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  I was asked to speak with you on two topics: 
· the first being those factors that I considered to be most critical to the successful outcome of the initial ISM rollout that began in 1996 
· and, the second being the identification of challenges that I believe warrant focused attention during this ISM reinvigoration effort.

However, before addressing these topics, I would like to pose a question:  What was the successful outcome from the 1996 rollout effort?  I believe it was three things:
· First, through ISM, we built a standards based infrastructure and documented the application of this infrastructure within each of our major contractors through approved ISM system descriptions.  
· Second, we began implementation of the ISM system across the Complex and demonstrated some early pockets of success.  
· And, third and most importantly, we achieved substantial acceptance and, with that, endurance of the system as a valid framework with valid substance for performing work safely.
This system has endured through numerous major contract transitions at various sites, the evolution of NNSA, five secretaries of energy, and many other influential deputy-, under-, and assistant-secretaries over the past 10 years.

This, in my opinion, represents a pretty remarkable feat.  However, this feat did not necessarily achieve the desired end state for some areas of implementation.  I will discuss some of the challenges that I believe need to be overcome in order to achieve desired outcomes for implementation later in this presentation; but for right now, I would like to address the factors associated with the initial ISM rollout that most contributed to our success, and there were seven of them.

The FIRST FACTOR for success was VISION.  We had a clear vision of what we wanted to do and achieve which enabled everyone involved to work towards a common goal.  Our objectives were understood and achievable and we maintained perspective of achieving those objectives within the context of a bigger picture.  We tried very hard to “never lose sight of the forest for the trees”. 
The SECOND FACTOR for success was FOCUS.  At the time the rollout began, there was a lot of energy both inside and outside the Department driving many initiatives for improvement.  These improvement initiatives covered a wide spectrum of activities including: openness, standards based management, regulation, contract reform, work planning, environmental compliance, legacy waste management, and oversight, to name but a few.  
During this period of time, a lot of good people within the Department and the Defense Board wanted to do a lot of good things to resolve many of the associated issues with which the Department was coping; but the “vectors for success” were not always aligned nor integrated and the opportunity for confusion was present. 
 Use of good project management principles, with appropriate task prioritization and intra-program and site engagement enabled us to keep our eye on the important aspects of ISM deployment.  Maintaining this focus was mandatory for ISM to successfully weather an environment of competing initiatives.  I liken it to pulling the rope up the hill rather than trying to push it. 
The THIRD FACTOR for success was a DEDICATED TEAM.  If memory serves me correctly, the Team was represented by all but one departmental program office and all but one DOE field office and included associated Contractors.  As the Team Leader for this effort, I was dedicated full time, living for nearly a year in Washington DC, with no other responsibility other than rollout of ISM.  Many team members were likewise fully dedicated and those that had other responsibilities were always available and engaged when needed.  A dedicated and integrated team significantly helped to maintain the required focus.
The FOURTH FACTOR for success was effective EXECUTIVE SPONSORSHIP AND ENGAGEMENT ---- one or more “Boss of Bosses”, so to speak, who frequently listened, understood, and supported the ISM effort and whose engagement in this manner provided additional impetus for people to work together and stay focused.  Tom Grumbly initially filled this role from the Department, with significant commitment and support from Tara O’Toole.  
Similarly, Joe DiNunno filled this role from the DNFSB; and I might add, as many of you already know, no one person has provided more sponsorship for ISM over the past 10 years than Joe DiNunno.
It is interesting to note, that during the first four years of the ISM rollout, the Seventh Floor of the Department remained fully supportive and engaged, even as key political and career Department managers and executives, myself included, transitioned in and out.  As a result, ISM was able to stay focused and on course. 
The FIFTH FACTOR for success was COMMUNICATION and lots of it throughout all levels of the Department, its contractors, and its overseers.  There were no secrets, everything we were doing was out on the table and discussed openly in weekly conference calls and bi-annual conferences and workshops. Anyone could participate in these communication venues and many did.  Participants on the weekly conference calls typically numbered 50 or more people.  Bi-annual workshops and conferences were typically attended by upwards of 400 people.  In addition, I and other key Team members traveled to various sites in the Complex to communicate ISM fundamentals and respond to any queries people might have.  

Communications were not intended to edict prescriptive direction.  Rather, communications were focused on reporting progress, sharing lessons learned, and most importantly, educating and creating understanding.  We understood that ISM could not be solely driven down from an institutional top level. Institutional efforts had to be supported by and integrated with efforts at the facility and activity levels in order to be successful.
 An ISM website was created to post all documents, including ISM System Descriptions, Implementation Plans, Verification Plans and resulting Reports.  This helped to share lessons learned.
Another important aspect associated with communication was that a common terminology and approach existed for ISM implementation throughout the Department’s Programs and Field Offices. There was still appropriate recognition and acknowledgement of the need for required flexibility in application of that approach to address unique program and field needs, but the common terminology and approach meant that we were all talking the same language and understanding each other.  This fostered cross-pollenization of ideas, facilitated lessons-learned, and enabled effective teamwork and collaboration.   
The SIXTH FACTOR for success was COLLABORATION and listening.  A major key to success involved achieving substantial buy-in to what we were doing.  Collaboration and listening were the vehicles used to achieve this buy-in.  No one person or group of persons could claim sole credit for success.  Success and its credit were shared by all because all involved were critical to achievement of that success.  Small groups did not create guidance in isolation; nor did they edict its implementation.  Instead, multiple programs and sites were involved in development of required products with resultant buy-in and acceptance of implementation.  This collaboration created, in essence, a “Grass-root Movement” within the Department, where a substantial cross-section of the Department’s staff and management became self motivated to contribute and be involved in the implementation of ISM. 
While we always listened to ideas, considered them, and acted on them when consensus could be reasonably achieved; we did not default to a least common denominator approach to decision-making.  If hard decisions had to be made, they were; with good basis, appropriate consultation, and explanation of the rationale to those affected by the decision. 
The SEVENTH and FINAL FACTOR for success was RECOGNITION OF THE NEED FOR A JOURNEY for ISM implementation as opposed to achievement of an instantaneous end-state.  With this was a realization that taking this journey would be difficult and would take time. Accomplishment would have to be taken in small chunks so that success was achievable and positively reinforced.  In this way energy and enthusiasm could build, multiply, and contribute to the “Grass-root Movement”. 
Once we were able to confirm substantial acceptance and buy-in, we institutionalized ISM by making its use a contract requirement through the Department of Energy Acquisition Regulations.  We then verified that our site Contractors established and implemented ISM using trained Verification Teams that, often-times, were composed of multi program and site personnel. This promoted different programs and sites to learn from one another.  Verification results were discussed openly and shared within all the programs and field offices, again, facilitating effective lessons learned.  
True to our recognition that this ISM journey would take years to evolve, almost 4 years were required to progress to Contractor institutionalization and initial implementation and verification.  The mere fact that we are here today, 10 years later, attests to the fact that we are still on this journey and still face some challenges that remain to be overcome in order to declare victory with our implementation efforts.  So, let’s now talk about some of those challenges and potential improvement opportunities.

One challenge involves variable familiarity in the Complex with some aspects of ISM implementation; particularly in two areas:

· implementation of the Guiding Principles and 
· the inter-relationship of institutional, facility, and activity level ISM application.  
While there seems to be widespread understanding of the Core Functions of ISM, it is not clear that implementation of the Guiding Principles is understood as well as it should be.  This can have a less than desired affect on overall ISM implementation since the Guiding Principles play heavily into the management judgment, decision-making, support, and reinforcement that ultimately determines how effectively the core functions are carried out. In fact, the safety culture of an organization is in large measure a function of management’s advocacy and practice of these principles. Together they underpin one’s safety management philosophy. 
Placing too much emphasis at only one level of ISM application at the expense of the other levels can also have a less than desired affect on overall ISM implementation.  All levels of application; institutional, facility, and activity have to be integrated and supportive of each other with clear recognition that assuring safe performance of work at the activity level by our workers is a critical success goal.   
As we move forward with reinvigorating ISM, I would recommend that more emphasis be placed on assuring clear understanding of what the concepts of implementing Guiding Principles and multi-level ISM application really mean and how they should be better applied within the ISM system.  
A second challenge involves variable effectiveness of ISM implementation.  The Department has experienced several significant incidents in recent years that indicate that we may not have appropriately prepared some of our workers to fully understand or recognize some hazards that can affect their safety or to respond appropriately when changed work scope conditions or changed hazards are encountered during work performance.  
Renewed emphasis on assuring effective worker involvement in activity level planning and reinforcement of expectations that workers and supervisors suspend work, regroup, and replan in the face of changed work conditions or hazards appears to be warranted as we move forward with our reinvigoration.
A third challenge involves variable effectiveness of feedback and improvement; particularly with respect to good causal analysis and willingness to make change.  It is not clear from recent experience that we consistently learn from our own past mistakes or successes as well as those of other agencies involved in highly hazardous work.  
My experience would suggest that the condition is not a result of lack of information or data, the information and data has mostly been demonstrated to be available.  What appears to be lacking is screening, synthesis, and analysis of information that confirms the validity of facts, understands what those facts really mean, and then guides management’s conclusions and decision making for required and meaningful change.  This is another focus area that appears to warrant renewed attention as we move forward with reinvigoration. 
The Department itself plays a significant role in feedback and improvement.  The words and actions of the Department’s staff and management can impact the implementation of ISM either positively or negatively.  In this regard, addressing the role of the federal workforce in the reinvigoration of ISM appears to be appropriate and warranted.

These and perhaps some other challenges are why we are here today.  Appropriately addressing these challenges with renewed focus as we move forward, and doing so in consideration of the critical factors that made us successful during the 1996 – 1999 rollout, should bring us to a consistently improved level of effectiveness with ISM implementation.  

If one were to ask me which of those critical factors were most important, I would say have a clear VISION so that you know where you are headed, maintain FOCUS so that you can get there, and assure RECOGNITION OF THE NEED FOR A JOURNEY with achievable goals along the way so that success is achievable and one can build on that success. The other factors will naturally come into play as “ways and means” to achieve these three. 
In closing, I commend each of you involved with this effort for staying the course with safe performance of work through ISM, and for your recognition and commitment to address those challenges that may be barriers to its successful implementation.  It is through such commitment that we can and will improve.  
Thank you for your time and attention.
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