. Vendors built modules, finished early. Knew risks in startup space, so Bobby was able to space these appropriately in the schedule. Documentation was provided and organized through Automated Information Management (AIM) system during the project.

Q. NNSA verification? A: Similar plan to POA. Bringing folks along the way, also to observe RR and post evolution conditions. Asked for two special drills to be developed during readiness period. 1-2 weeks for validation.

Q. Subcontractors do testing? A: Very little.

Q. Did you get expected documentation from vendors? A: Not always, but kept on them very tightly, and got it by the end.
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Topics—Contractors (divided into groups)

Groups 1 and 2: What follow-up actions/activities should be taken by this group? Or to support improvement of readiness performance?

Group 1 Conclusions (Steve Johnson, Lead)

1. 
Develop concept of “project readiness to operate strategy @CD-0 (Day One).”

2. 
Standardize toolsets (defined terms) for the readiness process complexwide.

3.
Develop a detailed and integrated QA/QC project strategy [If followed conscientiously, embodies the readiness process and should be incorporated into the readiness process from Day One. NQA-1 is a good basis.

4. 
Develop readiness plan roles and responsibilities (R&R) for integration of “stovepiped” (i.e., insular) functions effectively into the project. 
5.
Projects would run more smoothly if assessors were independent, competent, and effective, adhering to a disciplined assessment plan with a strong team leader to keep team on track. 

Additional ideas: 

· Readiness Leader should be designated and involved from Day One. Plan to verify each operation as it gets ready.

· Get management buy-in from Day One.
· Assemble a suite of tools available at each site. Reassess and use these tools per the readiness process.

· Findings should be just that. Issues should match Resolutions.

· Team Leader is key!

Group 2 Conclusions (John Raulston, Lead)
Group 2 complements Group 1 conclusions—things to be done to improve readiness performance:

1. Problems are typically performance and not interpretation of rules. Change Order? Order has evolved historically and administered by trained and knowledgeable representatives, focusing on views rather than getting ready. Training is available through DOE. [POA is contract between line management and team leader.]

2. Where interpretations are needed, use a “Code Case” approach (i.e., instead of changing codes, may be able to reinterpret them).

3. Establish working groups out of this session to pursue various topics (e.g., procedures and standards) and develop guidance to be disseminated/discussed at next workshop.

4. Round Robin Board of reviews with defined focus areas (Visit sites on an informal basis associated with other reasons for site visits to minimize cost.)

5. Identify key problem areas hindering performance for each site, and share observations.

6. Name a readiness point of contact for each site to ensure dissemination of information and promote communication. (Also use LL for networking improvement.)

7. Identify better-performing also poorer-performing sites in specific areas, and determine reasons and maybe give presentations at future workshops.

8. Deliver case studies of really successful projects, or how certain project overcame obstacles, and share. [Use LL database if possible.]

9. Enhance project and line management participation in this workshop. Great things were done, and people who did them were present too. Expand audience to those who can benefit from hearing these presentations first-hand.

Groups 3 and 4

Topic 1: New Facility/Major Modernization Readiness-Level Determination Process

Summary Discussion of Breakout Sessions

Ted Quale, Lead—CH2MHill Hanford Group

Carroll Phillips—CH2MHill Hanford Group

Group 3 Conclusions: How build the project plan (Ted Quale, Lead)

Project Management (PM) training:

1. Process mapping—task analysis.
2. Build team early, including operations.
3. Training program for nuclear/project procurement, allowing for changing requirements, management, ongoing QA.

4. Communications interface established (matrixed/direct-charge personnel; readiness professionals)

How do we ensure products (with training) meet requirements?

1. Ensure flowdown (Statement of Work, specifications)

2. Plan and fund oversight of rules

3. Get certifications/qualifications as part of package

4. Define tests and holdpoints to observe/witnesss

5. Your folks “qualify” for vendor oversight job

6. Require/use pre-audit of vendor QA programs to qualify. Verify that they are “robust” in QA; review checks on vendor; they don’t qualify unless they earn it.

7. Disqualify and remove from Quality Service List (applies to service as well)

Operations Training:

1. Process mapping

2. Based on needs analysis (Follow DOE Order 5480.20.)

3. QA, training

4. Develop training plans that cover all project/phases (Maintained from start of project through its operating life.

· Maintain it.

· Project Team (all tiers)

· Operators (all tiers)

· Subcontractors (all tiers)

Question: How do we get information to PMs in complex?

Topic 2: Utilization of process Mapping and job Task Analysis to Identify Training Requirements and to Integrate them into the Project Plan

Group 4 Conclusions (Carroll Phillips, Lead)

Definition of topic—Complexwide we procure subcontractors who serve others, and when we get the result, it may not be what we want. How to ensure that they are properly trained? 

1. Project management training—must have time up front to pull team together and ensure that the right people are chosen.

2. Building the team—If you have a readiness team, predetermined—ensure operations and training represented.

3. Look at requirements. Ensure that people you get can do the job and are responsible.

4. R&R =  Roles and Responsibilities
5. Matrixed organizations can be linked strongly or not. How do we handle subcontractors? Make sure that at PM level you are being specific enough to attract the talent you need. Do I need to keep documentation to prove that welders, etc. are fully licensed and certified? We don’t backcharge or penalize vendors who do not deliver, so we perpetuate the cycle. 

6. Ensure QA Engineer is fully integrated into the team. All this has to do with project management.

7. Involve training person throughout project. Verify that all project elements have adequate training.

8. Need to build a comprehensive training plan. Try to think about the result at the beginning. Each project will dictate a different training plan, but the same requirements for correct documentation and reliable vendor personnel, etc.

9. How to get info to PMs in complex? Workshop helps, but a better method would be desirable. PM is readiness manager.

Comment: Ultimate customer is operations individual who will use the facility, but PM until readiness is achieved is key. OR, Operations Manager/Facility Manager is the key person, and PM is an “arm” of the Operations Manager. Truly, we are all responsible for readiness. The more ownership the better. 
PICK UP WORKING LUNCH
Day 2—Wednesday, June 7, 2006, p.m. session
Workshop Discussion—Line Management Verification of Readiness Preparation (e.g., ensuring that Safeguards and Security requirements are integrated, evaluating high-risk areas periodically during project execution)

Jim Allen—Fluor Hanford

1. What are high-risk areas at particular sites in getting ready? Implementation, safety basis, authorization basis (SRS), testing (Hanford) training, criticality safety, CONOPS, procedures, fire protection, unique production processes, one-time run processes, procurement quality, external organizations, transportation and packaging.

2. Line management approach to SB? As Facility manager, needs verification for readiness. Goes on months previous to review—a continuous process. (Y-12) compliance matrix IVR before PSA/MSA—required by procedure before review process. LANL has no process in place (Tank Farm) is not involved with PSA process but have administrative procedure that validates implementation. Graded approach, operational checklist, Order 425.1c process; MSA is validation of implementation. (SRS) has SB process that incorporates IVR process. 

Tenets of DOE Order 425.1c are applicable for SB Implementation. [SB changes may/may not be made before declaration of readiness. Trying to codify to avoid open corrective action. All the pieces are ready; just the declaration is needed.]  If facility says SB is valid, but not verified by site office, the facility is still liable.

Y-12: How do you verify training prior to declaration of readiness? Line organization observes integrated operation, typically two without problems; paperwork is reviewed

LANL: no process

Pantex: readiness verification (MSA idea), a clone of contractor readiness assessment; check that training plan is followed, all qualifications are in, then check that operation is effectively completed.

Is this like an internal ORR before the actual review? (John) It’s like a dress rehearsal, management driven, done for large projects. Otherwise, like Tiger Team. (SRS) Yes. It’s a preparatory dress rehearsal, owned by line management, capstone for line management to see that all functional areas are ready. Training program must be in place in addition to checking to see that personnel know what they are talking about. Right courses for right facility, etc. Two sets of assessments—one throughout the life of the project to prep for readiness, and MSA is final thumbs-up review.

Unique processes: What changes are effected by unique processes. Consider the delta. 

For high-risk areas, not a different approach than for non-high-risk areas. 

Integrating S&S into readiness process—S&S a huge piece of the project. (SRS) treats like any other functional area, using LOIs, CRADs. Bring in S&S expert to advise; S&S is integrated into project team for those in which S&S plays a huge part. (LANL) answers DBT with a project plan from S&S, so integration is not as clear. 

Operations has to place the facility in a safe condition, so S&S can affect this decision, and Operations can affect the decision from a security aspect. S&S needs to be integral to the review function.

[Green Mile film simulates death row executions. In the same way all organizations need involvement and dry runs, with simulations at a minimum with early involvement of line management.]

SECOND BREAKOUT SESSION

Topic 1: Actions Required to Improve Project Support to Achieve Readiness

Topic 2: If we could change DOE Order 425.1c in one way, how would we change it?

Summary of Second Breakout Sessions

Dan Ford—LANL

· Create an Energy Facility Contractors Group.
· Train team in readiness to go all the way through

· Also train to what the expectations would be, how to prepare for the test

[Training person once asked what would be on POA when asked to define project requirements.]

· Ask DOE to be more proactive on training; include train-the-trainer courses (half-day courses for PMs)

· We all know what evidence we need at the end of the review. We need some standardization of that.

· Re. Order 425.1c, talk definitions, perhaps like those that John provided, and expound a bit in the standard, so that it could become a guidance of sorts.

· D&D--any in the Order?

· Change from 425.1c to 425.1g—a “bigger” letter

Second response

Establish project support to 

· Incorporate effective R&R into project; also stated early

· Develop a readiness plan for all FAMs to inject their interests (individual readiness concerns) into the project via the project owner. [Include readiness strategy within the Project Execution Plan (PEP)—Y-12 has a place for readiness in PEP but inadequate.] 

· Include a readiness plan in the PEP? 

· Force an effective QA Plan into the project plan.

Re: DOE Order 425.1c:
· Not really the problem. Mixed interpretations and understandings at DOE, DNFSB, Field Offices is the true problem.

· Training would be a big help. (Seems to be a recurrent theme.) Train us to get everyone to interpret the same words in the same way.

Group 2—John Raulston

· Follow project plan, which should include time for practice, resources.

· Schedule is a living document. DOE schedules are chiseled tablets. “Creeping comprehension” is a fact of readiness. Include all readiness confirmation items.

· Attaining readiness; readiness confirmation; readiness program plan—include all insofar as possible in the schedule. Don’t “plan for failure”; allow enough time.

· Organize for success; some organizations would be more successful than others, considering how personnel interact, and similar factors.
Re: DOE Order 425.1c:
· Startup notification report. Every site has different level of detail; a huge document is not needed. Don’t need all the detail, but some would be nice. Uniform clarification would help throughout the complex. Not much else needs to be changed about the Order.

Group 3—Joe Marshall
· Thoughts on Order no more than what was discussed during the week. Consider distinction between RA and ORR and dissolve in favor of one RR.

· Improve project support—Get senior management buy-in as early as possible.

Readiness Workshop Closeout

Bill Weaver—DOE-HQ, Office of Facility Operations Support

· Eventually populate baseline with resources to obtain readiness. Difficult to underestimate the value of this kind of plan.

· Education of the project team; some need to be introduced to a good model of readiness, so acquainting them with that concept early is most valuable. Mutual sharing, common understanding.

· Get early buy-in on readiness expectations—Establish readiness requirements early, and have line managers sign off on the lists. Includes PM and all FAMs. Reward success but if no success, let them know.

· Order will be revised, but we don’t know who or where responsibility for readiness will fall in the department, possibly CTAs or someone in OA—decision is still up in the air. In the meantime, guidance for fuzzy areas will be available. Weaver’s take on definitions is in his slides; guys closest to the task should still have last word. Narrow area of judgment but final judgment still in sites’ hands.

· Electronic database possible with examples to sites. What should be included in the SNRs?

· D&D coverage needs clarification coverage also. What is involved in tearing down a building? Tech Quality will host (December-January) a workshop 1.5 days long, to provide training for readiness personnel—like the ½ day course. Maybe a 2-day conference at Hanford: How to prepare an SNR, POA, IP, team selection, team leader issues.

· Perhaps an ORR team leader/team member course as well. Send Bill an email re. the courses, and he will come to teach it, with Dick Crowe and one subcontractor. Submit material to Training Coordinator and prepare booklets. Possibly pay travel too. Albuquerque center offers course in August.
Dick Crowe—DOE-HQ, Office of Chief Defense Nuclear Safety

Do site office managers share the same concerns as others? From HQ perspective, SNR is document to be approved for level of readiness. I will be Team Lead for the ORR in September.

Interested to see where Order 425.1c lands with respect to nuclear policy, make sure that the changes are truly enhancements.

Joe Crociata—BWXT Y-12, L.L.C., Y-12 National Security Complex
Minutes of conference will be available in 7–10 days, with highlights as we’ve seen them. Also, we plan a conference call with sites to determine our next step forward.

Remember DOE 226.1—Implementation of DOE Oversight Policy—If DOE establishes this oversight program, we should be able to look at Readiness CRADs and based on vitality of oversight program, tailor CRAD coverage required, rather than at the program level.

Workshop concludes.
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