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DAY 1, August 21, 2007

Welcome
Ted Sherry, NNSA Y-12 Site Office Manager 
Welcome to the seventh annual BWXT - Y12 and Y-12 Site Office (YSO) sponsored Readiness Workshop. For the next couple of days we have the opportunity for the complex to share readiness experiences and discuss mature readiness processes and improvements that work. It is encouraging to see so many sites, headquarter personnel and oversight organizations taking part in workshop. Improving readiness performance is vital to the complex’s success.. 

Welcome
Darrel Kohlhorst, BWXT Y-12 Senior Vice President and Chief Operating Officer 
Welcome to “Y-12 East.” Our new facilities at Y-12 are much superior to the Cafeteria Conference Room where our previous Readiness Workshops were held, however, due to scheduled moves into the new facilities, this year’s workshop is being held at the Hilton. As I look around the Hilton facilities available should provide excellent support. Hopefully, next year’s conference will be in one of the new buildings on site. 

We are all dedicated to keeping nuclear operations in the “safe” mode, Efforts at Y-12 to develop effective Readiness Preparation and Review processes have been very successful through the integrated efforts of BWXT’s   John Raulston and YSO’s Jeff Craven. How do you know you’re ready? One of the keys is you have to start early with Readiness Preparations. Four years ago, the Operations Manager for Highly Enriched Uranium Materials Facility was appointed, and the building is not finished yet. HEUMF readiness assessments are projected to start in 2009. Because we cannot let the facility stand unused for one day we had to get the team in place and working toward achieving operational readiness in concert with construction. The facility’s readiness process has been laid out, and we have to get it right. 

Every year at Y-12 we have a list of projects—now totaling $1 billion. Value-added items need to be finished and added in NOW, as adding them downstream costs more. (Our cost could multiply by millions.) When the construction part of project is completed and bargaining units, shift managers, operations managers stand ready to operate we need to demonstrate their readiness and the facility’s readiness by having a successful readiness review the first time.  We challenge everyone to ‘get ready.’”

Again welcome to everyone. You have a great opportunity to learn a great deal over the next two days on what works and what doesn’t work. 

Readiness Workshop Update on January 2007 Initiatives and Order Revision

Overview of Readiness Workshop Agenda
Michael Hillman, DOE-HQ; Ted Quale, CH2MHill Hanford Group
Hillman acknowledged January Workshop attendees and achievements, as well as DOE ORR Working Group Task Team Leaders.


Problems/Concerns with the RR process:

· Some consistency problems, so formed task teams (TTs) to create solutions. 

· TT meetings and input were coordinated to develop a path forward (still under construction)
· CHANGE is the big worry (Hillman)—the need to “change horses in midstream.” [A thoroughbred horseman whose wife is a veterinary nurse, Hillman recounted the tragic experience of the death of one of his oldest favorite jumpers through the inability of the veterinarian to change his vaccination procedure. Hillman vows never again “not to change.” He now has a new horse, a new riding style, and “the time of his life.”]

· To students—During the next two days assemble a toolbox of good ideas and use them as needed when you return to your sites. If you think you know it all, listen you might be surprised.

Contract requirements per DOE Order 425.1

· In 1992, suggestions were to create a more logical order, clarification of nebulous terms, move contractor requirements to the CRD, and build a roadmap.

· In 2007, addressing those issues and others. Each TT will present changes in their specific area during the workshop. 

· Issues remain—level of knowledge of issues, emphasis on training, non-incorporation of readiness requirements into planning, and general lack of knowledge regarding what to expect in an RR.

Goals of the Task Teams:

· Must have tools so that if startup is demanded NOW, facility would be ready

· TT definitions—need to standardize, so that we’re all  on the same page. Complex-wide, different activities have the same names, and vice versa. Hence DNFSB concerns on grading reviews. Need standard definitions, possibly in order or the guide.

Startup Level Review Task Team (Joe Crociata)

· Result is critical; the “Rosetta Stone” of how the process works.

· Consistent application of issues

· RA/ORR differentiation—Keep terminology

· Identify elements of RR process

· Identify elements of grading process

Startup Notification Report (SNR) Task Team 

· Inconsistent scope and breadth

· Goals

· Consensus on SNR submissions

· Uniform format and content

· Clarification of chain-of-command review and approval

Training Task Team 

· Issues—“One size fits all” curriculum is ineffective

· Goals

· Identify key concepts

· Develop appropriate training

· Shift from compliance-based to performance-based approach

· Make training consistent from site to site (e.g., Train-the-Trainer class following workshop)

Continuous Improvement Task Team 

· What if Dick Crowe had a fatal auto accident? How would we access his considerable knowledge?

· Most sites would begin creating again from scratch

· Goals

· Community of interest

· Website to facilitate the ORR community, procedures, training

· Focus on effective practices

Readiness Review Level Determination Working Team Report and Conclusion

Joe Crociata, BWXT Y-12 

Path Forward for 2007 Readiness Workshop— first we will go over attributes the readiness review level determination task team felt were important to determine/identify the scope of the activity and therefore the basis of readiness review level identification. We will look at the Y-12 and Hanford Tank Farm Processes that use these attributes. Then we will form four breakout groups and discuss the attributes and processes and come together after achieving consensus to report to entire group.

Achieving Consensus—What are we trying to do determine using the attributes listed is the scope of a new startup or restart which will then form basis for determining the level of readiness review required. Team involvement to determine the attributes is essential, as is walking down of the actual facility and noting of details. May not know answers for all of the “attributes” (as listed). Must recognize the importance of negative information—what you don’t know as much as what you do know must be identified for each attribute. Following attributes are;.

· Describing Startup or Restart—use a graded approach requiring actual, careful walkdown noting physical characteristics

· Profiling the Hazard Category—As stated in Safety Basis (SB), but must look at new operations and determine new hazard category

· Determining SB Impacts—Will you have to change the SB? This is the crucial question.

· Delineating Hazards—First identify the hazards, then try to predict how they affect levels and new requirements

· Characterizing Complexity of Startup/Restart—Determine whether changes will be required of equipment, processes, training, or are required by SB, and attendant implications and process of these changes.

· Identifying Control Changes—Determine whether the Technical Safety Requirements (TSR) will change and the initial impacts of these changes. You may not know all the details (e.g., specific administrative controls), but control changes are key to identifying risk associated with activity changes.

· Characterizing Previous Experience—Review training/qualification requirements and operators’ familiarity with equipment, operations, and hazards

· Justifying RR level—Utilizing the information from these attributes each site should have a formal process that uses this info not only to determine readiness level but also as input to readiness preparation planning.
(Quale) We need to be thinking about these attributes and question their completeness and how to perform these.

(Crociata) It’s important to help people running the project know and understand what’s required to run the project through construction to readiness. Attribute fundamentals need to be defined, gathered, and molded into process to determine readiness review level and the Readiness preparation plan.. 

(Quale) Currently we don’t show “connectivity” throughout the process. All sites are different.

(Crociata) There is a minimum set of prerequisites across the board.
(Raulston) These attributes are pieces to be introduced into the process. These are attributes necessary to support a determination process, not a process unique to an individual facility. These attributes reflect the upper level to be followed by specific experiences later.

(Suggestion) Put section in ORR process that says can jump to RA process if certain requirements are met.

(Crociata) When you are asked why did you do it that way, i.e. determination of readiness level ? Many previous workshops covered lessons learned, ideas, but good practices were not used nor included uniformly by other sites. Standardization of requirements is needed to determine the level of the review more readily, to save valuable startup time determining the level. We’d rather spend the time getting ready.

(Hillman) Need to decide what’s required to be included (i.e., mandatory) and what is a guide (i.e., not mandatory), and this group needs to determine this.

(Q) Detail of implementation—How will all this be captured? Documentation?

(A–Quale) Process was viewed in these early presentations. Process cannot be prescribed because sites differ greatly. So here these items are seen as fundamental process attributes, later with examples, then we all must develop our own process per our individual site/facility/operation using these attributes.

(Q) Is there a central place to document?

(A–Crociata) Point is not to lose the attributes. They are fundamental to entire readiness processes. 

Break
CH2M Hill Readiness Review Level Determination Process Overview

Ted Quale, CH2M Hill Hanford Group 

In concentric circle diagram, Quale stressed that approach cannot be hit or miss. Each level must be addressed completely (i.e., “the big picture).

· What? SB, equipment, processes, personnel

· How? Focus on concepts; the details are yours

· Two paths—achieving and the RR process

· Readiness relationships—Achieving and Confirmation (The manager “helps” people successfully implement his own programs.)

· List approved routine activities

· Describe activities (communal effort by TT, Operations, Engineers, Quality personnel)

· Compare to routine activities. If nonroutine, then compare to attributes in Order 425. (Remember that “Nothing is ever the same.”) Try to look at generic and routine activities with new eyes if possible.

· Operational complexity vs. consequences/failure—Hanford Tank Farms has 20–30 processes running simultaneously per year. Only a fraction of that number requires a RR.

· Activity description—analyze completely; must see specifications for facility modifications to calculate the changes in hazards

· Industrial safety/hygiene—Assess the impact on existing situation via Preliminary Safety Analysis, or PSA

· Use an Operational Readiness Checklist (ORC)

· Result should be a declaration of readiness to operate, not to start the RR. Look beyond the RR process to the whole point of the exercise.

How do you know you are really ready? (General discussion) 

· Key to a successful RR is to emphasize fact, not the consequence or impact of the activity. 

· Involve the subject matter experts (SMEs) (e.g., Criticality Safety, RADCON, Facility Representatives, Operations Managers); open the process to all stakeholders

· “If you don’t take safety to heart, you will never be safe.”

· Project Safety Board is key to attribute descriptions

· How long is an RR? It should be 5 to 6 weeks at most

· Readiness Review Team Members are independently contracted, but supplements team with local knowledge.

DOE-ORP Readiness Review Level Determination Process Overview

Brandon Williamson, DOE-ORP Readiness Program Manager/Facility Representative
The key aspects of his program are 
· Oversee and verify Contractor verification

· Details approval of Startup Notification Report (SNR) and transmit to HQ

· Defines responsibility within the organization; delineates roles and responsibilities

· Maintains Lessons Learned file

· Process for Operational Readiness Reviews (ORRs) and readiness assessments (RAs)—stress line management and operations involvement


· Verify closure even if no formal report or documentation exists

Y-12 Site Office Readiness Review Level Determination Process Overview

Jeff Cravens, NNSA Y-12 Site Office

Contractor Requirements Document (CRD) is critical. 

Readiness activity was always in the critical path. Why every time? So got together outside of the operation to determine the process to get the “right answer.” Clarify and make the DOE Order 425.1 more “implementable” for Y-12 use. 

· Review level determining roadmap

· Definitions—facility, hazardous non-nuclear facility, activity—Very useful list (see slide). Definitions are quoted from Order 425.1 for general reference.

· YSO CRD—Review level determination

· Developed process—Y-12 has the form for the process, vetted per many review level delineations.

· Roadmap—“Bottle” years of experience and right answers; puts us quickly into the ballpark; a kind of “ho ho” test.

· New facility—broad categories. Raulston will detail these processes in his presentation.

· Continuing Operations Plan—very helpful tool

· “to avoid routine shutdown”

· To document deliberate and systematic maintenance

· To record personnel qualifications/proficiencies (i.e., create an ongoing database)

Process works very well at Y-12, as developed by John Raulston and others. Approval is obtained via SNR.

Afternoon session
Y-12 Readiness Review Level Determination Process 

John Raulston, BWXT Y-12 Readiness Manager

ORR Manager makes strategic choices to determine the readiness process to use 

· Guides CRD through three iterations

· Graded approach per scope and criteria, not rigor

· Level 1 RA (if RA is needed)

· If neither ORR nor RA is needed, Standard Operations Checklist (SOC) is used

· Not a “cookbook” process, though process is applied

· Confirmation Process (see chart for levels of confirmation)—a level determination process chart; you can access this on the Y-12 website; follows flowchart (6 months shutdown requires standard procedure)

· Appoints readiness assistance team

· Use the SOC and ask

· assuming a nuclear facility, is it Hazard Category 3 or above?

· for non-nuclear new activity in a nuclear facility, operation must be evaluated for impact

· For task, a component of program work that amounts to operation (e.g., facility, activity, operation

· Task = components of program work that amount to operations 

· Substantial operational change is defined at activity and operational level

· Some of most hazardous activities are non-nuclear

· Grading translation of “map” [All this is on the Y-12 website for your use.]

· Abnormal shutdown or restart? If NO, then use standard startup process

· Complexity is exponential—one or many facilities? One or many operations? D&D?

· Activity impact (helpful to have list to determine operations level—e.g., penetrations to floor to anchor glove box?) May need to create new safety-significant evaluations. Are there unique hazards?

· Comments/justification at end to indicate final ranking. Operational Safety Board (OSB) (group of facility subject matter experts led by responsible line manager) completes the process. Once the form is finished, it is DC’d and loaded onto website

· Process Prove-In (see slide)

· 70 test case validation

· Are all metrics approved?

Q: Where do you start?

A: Program at Y-12 is not necessarily nuclear or weapon. Now Y-12 accepts that the form is like a “return to service” form. May be added to CONOPS Manual. YSO does not approve our Readiness Manual; YSO oversees the process, mediates controversy, and approves the process results. Tacit approval obtained upfront is proven by time and performance.

[Raulston’s method is a big success, as graph of completed RAs indicates.]

Breakout Sessions—Four Working Groups

Each group was asked to evaluate the list of attributes that would help to determine scope of activity and subsequently be used as input to a process to determine readiness review level. They could add or combine attributes as needed. Each group must also try to determine where the attributes used for the process fit best (e.g., in Order 435.1, standard, procedure).

Group 1 report (Jim Allen, Hanford)

This group reorganized the list of attributes, combining a few:

· Describe Start/Restart; identify hazard category of facility. If startup, do ORR.

· Hazard category depends upon facility

· Effect of Start/Restart on SB; evaluate changes related to SB. [Does Independent Verification Process (IVR) implement SB changes? Doing IVR in one instance doesn’t guarantee success down the line.

· Complexity of startup evaluation depends on level at start

· Previous operations experience—Evaluate confidence level

· Between 6 months and 1 year, evaluate changes to processes, facility upgrades, and similar items

Putting this process in the Order is too restrictive, but the standard should be modified as needed. Good for developing a plan of action. 

Group 2 report (Rick Reynolds, SRS Readiness)

Attributes dealt with paper and plant, not people, so this group added training and staff considerations

· Training and qualifications

· In listing activity/operation/task, define in terms of more than facility

· Ensure correct source term is used (e.g., material at risk)

· If shutdown, what was driving it? Customer? DOE? Source makes a difference. Also consider shutdown initiator (e.g., significant fire?) ORR addresses 12 months’ unplanned shutdown. What if you started up in 10 months?

· Other attributes were OK.

Most felt that the Y-12 process checklist was a good approach—a “handy little tool.” 

Regarding where should attributes reside? If in Order, must comply; if in standard or guide, can clarify. Hinges on wording and how it is captured. Good suggestion—Point back to standard and say which attributes to use.

Q. If we say we’re OK; we don’t need to reevaluate, we never revisit or reevaluate assessment. But assessment may have said everything was bad.

A. Don’t pass off  results too easily. This needs to be an attribute, but don’t use this as a crutch to eliminate any other attributes.

Group 3 report (John Raulston, Y-12 Readiness)

· Description can include more (e.g., interfaces with other processes, when and why the shutdown, changes needed to allow Start/Restart, materials involved, operational processes). Bullets on slide did not reflect these.

· HAZCAT—helpful to have source for these

· SB impact—Move control changes part to SB discussion, and describe USQD terms. Also reword to better incorporate these. Add hazards that may be involved in new construction. Hazards may not be appropriate to SB but may be germane to task review.

· Previous experience belongs with description.

· Consider the justification a part of the process, not an attribute.

· Review-level processes DO capture attributes.

More thoughts—attributes themselves do not create consistency, perhaps an examination of results would be helpful on the website. Order does require procedures. Review options per worksheet.

Group 4 report (Ted Quale, Hanford Readiness)

· Reviewed attributes in Crociata’s presentation, agreed with additions that have been mentioned regarding personnel

· Also agree with length of shutdown

· Cart before the horse—Activity/operation reverts to previous experience

· Impact of new contractor/high-profile activities/need to get this right

DAY 2. August 22, 2007

Opening Remarks

Michael Hillman, DOE-HQ and Joe Crociata, BWXT Y-12

Based on discussions from yesterday on readiness process it is probably too soon to discuss specific changes to Order 425.1, so we will take that action off the agenda. We need more time to evaluate inputs and conclude whether other actions such as training, changing standard/guide and increased line management attention should be initiated in addition or in lieu of potential revisions to the Order. Ideas are still being collected.

Matt Mowery, DNFSB Readiness Leader (for 15 years)

Continuing Hillman’s equestrian motif from Day 1, we need to “provide the jockeys with the proper tools so that they can ride.”

· Proceed cautiously

· Both 425.1 and the Handbook are out of date. Effective tools must be provided to clarify concepts to achieve good implementation of requirements

· “The DOE ORR horse is not lame.”

(Hillman) The term “lame” implies “broken” The DOE-ORR is not broken. The competing horse sometimes fails. For instance, a horse sometimes balks at jumping over water. You can either beat him up or retrain him. So we are not lame, but we are not producing at the necessary level. We want to train you so that you are “prepared to jump.” Lots of hurdles are out there facing the sites.

Standard Definitions Task Team Presentation

Dick Crowe, Chief, Defense Nuclear Safety

How do you include “think” in a directive as a requirement? Must go through a thought process, but many have not considered this because they are trying to avoid an ORR. Crowe once had a complete ORR executed that was really an RA, so feel free to ask questions throughout to clarify your understanding of the process. Think continuum. If shutdown has been 10 months instead of 12 months, you may be close to an ORR. 

[As Crowe’s presentation is heavily dependent on the exact wording of relevant sections in Order 425.1, please refer directly to slide presentation.]

· Task Team definition: What is a “new” facility (ORR required)? Intention is to iterate within groups rather than just plug definitions into the activity.

· (Slide 1) Task—evaluate terms in directive to improve clarity and consistency. We need to propose definitions for use by other teams, not necessarily for the directive.

· (Slide 4) Criteria of evaluation—Are these criteria currently used? Consistently? “Why” needs redefinition. Sections of Handbook/Guide/Order will need modification.

· (Slide 5) Nonreactor nuclear facility—“activity/operation” term is to be included. What is a nuclear activity/operation? Do we need an ORR to change out a pump?

(Comment) Revision muddies the water.

(Crowe) Nothing sacred about the definition; it is not cast in stone. Question remains whether/how these definitions need revision to better serve those who are using them to apply, for example, to the new activity in 9212 or the QE Glovebox move.

(Quale) Order 425.1 will never achieve an “If/Then” construction because that must be an individual evaluation. Each site project must be evaluated individually.

· New definition: New nuclear facility—can be anything from a “major modification” to a ”substantial change” regarding a facility/activity/operation. Good for thought but doesn’t stimulate a written code change. Objective is to stimulate a clarified thought process to streamline descriptions of activities onsite.
· New definition: Substantial change to a facility—This revision will mean different things to different facilities. Commitment is afoot to revise the standard. Must put ideas into words and send to the appropriate person so that good parts from processes at each site can be included.
· New definition: Substantial change to an operation—refers to program work (e.g., drum extraction, D&D). Line management reference to this definition is not clear; leads to more questions than answers. Definition should not do that. It’s not an appropriate definition. Possibly include in Manual as “discussion” or “example.”
SNR Task Team Charter

John Raulston, BWXT Y-12 Readiness

Constructed a white paper as input to Order/standard. Lots of discussion of DOE roles and responsibilities. Being reviewed for “right answer.” 

· But should SNR review process at each site be independent of site.

· Quarterly review is recommended. Look ahead one year (if possible) and draft facsimile or TBD to meet words of the Order. Base on something other than time. Wording is meant to be that IF you know, you should be able to list, but if too “iffy,” don’t list. Don’t need all the information; can list with TBDs.

· New/Restart? Why shutdown? One year is just a ballpark estimate hoping people will be planning that far ahead. People should be thinking about it.

· What about funding? If dates were missed or delayed because of no funding, verbiage should reflect this.

[Comment re. use of verb tense “should” which presumes a directive. Verb tense needs to be determined per section/standard/placement.]

· Need to use comment section to explain TBDs.

· SOPs vary on RA/ORR at each site for each facility/activity. To avoid the “425 space,” verification of readiness needs to be done through MSA to avoid RA. 

· Order says first consider the ORR. If not, do an RA, then Start/Restart SOP. Not meant to circumvent, but to catch activities that fall through the hopper. If line management needs to verify readiness, then do an MSA.

(Hicks) When order was produced, only processes considered applicable were the procedures concerning that facility. “Contractor routine procedure should not be developed for the purpose of avoiding a properly scoped readiness confirmation.”

(Comment) ISMS process is added to this process. For any activity, ensure that you are ready to operate BEFORE the operator starts.

Achieving Readiness Task Team

Ted Quale, Hanford Readiness

Achieving readiness is essential and independent of ORR/RA. Quale created a strawman of attributes for our review. The work is hard, hazardous, can have consequences, so we need to do it right and get ready to operate safely. 

· Line management must accept (own) readiness. Must involve them as it’s all about making them successful

· Scope of activity—analyze completely

· Name all functional areas (e.g., RADCON, Quality, Facility Safety)

· Deliverables—whether requirements are met is key.

· Not finished until you make an evaluation and conclude readiness (i.e., each functional manager signs off)
· Complete readiness process validation—not always required—does not replace RA
· If you have a good process for achieving readiness, then you will be ready
Readiness attributes to consider:

· Date of last operation

· Cause for non-operation

· Duration of shutdown

· Modifications accomplished

· Faciltiy/activity hazard category

· Hazard changes (subtle but essential)

· Effect on SB
· Process changes
· Procedure changes
· Effect on training/qualifications
· Determination based on similar work
· Facility’s operating history
· Activity duration (2 days or 6 months? Personnel/other facilities affected?)
· Issues from previous readiness exercises
· Operational impact—caused by shutdown (Off/On can affect other operations)
· Project significance
· Site wide issues (e.g, Hanford has three DOE offices, many prime contractors. Waste leak can affect many operations and people.)
· Status/Efficiency of safety management program—how do we know that? No good answers. Today the Executive Safety Review Board provides periodic evaluation of the safety management programs.
Hanford has 20–30 of these types of exercises ongoing simultaneously

(Hillman) Great presentation now, how do I go about doing this? What did you do right that won the admiration of management?

(Quale) Operational Readiness Checklist (~40 pp.) Functional Managers determined area responsibilities. Then we met with Operations Mangers to ensure list was right. Then ALL sign agreement to this effect, then embed into project schedule. Then readiness person acts as a management functionary to ensure that activities are completed as scheduled. We hold folks to their own standard. 

(Quale) Embed elements into project schedule. Process to estimate durations? Dependencies? Project Manager may not have the experience to do it. Hanford has a process to teach the PM. Embed readiness into line function of project, so readiness is done even if RA is not warranted (basically working themselves out of a job). How many are embedded? Staff of two manage 20–30 projects simultaneously. Readiness personnel are matrixed to the program shop.

(Comment) Missing elements are turnover of personnel and proficiency to do walk down of processes/systems/facilities.
Break
Michael Hillman, representing the ORR Task Team, presented a plaque to Bill Hicks in recognition and appreciation for his significant contributions in developing the DOE readiness process and his recent support of the DOE Readiness Review Working Groups. 

Are you a good coach or a bad coach? Suppose that you perform badly in the ring, and you get no constructive criticism. Rather, the good coach would say, “I know you didn’t get the result you want. Let’s think about what you can change, what you can improve.” Through this entire analytic process, Bill Hicks has been on the silent end of every conference call; he is always thinking. His comments are thoughtful and very constructive. A group photo commemorating the event included Hicks, Hillman, Quale, Crowe, Raulston, and Crociata. The plaque was inscribed with the following tribute:

DOE Readiness Review Working Group

Recognition and Appreciation

presented to

William Hicks
I n recognition and appreciation for your exemplary support to the DOE Readiness Review Working Group. For the past six months you have unselfishly shared your experience and  technical knowledge of the history and basis behind the Department’s operational readiness review processes, and in doing so you have made a significant contribution to the success of each of the Readiness  Review Working Group’s Task Teams. 

Your guidance has been instrumental in  focusing the Readiness Review Working Group Task Teams on the fundamental principles of readiness  and facilitated their efforts  to develop a path forward to resolve issues that have long plagued the Department  of Energy's Operational Readiness Review efforts. 

Your steady hand, thoughtful reflections, and sage advice has, and will continue to be instrumental in  facilitating the education of a new generation of DOE and contractor personnel responsible for the successful implementation of the Department’s Readiness Review Program.

Issues that Plague the Readiness Process
Joe Crociata, BWXT Y-12 and Bill Hicks, Readiness Professional
Certain recurring issues need your attention when getting a facility or activity ready for operation. The continuum approach presented by Quale is useful in approaching the entire readiness process. This list comprises discrete pieces of that process, areas requiring special attention.

· Security—“the 2000-lb gorilla.” This Security issue comes with a set of requirements, the Design Basis Threat concept, or DBT, which must be addressed by each project. We are now required to integrate security requirements into every project plan to make it executable. (The HEUMF project has presented a particular challenge to Y-12.)

Briefly stated, “You’re not ready till Security is ready, and if they’re ready, you may not be ready” (e.g., armed guards for special materials will effect your procedures/processes). The approach includes more than these obvious concerns, however. The locations and plans that Security dictates is beyond the level of detail we are used to considering. DBT is something more difficult and fluid than the Safety Basis (SB). So we need to start thinking about Security, integrate their activities into the project plan early, and include them throughout. Management should not consider that readiness has been achieved until all security elements are in place and a complete set of simulated operations and drills has been completed in a satisfactory manner.  It should be expected that the readiness review will require all security requirements to be in place and demonstrated during the readiness review (ORR or RA) (Think about this concept as years ago we considered RADCON.)

· Startup Plan (SUP). This item does not generally receive lots of attention because the perception is that, once the ORR is complete, your effort is complete. Really, however, most of the work takes place after readiness is approved. For example, the “simulation” concept is key in this regard because of surrogate materials (i.e., not the actual materials to be used) and assumed technical parameters that must be reconceived for the real operation. Technical support and oversight are also key concepts affecting the SUP. Interaction between the contractor and the site office must take place to determine length of oversight period during initial start-up of activities.. 

Because much of the information for the SP is not available generally, we must determine “real” parameters when “real” materials and oversight are in play. The SP is your commitment that you will be able to start these operations. The SUP may include compensatory measures determined necessary following the MSA or the Contractor ORR.  Managers should plan to demonstrate implementation of the SUP during all or selected portions of the readiness review.  [Find details and guidance on content and development of the SUP in the Standard, Appendix 3.3 for Core Requirement 12. (e.g., Senior Supervisory Watches).]

· Management Assessment Program (MAP). Don’t confuse MAP with Management Self-Assessment (MSA). The traditional MSA takes place near the end of the process, when key functions are finished, sometimes also the full review, and then its signed off. Line management should use MAP throughout the project to assess how the project is coming along (e.g., how processes are developed, whether test data are complete, signatures on procurement data). As data is generated over many months, we need line management to use the MAP to monitor and evaluate the information throughout the project preparation period. The principle should be that the first deliverable from a process—first approved procedure, first completed design document, first completed test procedure, etc—should be the subject of rigorous assessment to ensure the development process is delivering a quality and accurate product.  Gathering all the information at the end can hold up the project considerably. So line management and the Project Manager must set up a MAP that includes awareness of individual site weaknesses, and check it periodically to ensure that it does not impinge on project progress.

Remember that the cost of redoing is much greater than making the effort to do a complete job the first time. Don’t leave the entire MAP process to individual managers to assess themselves. Need a new set of eyes to see how the processes are being developed to avoid a last-minute “Aw, shucks” 
· Quality Plan (QP). Quality personnel are another group of gurus who are separated from others until a rather simplistic quality control issue arises; then there is concurrence by all on how ineffective the Quality plan was all along, despite all the signatures and checks on forms. We have been enlightened previously regarding several issues that could lead to quality issues; the “lowest bid,” sub-sub contactor ability to handle nuclear work standards and a “lack” of quality plans/training. The subcontractor hires a subcontractor who hires another subcontractor who hires another, and then the “Chinese telephone” message system goes into effect. What is the actual Quality plan or standard at the end of the chain of subcontractors. You are still ultimately responsible for quality?  “Quality” is a big issue in the world of multiple contracting, and it can cause great delays, significant cost and a great expenditure of management oversight until the end of the project.

You need to ensure quality in procurement, construction (S to S to S to S) for digging concrete, laying rebar, and all other activities. [Reference NQA 1 or 830.120 QP for guidance on requirements.] Almost no one in the country has NQA 1 anymore. You need to devote adequate resources early to avoid later damage. Experience shows this. The M&O/Prime must take responsibility for ensuring quality products and construction performance.  That requires meaningful vendor plant inspections, effective procurement receipt inspections, rigorous construction site QA presence, and prime contractor validation of subcontractor test and inspection reports.  Signatures are given in good faith, but they do not always mean the same thing in all iterations. We have lived through these experiences so we know these quality concerns are real.

· Safety Basis (SB) Implementation. Standard 1189 is now in the “chop cycle” soon it will be on the street with specific requirements from DOE regarding generation of maturing safety documentation required at specific Critical Decision (CD) points in a project’s life. Early agreement is necessary therefore on safety strategy, safety systems/controls, measures, and other safety information that must be included in the project plan. How line management generates and, implements that safety documentation will affect the project schedule, project plan, and project progress. If the maturing SB is not integrated throughout, significant increases in project cost and schedule could result.

SB is one of the most important items in the project plan; from the SB you develop procedures, controls, and surveillances. Significant amount of work and time is required AFTER the safety Basis has been approved and the SER issued.  If SB is not implemented by the time you think you’re ready, you’re not ready.  It will generally require several months to effectively and accurately implement the safety basis after the SER is issued.  The project planning must reflect this reality.

Core Requirement (CR) 7—Facility Safety documentation in place and implemented (DSA/TSR). The last 10% takes as long as the previous 90%. 

· “Bow Wave.” A nautical term from the shipyard operations offered by Bill Hicks, this is an “insidious element that will eat your lunch.” Are you on schedule? On budget? All testing is finished, concrete poured, but task is not closed. We say we’ll take credit for completing the task but “will tie up the loose ends later ” , but we don’t change the final date, and we give it another name (e.g., Operational Training, Surrogate Operations). The work associated with a closed key event or deliverable that is pushed forward is not included in the later schedule and resources (both time and work) to accomplish the work are not included. You have finished the activity, but now you have pushed the (unfinished) work to the right, while assuring the customer that all is on schedule. Don’t let finishing the construction tasks drift into turnover time or turnover and testing push into the time for training and procedure validation.

Task Team Training 
Michael Hillman, DOE-HQ 

Among many other tasks, I am devoted to developing effective training tools for readiness professionals and making them available across the complex via the DOE readiness website. (This website is also a source for policies, procedures, standards, and other essential material for compiling ORRs and RAs and ultimately for conducting RRs.)

Task Team Training Issues:

· Facility and DOE line management, Readiness Review (RR) Team members are unfamiliar with roles and responsibilities

· “One size fits all” approach is ineffective

· Inconsistent use of existing training tools across the sites

· Inconsistent definition of terms and concepts

· Inconsistent levels of knowledge and interpretation among instructors

Task Team Training Goals

· Specialized training that addresses all phases of the readiness process

· Move from compliance-based to performance-based orientation

· Keep training current—Identify a process to capture and incorporate current and emerging effective practices at various sites 

· Provide a generic ORR training accessible to all sites

Hillman then summarized the status of various training modules that are being developed and managed by the National Training Center. These modules will be accessible on the DOE website. Also planned is a chat room for Q&A, with answers vetted before posting (TBD 12/07–01/8)

“Achieving Readiness” Facility Management Training (for those doing the readiness)

· Under development, TBD 10/31/07

· Target audience—facility management personnel for Start/Restart under Order 425.1

Recipient Readiness Review Training (for those “receiving” the readiness)

· Under development, TBD 10/31/07

· Target audience—facility management for Start/Restart under Order 425.1

· Focus—What to expect during an RR. How to put together appropriate training for participants in the RR. Downloadable from DOE website once vetted. 

DOE and Contractor Line Management Training (per Order 425.1 responsibilities)

· Awaiting completion of Order 425.1(d) section (being rewritten)

· Target audience—DOE and contractor line management responsibilities for implementing Order 425.1

· Focus—Management response to implementation of Order 425.1

Readiness Review and Team Member Training 

· Beta training developed. To be vetted following this workshop.

· Target audience—DOE and contractor line management responsibilities for implementing Order 425.1

· Focus—Shift from compliance-based to performance-based orientation

Readiness Review Team Leader Training

· Under development, TBD 10/31/07

· Target audience—DOE and contractor line management responsibilities for implementing Order 425.1

· Focus—Roles and responsibilities of the RR Team Leader

Readiness Review Instructor Qualification (National Training Center turns materials into a curriculum.)

· Under development, TBD 11/31/07

· Target audience—DOE and contractor line management wishing to be instructors

· Goal of certification—Resolve inconsistency in level of knowledge of instructors and presenters of training material

· Prerequisites—(1) “Train the Trainer” completion and (2) leadership of an RR session (only for instructors who have completed the training; goal is one per site)

Readiness Path Forward

Implementation solutions:

Ask—Do identified activities meet your needs? If not, what do you need?

· Mentoring? Site exchange visits?

· Formalized peer review network?

· Access to developed plans of action (i.e., good examples)?

· Line management course(s)?

· More access to existing policies and procedures?

· Additional training courses?

· Periodic conference calls?

Path Forward:

· Task Team Leaders submit final report and recommendations

· Recommended changes for Order 425 and related implementation material reviewed by HQ core team (EM, NE, NNSA, SC, and HSS)

· Could have workshop in December/January to present final solution

· Continue dialogue

Closing thoughts (Crociata)

· As a result of this workshop what will you do differently when you go back to your site ?

· Advocacy to improve readiness program must come up through the line organizations 

· Hillman is committed to helping us put in place better tools to help us prepare. But only responsible line managers can influence project successful conclusion through readiness review to initial operations.

· What is the real problem? (Quale)

· Ignorance of line management re. RR process 

· If facility were ready when RRs started, the actual RR would be a “no-never-mind”

· No tolerance for any possibility of a nuclear event. ORR is one of the ways to ensure an event doesn’t occur. This is DOE’s decision. If you have a problem with this, go elsewhere.

Hillman’s closing analogy— “See the ORR as a ribbon.” Consider the ORR the “prize” or blue ribbon for a job (readiness) well done. Emphasis is on the readiness process, the only process we have for maintaining safe, effective practices in handling nuclear materials across the complex, while respecting human health and the environment as much as possible in the process.

The 2007 Readiness Workshop was held at the Airport Hilton on August 21 and 22, 2007, with “Train the Trainer” instruction on August 23 and 24 following the workshop. [The newly developed Readiness Workshop website at http://www.y12.doe.gov/news/events/readiness/ worked very well.] 
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