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Topics

e SCFocusin 2009
* Peer Review Process
 Forensic Workshop

e Current/Future Actions

;:\,?3—!"’“11)'{:?_!3 U.S. DEPARTMENT OF Ofﬁce Of

&) ENERGY s.ooon 2 ORNL Site Office




Early in Journey

ISM

* DNFSB Recommendation 95-2
* |Implementation of ISM

* Hiccups along the way (recision/reaffimation, etc.)
* |SSM lIssues

CAS
* Draft Policy 2003 finalized 2005
e 226.1 2005

e 226.1A 2007

e« 226.1B 2011

* Line management oversight
* |s it Effective?
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Office of Science Approach (2009)

The SC Deputy Director for Field Operations

chartered a federal/contractor team to improve the
execution of Contractor Assurance at SC National i Orementor
Laboratories considering reform initiatives. (July to Lo
December 2009) S L
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Connect to PEMP, contractor management assurance — miyiw, .

v Laboratory systems and processes should be R L L
. N ¥ f "9 oy o
transparent to the Site Office Manager g o

v Oversight can be modified as Assurance Systems
mature
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Office of Science Approach (2009)

e What is different?
* We adhere to the H clause as base

 We do not apply the DOE O 226.1, DOE G 226.1-1,
or HSS-recommended CRADs

e Scope includes all areas — not just those mentioned
in DOE O 226.1

* We properly document in SCMS the federal approach

e Execution is done in the field and
transactions/approvals/acceptance are between
contractor and site office

Office of
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Office of Science Approach (2009)

What should we commit to?
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Reestablishing line/mission management responsibilities.

Holding the contractor accountable when event occurs
instead of proliferating changes and new requirements
broadly.

Effective assurance can only happen in a trusting
environment.

Modifying behaviors to enhance trust from contractor (and
Parent) to site office to HQ.

Balancing risk avoidance/mitigation with mission
accomplishment.

The approvals for different activities should be as close to the
accomplishment of work as appropriate.

Execution is done in the field and
transactions/approvals/acceptance are between contractor
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Science Approach Challenges (2009)

* All agreeing to same methodology/approach

* Stay the course if bad things happen

* Modifying our oversight as contractor exhibits CAS
performance

(Partner/modify frequency or focus)
* All parties’ behavior has to change

* Getting peer process going so in the journey for continuous
improvement, SC sites can help each other
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Specific Assurance System Expectations
are Derived from the H-Clause

H Clause: Contractor Assurance System

(a) The Contractor shall develop a contractor assurance system that is executed by the
Contractors Board of Directors (or equivalent corporate oversight entity) and
implemented throughout the Contractor’s organization. This system provides
reasonable assurance that the objectives of the contractor management systems are O;”"’On( of &
being accomplished and that the systems and controls will be effective and efficient. Washingg,2! Sdi “orgy

The contractor assurance system, at a minimum, shall include the following key 0585
attributes: L
A MORANOUM For o,s,m J“""}'S, o
(1) A comprehensive description of the assurance system with processes, key O, oun
activities, and accountabilities clearly identified. S5 A
(2) A method for verifying/ensuring effective assurance system processes. Third Sug, OFrc Fa‘;g%,es« J;
party audits, peer reviews, independent assessments, and external certification sr ¥ "R ey "
(such as VPP and ISO 9001 or ISO 14001) may be used. o Arofp*;csw,,nm l RATY
(3) Timely notification to the Contracting Officer of significant assurance system o fooy 22005 cor ENGE N s,
changes prior to the changes. %S«.’!.’,’gﬂom%“; o ) Lag o*;‘gglu%“
(4) Rigorous, risk-based, credible self-assessments, and feedback and improvement oD o jetabisy e lactoy e USsiong | s PRocesseg
A A R : ; Eneg 20 gy 20y R o Cniracras ance o 1 DDy
activities, including utilization of nationally recognized experts, and other Soac 2oy POW rg B g Pt ﬂﬁa""°;~=m,, atQetng
independent reviews to assess and improve the Contractor’s work process and tc ,f;’::;«f’,’,’,‘;’“' etonal mamwm”% "f:';,w?mm. nia
carry out independent risk and vulnerability studies. ) :',,”’,’,’,_7:.;3.’3 (sm,hf,;gr it %ﬁwrmﬁgw&%@%.
(5) Identification and correction of negative performance/compliance trends before °:%mu m%%wm,w%sc COntra e %::%
they become significant issucs. 1 oragacor *rance Wq"’:xn%’"'m% -
y become sign . . . 2 Moditegy, Schedtg. "0 ay = ating 7iPlon,
(6) Integration of the assurance system with other management systems including ;om,,“};';m of o st " h”&r‘,:::o%*o’m S 10 o M) P
Integrated Safety Management. %%Dfm?%% mm,,m
(7) Metrics and targets to assess performance, including benchmarking of key 7 lormgg) 4,;",‘,’"‘;»0.2,2 e Ey“u,'f"’o:fg;, e OV g,
functional areas with other DOE contractors, industry and research institutions. "Vious T 'f;':"g;h nff"‘sﬁ,“’%mm. o‘xi&“w
Assure development of metrics and targets that result in efficient and cost o gy, Syt 2',’;% “m&wﬁmﬂ:%
effective performance. cl.u,:’gw*:nm'"ﬂcoc?.,,%a Poer tevioy, S50 O anagertt
(8) Continuous feedback and performance improvement. Aporig, m%'arg,y.‘ Orrf,,mw,qm 7 the € saf,
(9) An implementation plan (if needed) that considers and mitigates risks. y”‘;"""mu.;:';% Dof"”'wm:::gyog«"':%, o Ot
(10) Timely and appropriate communication to the Contracting Officer, including W2l ety iy " 2010, °”"°'nw.2':1,’;@o Outing
electronic access, of assurance related information. 0ce o %,0% "% Secton 70 by
fook 1 '7;9,,. g
The initial contractor assurance system description shall be approved by the ® 1% fro qenrd
Contracting Officer. R %

(b) The Government may revise its level and/or mix of oversight of this contract whe:
the Contracting Officer determines that the assurance system is or is not ope!
effectively.
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Peer Review Process* Conclusions

The conduct of the reviews applied a consistent set of expectations across the SC complex, provided a vehicle for
uniform corporate parent engagement, strengthened partnerships between the Site Office, and provided a “forcing
function” to self-assess CAS status and address gaps relative to expectations prior to the review. Overall, the ten peer
reviews indicated that SC Laboratories have adequately developed CAS programs at their respective sites. All teams
noted that the CAS is adequately defined and contains the essential elements which, if fully implemented, will result in a
realization of the benefits of continuous improvement, transparency and trust, sharp mission focus, and provision of a
streamlined and nonintrusive approach to performance assurance. It was clear that most laboratories had realized
several current benefits from CAS notably in the areas of improved communication among the tri-parties, reduced
oversight burdens through assessment partnering and streamlining, greater insight into risk management, and more
effective leveraging of external resources to provide their laboratories a competitive edge. However, most reviews
acknowledged that further maturity was necessary in order to assure that CAS benefits were fully realized and
sustainable and transferrable from the leadership/managers down to the first line supervisors and working level staff.
More run time and experience with implementation was a frequent observation from the peer reviews. Essentially all of
the CAS related systems exist at the laboratory instead of the Corporate Parent or the Site Office, and typically over
85% of the staff implementing CAS are at the laboratory. A key attribute of management systems strength is the
contractor’s inherent ability to find and correct weaknesses before they hecome problems The Corporate Parent
and Site Office engagement in CAS is very important. Due to a much larger organization, cultural changes are more
challenging at the laboratory. Whatever CAS improvements are developed, we would need representation from
each of the four CAS partners - Laboratory Management, Corporate Parent, Site Office and SC-3 to effect
change.

The CAS Steering Committee, or a subset of the Committee, is an appropriate forum for the development of a strategy
and implementation plan for our future SC-Contractor CAS effectiveness in support of the DDFO. The Steering
Committee should further refine the approach to ensure SC benefits from the future efforts and CAS implementation
stimulates a learning and growing environment and continuous improvement.

*Peer review conducted at all 10 laboratories / Ten site reports generated
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF Office of Integrated Report was developed and issued (12/12)
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FROM FORENSIC WORKSHOP CONDUCTED 2013
CAS Shortcomings

(not necessarily prevalent in all case studies)

Existing performance management processes were ineffective at the
program level

Performance Issues were uncovered by external or independent reviews
rather than program owners

Assessments did not fully evaluate all risk areas (compliance versus risk
focus)

Previous attempts to correct issues were not effective

CAS programs need to adapt to dynamic risks and changing expectations
Senior management was either not informed, or sufficiently engaged, on
the issue prior to the “defining event” — important information was
compartmentalized

Multiple negative performance indicators prior to all parties aligning on
the problem and resolution

Lack of analysis or “conversation” around performance indicators
Cultural weaknesses were recognized but not fully evaluated or corrected
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FROM FORENSIC WORKSHOP CONDUCTED 2013
What Worked Well

* Good collaboration and partnership between Lab, Corporate
Parent, and DOE once an issue is raised

* Effective use of external and independent assessments

e Significant effort to understand key lessons and use them to
improve overall CAS effectiveness

e Accountability mechanisms were utilized; DOE held
contractor accountable, contractor held lab management
accountable.

e Sharing of lessons learned across Lab and Department

 The reviews and investigations related to the four case
studies did ultimately reduce risks and strengthen the Lab’s
CAS system

RENTOp S i
&ER, U-S- DEPARTMENT OF Office of

ENERGY scicrce 11 ORNL Site Office




FROM FORENSIC WORKSHOP CONDUCTED 2013
CAS Basic Principles to be Sustained

* Need very strong partnership between Lab, Corporate Parent,

and DOE
< Must enable frank conversations and transparency

* Senior management engagement drives the improvement

agenda

< Itis important to understand the culture and impact on
effectiveness

Make it safe for staff to identify risk areas

Consider human factors

Managers must be “in the field” evaluating operational practices
and engaging staff in direct conversation about the conduct of
work.

* Must be informed and engaged in performance management

* Focus on improvement and sustainability — there is no static
end state
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FROM FORENSIC WORKSHOP CONDUCTED 2013
CAS Improvement Themes

Internal to Laboratory

* Need to institutionalize CAS improvements across all program areas

* Good effectiveness reviews of corrective actions is very important

 Need for an appropriate ‘institutional’ corrective action review
process prior to implementation

e Assurance processes need to be risk-focused and effective at all
levels of the organization

Peer Input and Perspective

e Greater use of external, independent, and partnered assessments
are needed to strengthen internal assurance processes

* Performance management process need to pay more attention to
leading indicators

PR, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF Office of
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FROM FORENSIC WORKSHOP CONDUCTED 2013
Questions, Comments, Potential Actions

Questions

e Arerisk areas calibrated across laboratories?

* How are we looking for our blind spots?

* What are the missed opportunities?

* Are we accepting ineffective assurance processes (i.e., MAM)?
* Are we adequately testing ourselves during peer reviews?

Comments

e After an event, don’t let communication of “good news” or “what went right” overwhelm the
key lessons that need to be learned and acted on.

* Managers need to spend time at the working level to determine how the culture is responding
to expectations

We need more candid, frank discussions of risks and mitigations

e Contractor assurance systems needs to have a “rapid response” element that quickly identifies
compensatory measures and corrective actions

Potential Actions

* Review use and effectiveness of the Manager’s Assurance Memorandum

 Thereis a need to include the Science perspective in DOE’s response to the IG report on
NNSA’s CAS

We should evaluate how expected changes in DOE Leadership and the evolving financial

budget outlook will impact how we execute our CAS program
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF Oﬂ-’lce Of
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Ongoing Actions

e SCMS Refresh — Federal Behavior

e Metrics Examination — How do we Measure
Progress?

e DDFO Measures — Engagement, Resolution,
Continuous Improvement

e DDFO Meeting in April
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Science Site Office Oversight Approach

(Examples)

Performance
ERETT )

Set Expectations Facilitate Monitor/assess Evaluate

JENERGY  science ORNL Site Office
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Success Depends on the Engagement of Three

Parties: DOE, Lab Management, and Contractor
Parent

Process drives

L Emphasison ™~

self-identification,
correction, prevention |

-

~. ~ Improve
{ Sur:tainable Mission \
Contractor periormance ' parformance

parent

e
'} u " /”
More efficient allocation
of resources

-
A climate N
of mutual trust
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Office of Science
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7 U.S. DEPARTMENT OF CAS) & Lab C te Parent
V At ab Corporate Paren
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NATIONAL LAB PRIME CONTRACT

SC National Laboratory
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Suggested Critical Factors

Human Performance

* Federal Leadership
 Contractor Leadership

Special Relationship with NLDC (Chu/Moniz)

* Lab Leadership communication pathway
* Partner with SO/DOE for success

Site Office

* Performance Based not compliance based
 Mission delivery rewards

* Risk focus needs to yield integrated plan for
recognition/abatement
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Behaviors Exhibited — Ideal World

* Trust

 Mutual respect

 Every one knows their swim lanes
e Open for learning

e Critical in self assessment

 Act on deficiencies and willing to partner or change
course if not working for staff

e Committed
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Ways to Measure Progress along Continuous
Improvement Interstate
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DRAFT Office of Science
CAS Engagement Amchievement Matrix

Characteristics® Demonstrati Federal@ctivityl Corporate@Parent@\ctivities?
- Features Focusll
Tri-party@ommitment&ol - H-clause@n@ontract? - Structured@nd®onstantX - Routineontact®
approach@ . CASElefined@vith@learfaba interfaceld - Development®fikey@neasuresk
Lab@vork@eflectsiCASE R&RE - Confirmation®f@nanagement? . Evaluation®fllabASRiataBndE
Implemented? principles@ndBelf-assessment® - CASElescriptiondnBblacel ;\?:;igi&?t@;}:wmaﬂcemata direction® .
Management@ystemst : y@bservation&ol - Lab@esourceBugmentationl
developeds cc.)nflrmlzberformance .
Direction@sheeded®olaligni
performance®
Implemented+:& Implemented+: - Routinefnterfacel@ - Routine®ontact®
EmerginglisksAdentified@nd® | - ManagementBystemsh - Analysis@fllabECASRiatal - Monitoring®ftkey@neasures?
addressed® producing@neaningful . DirectBctivity®bservationg |-  Feedback@nd@xperienceBharingd
. Alignment@fEri-partyd performance@ata@ndd with@LabBersonnel® with@ab
Proficientf activities? predictivednsight® . InfluencingmprovementsE -+ Lab@esource®levelopment®
Lessonsdearned@re@pplied® |- Risk@ased®@ecision@rocesses
in@lacel
Proficient®:& Proficient®:a - Routinelnterfacel - RoutineRontactQ
Performance@redictable@nd@ - InvestmentfAncreasing- - Collaboration@vithELabB®nE - Monitoring®f@mprovement?
repeatablel morel@nission@vork@lonel improvementfnitiativesd initiativest
Maturel - TrustAmproved@nd@vith@ - Others@ising@nodel®f - Focus@®n@nabling@ctivities®l |- SharingBuccessBndilab@
stakeholdersa successh resources@vith@®ther@absl
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