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February 6 2006 
Site Action Plan 

WP%C Commitment 23 / F&I Commitment 25 - DNFSB Recommendation 2004-1 

Idaho Cleanup Project 

NOTE: Change Contml for this Site Action Plan resides with the Field Ofice Manager (or designee), with a cc: to EM-3.2. 

Executive Summary 

Evaluation Process 

This assessment was conducted as part of the Idaho Cleanup Project (ICP) response to Commitments #23 and #25 of the Department 
of Energy’s Implementation Plan (IP) for Defcnse Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB) Recommendation 20061, “Oversight of 
Complex, High-Hazard Nuclear Operations”. This assessment was conducted in accordance with the instructions provided in Iht 
November 18.2005 DOE Headquarten memorandum fi-om the Chief Opcrathg Officer for Environmental Mwagernent Specific 
dirtction was provided to perform a review of the contractor in the area of work planning and control, and feedback and improvement 
The assessment team determined that a combination of existing assessment data and a conducting a focused assessment would be 
required to fully evaluate all work planning and control, and feedback and improvement prucessts utilized by CWL 

‘ h e  CWI assessment team was organized into five groups with the Project Evaluation Board Manager as t l ~ e  lead for the assessment. 
Four of the groups w e n  assigned to specific ICP areas (INTEC, RWMC, Construction, and D&D) to evaluate work practices and 
program implementation. The fifth group wm assigned to evaluate ICP programs. Each of the teams WM led by an experienced 
assessor who was familiar with nquirements for work control and the ISMS. A pn-assessment meeting was held with the team 
leaders and the assessment team members to review expectations and the assessment methodology. Daily debriefings wete held wit.Il 
the PEE Department Manager to ensure the assessment remained focused and to identify key issues. The assessment started on 
December 12,2005 and completed on January 6,2005. CWI management was briefed on the results of the assessment. 

The CWI assessment teams used the Criteria Review and Approach Documents ( C U D S )  as specified in the following: 

Work Planning and Work Control Assessments and Site Action Plans for Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board 
Recommendation 2004-1, Commitment 23; David K. Garman, Under Secretary for Energy, Science and Environment, 
November 9,2005 
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board Recommendation 2004-1, Integrated Safety Management System Feedback and 
Improvement; David K. Garman, Under Secretary for Energy, Science and Environment, November 9,2005 

, Page 2 Of28 
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The C W s  and associated criteria were reviewed by tlie team in preparation for the assessment. In addition, the daily debriefing 
ensured that assessment of the W s  and their associated criteria remained focused and met the expected needs of tlie assessment 

Overall Evaluation Summary 

WORK PLANNING AND CONTROL, COMMITMENT 23 

T h e  results of this assessment determined that ICP meets the objectives for - 3  (77ic coiltractor has developed an eflective work 
phirning and wntrolpmcus) .  The objectives for CRAD 4 (Ptvposed work activtriu are adequately defirtcd mid analpod to lderrrlj5! 
hazarctr and rhefr arsocintd confrols); CRAD 5 (ne Contractor workplanrtingprocus genvates work control documents t h a  lead 
lo s q e  and elpcient mvtpletiort ofwrk activities); and (3U.D 6 (Cotlrractorpersormelpetfom work in acwrriarrce with approved 
work control docume~c) were pattially met  The objective for CRAD 7 (The Contractor Itas M utab!kltedproccrs that reguirclr line 
nuniagemmt urd arsesmienf personnel to p e f o n  timely assersments/surveiflances ofthe workplanning and control process, 
inclttdingpcnodic reviews ojactiw and indevelopment work control docutnents) was not met. 
The following table provides &e d t s  of this assessment 

comments * .  auu! ehiectiveMct ahj4ctivc P ~ Y  M et icchve Not Met 
3 X 2 OFI's noted 
4 X 1 OFInohd 
5 X 2 OFI's noted 
6 X 2 OR's noted 
7 2 OFT'S noted X 

FEEDBACK AND MPROVEMENT, COMMITMENT 25 

The results of this assessment determined that ICP meets the objectives for CRAD 2.2 (The Contractor has developed and 
implemented an Operating Experience program that communicates EfTective Practices and Lessons Learned during work activities, 
process reviews, and incident/evcnt analyses to potential users and applied to htun work activities); CRAD 2.3 (Contractor l in t  
management has established and implemented programs and processes to identify, investigate, report, and respond to operational 
events and incidents and occupational injuries and illnesses); and CRAD 2.4 ("lIc Contractor bas developed and implemented a formal 
process to evaluate the qudity and usefirlaess of feedback, and track to resolution performance and safety issues and associated 
corrective actions). The objectives for CRAD l(Contractor Line management has established a comprehensive and integrated 
anrational assumce s y ? m  w!iich encompass all aspecs of the processes and activities desigctd to identify deficiencies and 
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opponuihes for improvernenf report deficiencies to the responsible managers, conipletc corrective actions, and share in lessons 
learned efTecrively across all aspects of operation) and CItQD 2.1 (Contractor Line management has established a rigorous and 
credible aSsesmCnt program that evaluates the adequacy of p r o w s ,  processes, and performance on a rtcumng basis. Formal 
mcchanims and processes have been established for collecting both qualitative and quantitahve information on performance and this 
information is effectively used as the basis for informed manngemcnt decisions to improve performance) were partially mer. The 
following uble provide the results of this assessment. 

CRAD 4 Obicctive Met Objective Partiallv Met Obiective Not Met Comments 
1 X 2 OFl’s noted 
2.1 X 2 OFI’s noted 
2.2 X No OFI’s noted 
2.3 X No Ofl’s noted 
2.4 X No OFI’s noted 

This aSseSstnent was complttcd and submitted 11s requested by  Department of Energy’s Implementation Plan Commitment 23 and 
Commitment 25 for Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board Recommendation 2004-1, Ovarsigltr ofContplex, Higlr-Hmard Nitclear 
Operatiom; Request for Action (OS-QSD-05-13); E. M. Sellers, December 2,2005. Due to the short amount of time to prepare and 
complete ~s assessment and the limited amount of actual work occurring during the assessment period, findings arc based upon a 
limited sample size. 
T h e  most significant ridings involve: ( I )  situations where persomel failed to follow work control documents as written (one of these 
involved a routine task that is performed typically t h e  times a week), (2) excessive reliance on maintenance planners to identi@ 
hazards and establish controls for maintenance work without input or review from subject matter experts, and (3) needed 
improvements in the conduct of self-assessments. Additionally, there appears lo be an excessive amount of unscheduledemergent 
work that is added to the planned work schedules. T\us increases worker and supervisor Gustration, impacts crafi utilization and has 
rhe potential to create error likely situations. 
Thesc ucas of improvement appear to stem from the ineffective implementation of existing programs and processcs. Programs, such 
as the Safety Assessment Center nnd Exccutivc Safety Rcvicw Board, have been implemented for a short period of time and the Site 
has  not been able to fully realize the feedback and improvement value inherently imbedded. In another are4 the process outlined 
Witktn MCP-3562, Hazard /derrti/icotiorr Aiidysis arid Coittrol ofUperafiorrof Acfivifies, provides a foundation for a highly rigorous 
hazard identification program for the development ofoperating procedures. This same rigor is not imposed upon t h e  development of 
work documents. 

page 4 or 28 
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These, and other, programs and processes arc in themselves identified as Good Practices later in this document This evaluation 
determined that the issues identified from the C U D S  of Commitments #23 and 25 are implementation related. not program 
breakdowns. 
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SECTION I1 - CWI-XCP 

Performance Objective WPC-3: Work Control Program Documentation 

When CWI began work on the ICP in May ZOOS, the work control program documentdon that was in effect at the fNL remained in 
effect to provide a f5amework within which CWI could conduct business under the new, performance based contract. The document 
h i m h y  which existed at the start of the eonhact c o n t h u s  to be in effect today. 

The controlling documents (STD-101, Intcgrutcd Wurk Control Pmers ,  MCP-3 192, H m r d  ~denrJ~mfiorf Annlysis und Confruf of 
Opemtiortol Activities, and GDE-6210, Muintenonce GuiCie) d s c r i i e  and establish requirements for initiating, mdwg and 
developing work control documents, including job hazard analyses. 
There are several diffmnt document types used for control of work. including ! b e  levels of maintenance work orders (minor 
maintenance, expedited maintenance, or planned maintenance each according to increasing hazards, complexity and risk), project 
work orders and operating procedures, Levels of review and approval art established for each of these work control documents in 
thtu nspective MCPs, STDs and other company-level procedures. The choice of which work cantrol document is used is a h c t i o n  
of the organization perlorming the work, the ~ t u r t  of the work (operations, corrective maintenaace [e.g. repair], routine or preventive 
maintmance [ tag. calibration], D&D, construction and envirowental restoration), as well 85 the dcgrcc of risk, hazards and 
complexity of the work 
Subcontractor work is controlled using project work orden and is subject to the same level of control as that used by CWI 
organizations, except as noted elsewhere in this repott 
Extensive training and qunlification requirements exist for crafts and operations personnel. These training topics involve company 
requirements, craft and operations skills and qualifications, safetyand health training and other relevant topics. In addition, many 
positions, such as maintenance personnel, have con, position specific and facility specific training requirements. Training and 
qualification requirements also exist for work control managers and planners as well as for other line managers involved in the work 
control process. Auditable training records are maintained on a web-based system ( T W  to which first Line supervisors and above 
have access TO assure that crafts, technicians, operators, planners, safety subject matter experts nnd line managers are mined and 
quaIi fied. 

Turnover requirements exist far transfer of responsibilities of first line supervisors in opcrah'ons and maintenance. Turnovus are used 
in operations environments as required in MCP-2980. This MCP outlines the process and requirements for recording shiftily/daily 
activities. Operations personnel promptly record information regarding activities or events €or each key position throughout the shift to 
e n s m  the accuracy of the entry. Maiiitenance criteria for turnover are located in STD-101 (chapter 6) and GDE 6210 (chapter IO). 

Page 7 of28 
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These documents pmvide direction regarding interfaces and work control coordination, work boundaries, system operability and 
testing turnover of physical tasks as well as personnel. 
Mechanisms exist to collect and utilize lessons l a m e d  and feedback from work activities to be used in planning future activities. ICP 
uses the same lessons learned database that existed at the INL. prior to the contract change that is now shared with the INL. Planners 
are trained in and have access to this database for use in preparing work packages. In some case (e.g. for conshuction projects), 
lessons learned were maintained in hnrd copy and were found to be functional, but w e n  cumbenome to use. Construction projects 
also lack mechanisms to track and ensure incorporation of post-work rcview lessons learned on projects related to Voluntary Consent 
Orders. Furthermore, the assessment identified weaknesses in post-task feedback responses for field apexations and maintenance 
tasks. 

Omortunj~ for lmmvement #1 

The requirements br periodic review ofJSAs in MCP-135 REV 17, Creating, Modijing, And Canceling Procedures and Other 
DMCSControlled Documents, and the requirements in PRD-25, Activity Level Hazard Identification, Analysis and Control need to 
be evaluated and the ptocedurc(s) needs to be revised as necessary to provide a correct and consistent periodic review fiquency. In 
addition, a review of JSAS needs to be performed to ensure that the periodic SSA r ev im an performed at the proper fiequency. 

CWI Action 1 Deliverable I Due Date I Owncr/Org 
1 I i 
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C W  Action 
Perfomc VI in depth nv icw of h e  f d b a c k  p m c ~ n  
f a  War(; d W b ' 5  Ud mOlWWCnd prOCCSS 

pr fomuncc  irnprovcmnts in t h i s  o m ,  01 
lppmprirlr 

Deliverable Due Date I OwnedOrg 
F o d  evaluation o f h e  fadback and improvement proccacs, including 
rccommmdations for process irnpmvemnti 

3,,106 

~ ~~ ~~ 

Responsible Manager: William J. Johnson, Chief Operating Officer 

Performance Objective wPC-4: Work Planning and Control Acdvfty; Definition and Hazard Activity 

PDD-1004, Integmfed Scrfery Management .Sjutent., is the program document that describes the flow down of ISMS requirements h m  
the contractual level (XMS DEAR Clauses and DOE policies and orders) to implementing documents. Work planning and control 
activity definition for maintenance work is described in STD-101, Intcgrvred Fork Conml  P tvms .  
GDE-62 IO, Mainrenancc Guide, aad GDE62 12, Hazard Mitigution Giridefor Infegnzted Work Control Procors, whereas operating 
activities are governed by MCP-3562, Hazard JdentiTcation Ana!vrU and Conhvl o/Operatiottal Ac/iivlim. 

Maintenance activity planning involves receipt of a request to perform work and assignmeni of the request to a maintcnancc expediter 
or planner to prepare work documents. Initial discussions of work scope, identification of a team to participate in work package 
dtvelopinent and walk downs and hazard analyses are primarily performed or led by maintenance planners. For planned and project 
maintenance work orders, planners pcrforni hazard analysis and identification of controls by filling out a Hazards Profile Screening 
Checklist (HPSC), Form 430.10. In completing t lus computer-based checklist, planners use the information obtained during the scope 
of work development and review of facility documents (e.g., tbe Facility Hazards List (FHL), equipment history, Documented Safety 
Analyses @SA), Fire Hazard Assessments (FHA), environmental permits. Based on the planner's input into the HPSC, control sets 
an genmted as are subject matter expert reviews. This process places a very heavy burden on planners to properly identify the right 
set of h w d s .  If a planner fails to identify a hazard, there is no additional nvicw of the package by a SME to correct the package or 
to involve the S M E  in the walk down process. 

. 
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For expedited maintenance work orders and minor maintenance work orders, no HPSC is required by STD-IO1 or GDE-6210, thougll 
otlier hazard analysis approaches are used, including job safety analyses (JSA). Minor maintenance work is restricted to a less 
hazardous set of activities by using a specified list of circumstances for which the work may not be performed as minor maintenance. 

In conuast, MCP-3562 requires that line managers perform screening activities to identi& hazards for operational activities and that 
they review and approve JSAs, determine whether m e r  analysis is needed and designate appropriate individuals to participate in thc 
team that will furthtr analyze the hazards, the Hazard Evaluation Group (HEG). One issue involving improper flow down of CWI 
requirements for periodic reviews of Job Safety Analysis (JSAs) was identified as part of a recent Project Evaluation Board (PEB) 
nssessment. This PEB assessment noted that several JSAs w e n  overdue for periodic review. Actions were initiated to correct the 
problem of having JSAs overdue for review. MCP-3562 provides line mangers with a detailed proccss for performing hazard 
screening for operational activities that includes hazards related to the task, the facility(ies) in which the task will be performed, 
potential human errors, lessons learned information and error precursor management. Similar detail is provided for the HEG in 
analyzing hazards, performing walk downs, using standards to mitigate hazards and other related activities. MCP-3562 also requires 
that line managers select hazard mitigation according to the hierarchy of engineering controls, administrative controls or PPE. 
This assessment team concludes &om this difference in approaches that STD-101 and GDE-G210: 

Potentially omit subject matter experts in reviewing or approving maintenance work packages after the hazards and 
controls are established by the planner, 

do not ensure that line managers designate the members of the team nssigned to evaluate the hazards (as does MCP-3562), 
may not ensure that the team so designated ncta as a team when evaluating the hazards (individuals may contribute 
separately to the analysis without meeting together in a table top revicw or during a walk down), 

pennit practiccs at ICP facilities that rely too heavily on table top reviews instead of walk downs, 

d o  riot explicitly esfablish a preferred hierarchy of controls (neitlier MCP-3562, STD-IO1 nor GDE-6210 mention hazard 
removal as a part of the preferred hierarchy of controls) 

are written to make maintenance planning for hazard identification, analysis and control an expert-based approach relying 
on maintcnance planners as the primary source of expertise, even though planners are not experts in Documented Safety 
Analysis @SA), Fire Hazard Assessments (FHA), environmental permits, and are not required to be Unreviewcd Safety 
Question (USQ qualified (although hey decide whether a USQ review of maintenance work orders are required). 

Page 10 of 2 8  
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n e m s v y  &mga and/or tninlng thnt is  nccerSJly to 
'ddrez* IhC idcnlificd in *u uLcIlmcn' 

Thjs assessment identified mamples of improperly performed hazard analyses as follows: 
Hazards for the planned work were not properly identified and controlled in INTEC WO 60004096, emergencykxit light 
replacement, 

INTEC JSA-1128, Fuel Oil System, used in conjunction with TPR-7194, Fuel Oil System for transferring fuel oil f h m  a 
tanker truck to CPP-701 did not identify hazards associated with lifing heavy objects and lifting restrictions were not 
identified in the TPR for worker protection 

Hazard c m m l  sets at D&D activities arc not customiztd to the exact work being performed. 
Hazard eanmf set for Wok Order 602907 at RWMC did not fdendfy a Lon0 rtquinrnenl for the fidlity air cornprtssur for 
incorporation into the work package. Although, the work package did rquin said compressor to be secured and LockcdiTagged The 
compressor was secured and locked before any work commenced. The work package development team failed to include said L O R 0  
in the required hazard set 

Rcn'sad procedures, LIS Ipplicnblc. &or rwkd hitting initiated. 

gUDOThlD1 'W for Impmvement #I 
STD-101, Inkgmfcd Fork Control Pmccrs, and GDE-6210. Muinfenance Guide need to be reviewed for possible improvements to 
comt the issues identified with work document preparation This review will provide a basis for procedure revisions to impmve the 
quality of these controlling documents. Completion of these actions will result in improved instruction fur the development of work 
control documents. 

I CWI Action Deliverable 

Responsible Manager Michael D. Johnson, Director - Technical Support Services 

Due Date I Owner/Og 
1 

4/11D6 Mithnel D. Johnsoh 
Director TSS 

Michael D. Johnson. 
Director TSS 

5/ 1106 
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Performance Objective WPC-5: Work Planning and Control Oversight Process 

Work control documents for maintenance are prepared in  accordance with STD-101, Integrated Work Control Processes, GDE-6210, 
Mainfenancc Guide, and GDE-62 12, Hazard Mitigatiort Guidejor 1ntegrafec-l Work Corurol Process. Operational activity control 
documents a n  prepared in accordance with MCP-3562, Hazard ldenti@tion Ana(1oi.s and Control of Operatiortal Activifies. The 
team reviewed over fifty maintenance and operations work control documents to determine whether work control documents Were 
u'rin'tten in a manner that lead to safe and efficient completion of work. 

Improperly defined scope of work was an issue in only one work order (WO). At N I X ,  the scope of work for minor maintenance 
WO 60004096 was not clearly d t h e d .  This WO was intended to replace twenty emergency and exit lights in CPP-666. The 
asseEsment team's observations during the pn-evolutionary briefing revealed that the planner and crafts had discussed and agreed to 
an undocumented change of scope that would have allowed electricians to initially attempt to repair the lights by working on the 
portion of the lighting that had a voltage of  less tban 50 volts. If this WM not successful, electricians would then replace the light 
fixturcs, which involved work on AC electrical circuitry up to 277 volts. M e r  discussion among electricians, their foreman and the 
assessment team member observing the pre-evolutionary briefing, the foreman elected lo obtain a WO change pnor to beginning the 
work 
Several problems wen noted pertaining to maintenance WOs being Written in a clear, concise and worker friendly manner. 
Assessment team members evaluating construction activities generally found that the ALARA and Waste Stream section of 
construction WOs were difficult to follow. Additionally, thm work documents at INTEC did not m e t  the requirements of STD-101 
and GDE62 10. In one w e  (WO 602485), a waming statement relating to potential m e w  contamination was improperly written 
( i t  contained action steps contrary to GDE-6210) and was not located immediately prior to the step in which the hazard was 
encountend The requirement for fall protection in WO 60095401 was also not located in the procedure immediately before the steps 
w b m  the hazard wns encountered. Finally, WO 60004096 Failed to be clear and concise, because the repair/rcplacement sequencing 
discussed above was not mentioned in the WO at all. 

Work step sequencing appeared to be satisfactory in all but one of the work control documents reviewed In D&D WO 603430, Note 
I states: "Steps 3 t h n ~  6 may be worked in any order as directed by the job supervisor," however Step 3 is a "Hold Point" and must be 
performed prior to Step 4. Them were several examples of work control documents not adequately incorporating technical and 
administrative requirements at INTEC and at D&D activities these wen:  

Fai lw  to document the quality level of a replacement part and to include the replacement part in the WO materials List 
("EC WO 602 185), 

Conducting work on CPP-GO3 sludge removal during the week of 12/19/05 with a procedure that had expired on 12/04/05, 

Using a JSA for work on CPP-603 sludge removal that was revised in October 2005 without being reviewed by Fire Protection 
and Industrial Hygiene (which had reviewed the original JSA). 
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CWI Action 
An Exrmt ive  MMagmenf Dimtivc h u  bca imd 
for work d o c u m &  that art p n p a d  far Trouble 
Shoo( nnd Rcpnir o a j n t i e r  w i r i n g  h e  
houblnhoohna work scp‘vitier 10 bc sc~orot t  horn 

Using hazard control sets that were not customized to the exact work being performed for five WOs at D&D facilities. In 
these cases, WOs identified the use of boilerplate hazard identificntion and mitigation text, Forcing end users (e.g. c d t  
personnel) to determine appIicability of hazards. 

Work hazards identified in hazard analysis processes wen generally hound to be properly incorporated into work control documents at 
INTEC and RWMC and for construction activities, but not for D&D activities, w h m  work hazards. controls, and or “Hold Points” 
w m  not identified within four WOs. For examplq Review of the RTC WO 602329 identified that the hazard control set required the 
IH to: (1) canduct an exposure assessments during initial cutting activities, (2) evaluate work activities for repetitive motion concerns, 
and (3) evaluate noisy work activities and post high noise work areas as appropriate. None of these contmls were incorporated into 
the work steps as required by GDE 621 0, Section 6.8.4. It w a  also noted that the IH review of the work package prior to approval 
was not performed. 
Since GDE-6210 is c l d e d  as a guide rather than aa a requirements document Planners are using it to merely for guidance in 
pregaring work control documents, consistcat with the definition of a guide in MCP-135, Cnntirrg, Morf$ing. arid Cnnceling 
Procedures and Other DA4CS-Con1mfld Docruneit(. GDE-62 10 states, in part., ‘This guide provides detailed direclion for the 
implementation of the requirements from STD-101.” Classifying GDE-6210 as a guide allows work document prtparation 
inconsistencies and degrades its impact on effecting worker safety. 

wrtuniw for lrapm v c m a t  #1 

Troubleshoot and repair activities were included in a single work document. This resulted in personnel initiating repair efforts without 
evaluating the fact that a review of the hazards was necessary because the work they would perfom was not analyted as part of the 
original work document hazard set This action has  initiated an immediate comctive action to require a sepktion between 
troubleshooting and repair activities. Long tcnn comction will be provided by incorporating this requirement into the controlling 
documents STD-101, Integra/& Vork Cotitrol Prows,  and GDE-6210. MainLenancc Guide. 

Deliverable 
lssunnce O l E X m h ’ v e  Mmigemcnt Dircctive. Completed 

Responsible Manager: Michael D. Johnson, Director - Technical Support SeMces  

Michael D. Johnson. 
Director TSS 

Due Date lOwndOrg 
I 

Michart D. Johnson, 
Dimor TSS 
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A/ IK% 

slim 

Or~wrtunih, for ImDrovement # 2  

STD- 101, liiregmred Work Coiird Proems, and GDE-6210. Maiiile/ioricc G l i d e  need to be reviewed for possible improvements to 
correct the issues identified with work document preparation. This review will provide a basis for procedure revisions to improve die 
quality of these controlling documents, Completion of these actions will result in improved instruction for the development of work 

Michael D. Johnson, 
Director ' ISS 

Mlchrcl D. Johnson, 
Dirtclor 'ISS 

control documents, 

I ---- C W  Action 
7 h c  Tcchnical Support SCM'CCS ( T S )  will complek 
0 rcview ofSlD-101 nnd CDE-6210 to dacrmlne 
nccctsuy chmgcs M d / O r  mining [ha! is nccarary Io 
nddren Ihc issua identified in this assarmni 

Delivcrable 

Completed rcview 01 proccdurct 

Revisal procedures, bs applicable. a d o r  rcvisa! mining initintcd. 

Due Date I Owner/Ore 

I 

Responsiblc Manager: Michael D. Johson,  Director - Technical Support Services 

Performance Objective WPC-6: Work Planning and Control Oversight 

The assessment team interviewed over sixty CWI and subcontractor personnel associated with over 50 jobs and found that first line 
supenison and workers are knowledgeable of their work conml documents. Training of ICP personnel is recorded in a computerized 
system, T W .  SupeMsors and foremen have access to TRAIN to allow them to determine whether personnel assigned to the jobs 
they supcrvisc meet all relevant training requirements, and interviews revealed that supervisors were howledgeable about how to 
access TRAIN IO check personnel training records. Based on a sample of the persons associated with the work reviewed, most 
personnel met all applicable training and qualifkation requirements. Some examples of individuals who did not meet training and 
qualification requirements were identified at RWMC and at D&D activities. An electrician a1 RWMC had not received RWMC 
Electrician MTELRWOOOO (8 of 13 qualifications and courses needed). At TAN, one D&D Foman directing work in the field and 
conducting pre-job briefings did not have the required qualifications (QLPREJOB, Performing Pre-Job Briefings and QLMNTJSF, 
INEEL Job SupervisodFomao). In addition, TRAJN system records showed that one of tlic D&D supenison at RTC did not have 
the pre-job briefing qualification (QLPREIOB). Lnterviews revealed that he had compleled this baining, but that the record ofliis 
tnining had been misplaced. Based on a sampling of the persons associated with the work reviewed, all personnel met medical 
requiremenls. 
Wc-S 2! -p-. iLr at:hoC;zed by apemions miiiority, which reviews and authorizes all work controi documents prior to commencerncnt . ... ,- .;; -. - - lii 5:K :s SchduicG using plan of the we& (POW) and plan of the day (POD) formats. At POWPOD meclings, work is 
, u s  -* .a l -zec!  ;! t ech  rac!!!r-y arU.zr silt: to enssure $a! work activities of ciic scope do not odvcrsely affect the safe work oranolhcr. 
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At one facility, foremen reported a considerable degee of fjustration associated with a general lack of adherence to onginaYearly 
versions of the POW and POD, Emergent work (e.g. due to equipment failures) is properly added to the POD to be authorized before 
working as described above, but foreman Gequently must change priorities to meet delelions and additions to the schedulc. Foremen 
repofl that they routinely attempt to prepare well in advance for jobs when they appear on POWPOD. Such preparations include 
work package review, identification and acquisition of replacement parts and materials and interfaces with operations to ensure 
systems nnd equipment arc in a condition ready to work When schedule changes occur, early preparations for deleted jobs are put on 
hold and hurried prepantions for added jobs begins in order to e n s u e  crafts are fully utilized. While foremen report they are not 
beginning work in unsafe condtions, the impact of 6equcnt schedule changes is increased risk from more error-llkely situations. ?€lint 
facility's maintenance management is aware of this problem, tracks adherence to POW schedules and continues to attempt to work 
this issue. Lack of rigorous adherence to POWPOD schedulcs increases fiur;trab'on, impacts craft and labor effort and increases error- 
likely situations. 
Even though the assessment t e r n  observed effective pre-cvolutionnry briefings took place in nearly all cases, &e RWMC Site Area 
Director indicated that he is not fully satisfied with h e  present execution of this process, noling that management is presently working 
with their staff to upgrade the presentation mode of associated briefings. At INTEC, a worker performing work on 12/20/05 under 
INTEC WO 602425 did not receive the required pre-job briefing, and the pre-job briefing form for INTEC WO GO2425 was not 
properly filled out by the foreman who performed the briefing on 12/14/05. Ln addition, at a TAN D&D activity, completed pre job 
briefing forms for WO 6004 13 had some missing pages and missing information. 
Adherence l o  WO and openring procedures needs improvement. This condition was paAcularly disappointing, since ICP had been in 
a work stand down due IO a series of recent events and occurrences. Dunkg the stand down, ICP rnanagcmcnt emphasized (among 
other things) the requirement for all workers to follow written instructions or to stop work if unexpected conditions arose and obtain a 
change to work documents. Severnl examples of procedural noncompliance observed across ICP as follows: 

An INTEC Utility Operator and Fuel Oil Subcontractor 
the additional alignments needed by the Truck Driver to 
is performed up to several times each week during h e  co 
b e  actions taken had not been identified. 

At RWMC, Steps 3, 4, 5 on the data sheet for procedure TRE-30 were not initialed or dated as required on the form. 
Although thc data had been taken, the performer did not complete the fom. " h i s  work package was signed off as compiete 
by management. 

TIC TAN primary authoszed employcc (PAE) documented a correctly compleled LOTO for TAN Area Firewater Pun lp  
F P - P 4  in ;he wrong place L? the work package, leaving the step for the LOTO Hold Point in W.O. 503004 b i d .  
SuSsequent'y, c n f i s  started work even though the PAE had not signed this Hoid Point. 

I not follow TPR-7194, FueI Oil System, as written to address 
pport continued pumping fiom tanker sections. This procedure 
weather, but the need to stop and revise the procedure to allow 
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Two RWMC employees keyed up their radio (e.g. transmitted) within an exclusion zane, cantrary to the prtcaution in 
TPR-7417 that prohibited radio transmission in the marlccd exclusion area. 
During the conduct of RWMC procedure TPR-7417, maintenance personnel failed to wear safety glasses as required The 
operator stopped work until safety glasses were worn as prescribed. 

During the conduct of RWMC procedure TPR-7417 an operator reactivated a drain valve before making notification to 
management as lsquircd by step 4.2.6 of MCP 2978, Conhd of Equipment and System Slollls which statu in part 
''Reposition components found out of position only upon approval h the cognizant managdsupmisor". The valve 
had been d e c n a g m d  (unplugged) but was not re-energized and placed back into seMce following installation of  heat 
tlacbg. 

The assessment team did not observe any conditions that warranted stop work for safety ~tasom. During interviews, fust line 
supervisors and workers demonstrated a good understanding of their stop work authority, 
STD-101, Integrated Work ContmlProcess, discusses the use of status logs with no prescribed direction as to what is desired or 
requind, nnd GDE-6210, Muiitlenctnce Giiidc, describes 'Work Status" place holders. In practice, there was a wide variety of 
methods used to document work status, including work status logs, procedure step annotations and personal logbooks. In most cases, 
work control documents contained adequate documentation (Le., work status log) regarding work status. However, no construction 
documents incIuded provisions for documenting work status. Two work packages for work done by CWI at RTC, WOs 603048 and 
602715, had completed steps that wen not properly signed OK 
Ltssaas learned arc being implemcnad through incorporation directly into work orders or included in the hazard controls associated 
with the work order, discussed during prc-job briefings, or presented during all hand briehgdsafety phases. The fcedback process 
uses more than one approach to track feedback to closure, depending on the different work order types (PM or CM), but both systems 
meet the requirements for incorporation of lessons leamed into work orders. Pimm interviewed know how to acceSs the INL 
lessons learned database, and search the database far applicable lessons learned based on the scope of their work order. 
One example of w incomplete work order record was identified. INTEC WO 602185 involved the repair of PCN-118, which was 
leaking nitric acid. (See CRAD 23.3.4) While performing the work, INTEC personnel discovered that PI-218-2 was not functioning 
properly. PI-218-2 was replaced under this WO using a work order change (WOC). The WOC for the PI-218-2 replacement was 
processed, the work completed and the package closed. The package was sent to be scanned for record retention in EDMS. Due to an 
ovmight during tlie scanning proccss, the WOC was not scanned into EDMS. 
Some crafts reported that they did not find the Lessons h e d  (LL) data base to be a usable tool, due to the scarcity of LLs that 
appear in the LL database for their facility (RWMC). The database spans five years and has only 27 LL entries. During interviews, 
some ICP personnel reported tbat they did not find the ICARE data base to be a usable tool because they do no know how to find issue 
of interest Craft personnel need training to search the ICARE system by topic. 
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CWl Action 
The irate of proadurc nun conp~ipnce is 8 d o u s  
concwn of I f f  nunagmew A ampehm'K 
muse unlyrir is k i n g  dcvcloped hat  will i h d P y  
spccifie rctionr that SFC n- to corrc~l his 
advase C r c d  

Deliverable I Due Date 1 Owner/Oq I 
ln'uance of mmptaa! cornprchnrin a d  rnrlysis 

Responsible Manager William J. Johnson, Chief Operating Officer 

CWX Action 
Irruc a nrrrcdivc Won plnn IO 
mllyria for proccdurr mrn conplimcc which it r 
rcriou conccm o f  ICP mmgcrnni 

the ramal 

Deliverable Due Datc owncr/org 
Wlllirrn I. Johnwon, A cometivc d o n  plan will be LNcd Io nddnu chc h c i  identified in h e  Vlrod 

conprchendn cnuppl analysis coo 

I ompl imc will rcccivc CWI r m n n g m t  priority, I I 
1 W&un J. Johnson. 

Responsible Manager: William J. Johnson, Chief Operating Officer 
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Performance Objective WPC-7: Work Planning and Control Contractor Oversight 

The ICP has established procedutes for the conduct of independent and self assessment activities The Integrated Assessment 
Pmgram, which is described in PDD-1064, "Integrated Assessment Pmgmm," is a compnhensive, integrated, risk-basal approach for 
managing assessments. Integrated assessment includes activities managed under the following company requirement documents: 

MCP-9172, Developing. Integmting, and Impletitenling Assessnient Plans arid Schcdu1e.s 

LST-202, Company h l  R e q u i d  Assessmcn~r 

GDE-203, Planning, Sclieciuling, and PeflornungAssessnien& 

PDD-124, Assessor and Lead Assessor Trnirting and Qualifmtion Program 

MCP-552, Pe@ornring Independenf Auernnenls 
MCP-8, Perfbnning Management Assccsnienls and Managemart Reviews 

MCP- 1221, Peforniing Irupectiotls aid Stirveillances 

CTR-69, Charterfor the Proje t  Ewluation B w r d  (Revised 2/3/06, PDD-IO, Pmject Evaluation Board) 

Other assessment programs exist, such as CTR-154, lhTECSenior Supervirory Walclt Pmgmni, (as well as similar SSW programs at 
other ICP facilities) and CIR-175, IIVECMunagemenf Observt~fion Progrum (MOP), which is unique to "EC. 
Taken together, a system is therefore in place to provide a means of monitoring and evaluating all work performed, including work 
performed by subcontractors. Implementation of this system, however, is not consistent across the ICP. Although assessments are 
being performed, including of subcontractors, the evidence suggests a need to purrme a mom effective implementation of the existing 
prognun. This i s  demonstrated by 

The lack of or limited smpe of management assessments performed at the project level. 
Limited management observations and senior supeMsory watches at RWMC. 
The lack of comprehensive functional area assessmmnts for many areas. 
The lack of cornpnhensive assessments at the project level. 

The focus of many assessments on administrative reviews instead of operational reviews. 

Identified problems (not ICARE issues) not having corrective actions documented. 
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A schedule exists for ICP assessments as the ICP Integrated Assessment Schedule database. Management assessments and 
independent assessments of the ISMS program arc required to be performed in UT-202, as are s ~ e i l l a n c e s  of work in progress 
Coufomance to this schedule on an 10-wide basis was not examined 

Line managers periodically perform surveillances, and these surveillances include the observations oc pre-evolution briefing an 
work performed, but thm did not appear to be strung evidence that observations ofjob walk downs and JHA walk downdrneetings 
was included in the scope of these surveillances. For example, the assessment team found that at D&D activities, line management 
assessments did not assess the full spccbuxn of the work contml process. In addition, wlule the scope of MOP observations at N E C  
and SSW observations are particularly focused on work in progrrss as well as operational preparations for work, they are not directed 
toward the work package planning procws. 
The team reviewed completed UT-202 swci l lances  and the lNTEC Management Observation Program Observed Evolution forms / 
Work Activities and other documents. While the above mentioned oversight prngmm and activities were valuable and included 
many criteria important to work control, nono of these programs included reviews of completed work orders within the scope of their 
review criteria Furthermore, at INTEC and D&D activities, the scope of the completed surveillances and observations that the team 
reviewed did not include approved work ordm. 
The primary means of line management oversight of indevelopment work control documents was line manager review and approval 
through the implementation of STD-101, Integrated Work Control Process. These reviews and approvals are performed by 
maintenance managers, general foreman (e.& construction), and maintenance supervisors for indevelopment work orders. Line 
managers reviewed approved work ordm during Senior SupeMsory Watch work activities. There are no scheduled or planned 
assessments or surveillances of active or indevelopment work control documents by line managaa in existing KNTEC oversight 
pmgrams. 
Trending is tracked and reported monthly in accordance with the Safety Performance Objectives, Measms, and Commitmcm 
(SPOMC). Also =:garding trending, the results of work control oversight activities, the 2005 ICP ISMS h u a l  Evaluation Rcport 
found that: 

Asscssmentd are being scheduled and managed in at least three databases, making it difficult to coordinate planned 
assessments and to analyze issues for trends 
Not all requid areas are performing assessments tu support MCP- I 175, Analyzing ESH&QA Pefomtance. These 
assessments provide quarterly analysis of ISMS integrity and ESH&QA performance. Area analysis is nceded to identify 
possible trend and recurring issues. 
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CWI Action 

Qgporturlltv fo I hDmV ement #1 

To improve tlie quality and quantity of self-assessments and to i n w e  management involvement in the self-assessment program the 
program will be cn~cal ly  evaluated and needed changes that provide improved participation while manitaing program quality will be 
implemented, 

Deliverable [Due Date I Owncr/Org 

The P m j a  EwJuation Bard will condua I 
comprehensive evduarion Of Rlf rs~amml 
pcrfarlrMcc OL Ill ICP m fu vaify pmpcr 
implemcnution and cxecution ortho revised 
useumcnl pfogmm rWehrrc. 

Michacl D. Johnson, 
Dimor,  'ISS 

Michael 0. Johnson, 
Director, Tss 

Isruoncc ofuscssmcnt rcpon on cffmivmnas olrcviscd arressrncnt 
p r o m  Umcture.. 

711 106 

J 

m n i t v  for Irnurovernmt #2 

To ensurc prompt implmcntation of self-assessment program impmvements the Project Evaluation Board Will conduct a 
cornprchmsive evaluation of self-assessment performance. 

1 CWI Action Deliverable I Due Date (Owner/Org 
I I 

Brent Rankin, ESHkQ 
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Performance Objective F&I-l: Contractor Program Documentation 

The ICP contract does not include the requirement to implement a formal “Contractor Assurance System” in accordance witli DOE 0 
226. 1, /nrplenrenlalion of Depnnmeirl o/Energy Ovarsiglv Policjl. However, the information contained in PDD-1004, Inlegmfed 
SuJety Management Sjweni (ISMS), Revision 9 Draft, addresses the activities that are included in the INL’s formal Contractor 
Assurance System and meets the review and approval requirements outlined in this objective. This integrated operational assurance 
process, with other program description documents, management control procedurts, and standards, also includes assessment 
activities, other structured operational awareness activities, and the event reporting processes. 
The pmgram monitors and evaluates all work performed under the contract, including that of subcontractors. These activities occur 
through a variety of mechanisms. On a daily basis, the Safety Assessment Center (SAC) provides for senior management discussion 
on the previous day’s work activities and safety issum throughout ICP. A monthly SAC report is issued providing a 12-month roiling 
trend analysis to each of eleven high focus project areas pertaining to event severity i n d a s  (including good work practices) and 
ISMS core function bnakdowns, in addition to a listing of the issues nported regarding the project area fix the previous month. In 
addition, a monthly Safety Performance Objectives, Measures and Commitments (SPOMC) dashboard report is issued to repon on 

.current fiscal year status of operational issues compared against ICP goa ls .  

On a quarterly basis, the Safety Performance Objectives, Mcasurts, and Commitments (SPOMC) documents progress pertaining to the 
DOE appmved performance tracking data points. On an annual basis, the ISMS Annual Evaluation and SPOMC review provide even 
further insight to current status and performance trending by both the Contractor and subcontractors. The company PDD-1061, 
lrrtegmfed Assessnienf Program is in place, and is supplemented by PDD- 1005, Line Mariagenienf and Operations Maniml. 
Schedules are in place for FY 2006 to support required assessments and sweillances. 

While the processes for the various assessments and other structured operational awareness activities an outlined in their respective 
program documents, the quantity of documents potentially governing a single assevmmt activity is excessive. Each step from 
scheduling the assessment to planning, investigating, and reporting, with capillary documents for each type of assessment and 
resultant outcomes, has its own governing document. The quantity of requirements and in some cases unnecessary rigor spread 
amongt the number of requirement documents causes inconsistent performance andor unintentional, non-compliant performance. 

lmplernentation of the self-assessment program is not consistent or adquately effective across the ICP. The program is in place to 
provide a means of monitoring and evaluating work and assessments being performed, including oversight of suhnt rac tors .  
However, evidence shows a need to pursue a more effective/efficicnt implcmcntation of the self-assessment program. This is 
demonstrated by: 

The lack of or limited scope of management assessments performed at the project level. 

Limited management observations and senior supervisory watches at RWMC. 
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A & self taacmmt pqmn flNchVc will be 
devclapd by I r d a d  team of ICP manips who 
have an extensive backpund in self ~~yumni 
prognm p c r f o m c c  This p g n m  will be 
pracntcd la and appmwd by thc ESRB. Upon 
vpmvd by the ESRB ICP procedures will be 
rcnscrl where necenary to irnplemolt rhc revised 

1 Proc- 

The lack of comprehensive functional a n a  assessments for many areas. 

The lack of comprehensive assessments at the project level. 

The focus of many assessments is on administrative reviews instead of operational reviews. 

Identified problems not having corrective actions documented that are not sufficiently strious to warrant tracking in the 
ICARE system 

AI1 products of the pmgram are documented and available to DOE line management Some of these documents, such as the PDD- 
1004, ISMS Annual Evaluation, and SPOMC Reports are included in the contract performance evaluation. 
The Contractor has established sufficient processes for measuring the effectiveness of the program however, the implementation of the 
program across ICP is inconsistent and cumbersome. 
Thc raquirementg and procccs for wtablishing and implementing the appropriate training and experience requirements for assurance 
personnel are outlined in cornpany program documents and reinforced in implementation of PDD-1004. 

OUDOlt’lIKUtV for hDIOVmCIlt #I 
To improve the quality and quantity of self-assessments and to iDcrtase management involvement in the self-assessment program the 
program will be critically evaluated and needed changes that provide improved participation while rnanitaing program quality will be 
implcmen t ed, 

CWI Action Deliverable I Due Date I Owncr/Org 1 

Implementation o f r e v i d  praeduru lollorving ESRB appmvd. 

Midwcl D. Johnson, 
Dirmor, TSS 

Michacl D. Johnson, 
Dirccror, TSS roim I 

I I 

Responsible Manager: Michael D. Johnson, Director - Technical Support S e M c c s  
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owncr/org 

Omortun ih, for Imor ovement #2 
To ensure prompt implementation of self-assessment program improvements the Project Evaluation Board will conduct a 
comprehensive evaluation of self-assessment performance. 

-~ ~~~ ~ ~- ~ 

Responsible Manager. Jim Gregory, Manager - Project Evaluation Board 

Performance Objective F8~1-2.1: Assessments and Performance Indicators 

The Integrated kssessmmt Program, based on PDD-1064, /nrt?grarai Assessnienl Prugraiii, UT-202, Compuny-Leid Required 
AsJejsriieitrs, and inputs h m  Functional Area Managm and Subject Matter Experts, establishes the assessment program for 
functional arras, programs, facilities, and organizational elements. The scope and frequency of these assessments is determined based 
upon rtgulatory rquirtments documents in conjunction with an analysis of risk when applicable. The level of rigor is outlined in the 
implementing documents governing the pdbrmance of the different types of assessments, ;.e. Management vs. Lndependent. ,b 
discussed previously in Objective F&I-l, this implementation is cumbersome and inconsistently implmented in the field. As a result, 
this objective i s  evaluated as only partially met. 
The Project Evaluation Board (PEB) is established at ICP to provide the function of independent internal assessments. Assessments 
are identified, planned and performed by this p u p  which has  the authority and independence from line management to support 
unbiased evaluations. To date the PEB assessments have been focused on specific problems or issues instead of comprehensive 
project assessments. The 2006 PI33 schedule has included these project assessments. 
The SPOMC (discussed previously) is approved by line management and DOE. It provides a measure to indicate how work is being 
performed. This includes the performance objectives and the expectations set by senior management Other performance monitoring 
programs include the SAC and Executive Safety Review Board (ESRB) at the senior management level with other process designed to 
capture and gather issues at the project and Supervisor's level such as the Hazard Review Board (HRB). ICP management policy 
csntinuouly reinforces the ISMS process of Feedback and Improvement to all personnel on Site. This provides muitiple avenues of 
~ F G !  by wfiich issues, p o d  e;r bad., are teportcd to h e  necessary programs for analysis and trending. 
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Revirion of IS'-202 

lauc UT-202 Updnc Tor FY 07 

The SAC provides the method of sharing good practices and lessons l m e d  on a daily basis to and from all line managers. The 
information discussed in these daily meetings is tracked and trended independently and provided to each project ana on a monthly 
basis. In addition, this infomation is used in the occurrence reporting process and program quarterly evduation in the review of 
positive or negative trends. The ESRB also causes issue tracking and trending to be evaluated for issues that are of concern and that 
may affect safety, performance objectives, or goals. The SPOMC, Monthly ICP bjurytlllncss Report, and the Monthly Dashboard 
data provide the information necessary to identify c m n t  status rtlativc to goals and objectives agreed to by CWI and DOE. 

m106 Brent Ranhin, ESH&Q 

7/30/06 Brent Runkin, ESHaQ 

Qmrtunihr  for Imp mvemcnt #I 
To ensure the Project Evaluation Board has appropriate resources to accomplish scheduIed assessments for CY 2006 the existing 
schedule will be upgraded to provide resource loading. 

I CWI Action Deli verab 1 e I Due Date J 
Dcvclopment of rtrouroc l d e d  annual ahcdule 

Responsible Manager Jim Gregory, Manager - Project Evaluation Board, 

0 ~ ~ 0 r t l m i t v  for Jmurovement #2 
To ensure proper development of self-assessment schedules actions will be taken to update the current assessment requirements 
document In addition, to provide for impmved self-assessment schedule development in the future, annual updates to the assessment 
rcquucments document will be issued well in advance of the FY schedule development needs. 

CWI Action Deliverable I Due Date 1 Owner/Org 
As mquircd by MCP-9 172. Dnrloplitg. Intcpor/it& 
and /nip~cnuitrCtgAllurnrnrr Plaits aid Scltdtrlu,  
I revision to UT-202 will bc iuued. In addition 
fulurr rcvisioru IO LST-202 will be inucd in July o f  

m m c n t  rhcdulcr. 
mch yur  IO s u p p a  111e developmi or PI 

Rcsponsiblc Manager: Craig Kvamme, Manager - Performance Assurance 
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Performance Objective F&I-2.2: Operating Experience 

Formal processes art in place to identify applicable lessons learned fiom external and internal sources. The p r o c a s s  utilize 
communication and distribution methods such as the site inbanet and e-mail systans, discussion in the SAC, the Lessons Lamed 
Web Site and presentation at job briefings. 

Lessons learned arc obtained fium and provided to external sources such as the DOE Lessons Learned Web and B corporale web for 
use and shrning at other sites. 

ICP has instituted the Voluntary Protection Program (VPP), and its Employee Safety Teams (EST) and Changing Our Behavior 
Rcduces Accidmts (COBRA) program that pmvide the mechanisms necessary to solicit feedback and suggestions from the workforce 
on any topic for which a need is felt 

No opportunities for improvement noted. 

Performance Objective F8cI-23: Event Reporting 

Fonnal processor an in place to investigate, report, and respond to operational events, incidents and occupational injuries and 
illnesses. MCP-190, Event Inwtigation atid Occurrence Reporting, contains the instructions for documenting and reporting 
occurrences. In conjunction with repomng these events corrective actions are documented and tracked as specified in MCP-598, 
Comcfive Action SJctem. Cause analysis is performed in accordance with a formal pmcus  as specified in STD- 11 13, Cause Annfysis 
and Coredive Acfion Development, by qualified personnel as specified in PDD-I 114, Cause Analyst Training and Qudi@zfion 
Program. 
The SAC as described above provides a centralized pracess for timely management involvement in routine reporting, reviewing, and 
assigning follow-up on safety events; supports safety performance monitoring; and provides a resource for periodic safety 
ptrformance summary reporting. Data is collected about events and conditions that have the potential for advmely affecting safe 
operations now and in the hturc, as well as good practices. 
The ESRB as described above is established to ovenee thc identification, analysis, reporting, and corrective actions of safety 
significant events, issues with programmatic implications, and other issues as determined necessary. The ESRB also causes issue 
Racking and trending to be evaluated for issues that are ofconcern and that may affect safety, performance objectives, or goals. The 
SPOMC, V?on’My ICP Injury/Illness Report, and the Moutldy Dashboard data provide the information necessary to identify current 
S a t u  reiative to goals xd objectives agreed tc by C Y  and DOE. 
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Lessons learned are obtained hrn and provided to external sourccs such as the DOE Lessons Learned Web and a corpornte web for 
use and sharing at other sites consistent with the requirements of MCP-192, Processing Lessons Leanred and Exfernal Operuling 
Erperiencc. 
No opportunities for improvement noted. 

Performance Objeceive F&I-2.4: Issues Management 
The ICP utilizes several programs that comprise satisfaction of this objective. ICARE system is the formal process that captures not 
only deficiencies, but other noncompliance issues, program commitments and their respective data for tracking. The ORPS reporting 
system is annotated to use this program for comctive action tracking as well. Event cause analysis and comctive actions are also 
governed by theu relrpective program documents. 
With regard to c o m t i v e  action plans, they me typically limited in scope and without regard to existing action items in place for other 
process improvements. Some arc developed without regards to similar or cross-cutting effects of other corrective action plans. This 
method tends to overload the system with duplicative or similar action items being resolved by difikent p u p s  not knowing of the 
others' efforts, delaying final achievement of completion. 
MCP-338, ne k u e r  Management Pmgram and Correch've Actiorr Sysfem, MCP-190, Event Investigatton and Occurrence 
Reporting, and MCP-553, Slop Work Authority, together provide the basic proccss mechanisms to idcot@, take action, and resolve 
issues. 
MCP-1269, Establishing, Monitoring, arid Reporiirig ESH&QA Pclfonrrance Ot~jcctivcs, Goals, Arid Mwsrircs, MCP- 1 175, Arlaljaing 
ESH&QA Pefumtance. and MCP-598 program documents require review and analysis of deficiencies. Line management is provided 
the tools and resources to perform this task Continued management attention iS necded to ensure these processes ax effective and 
rigorous. 
Communication of issues up the management chain docs occur. WhiIe the lines of communication have gone through transition pains, 
management is atteotive to the needs of the program. 
Feedback programs arc integrated and analyzed to identify trends, issues, and potential repeat occurrences. This analysis is performed 
through several methods. These processes need continued attention to ensun identification ofpotential significant problems before 
they become cvmts. 
ICP program document PDD-I 1 14, Cmue Anafysi Training arid Quoli/icoriori Program, requires the training of employees on 
comctive action development and causal analysis techniques. Formal cause analysis and corrective action development process are 
implemented in STD-1113, Carrsc A/io!csis and Correc!ivc Acfion Dcidoprnenf. 

No opportunities for improvement noted. 
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SECTION V - CWI WP&C and F&I Good Practices 

Good Practice(s) 
The process outlined within MCP-3562, Hmard IdmriJcurlort 
Analysu and Confrol o/Opemtiaiial AcHvifies, is a user t ieadly 
concisely developed procedun. The design of this MCP enhances 
the ability of any individual given the responsibility to generate a 
new, or modify an existing Operational document The Hazard 
Scnening Checktist (Appendix E) informs the user of tbe 
&urn set of subject matter experts rcquucd to participate with 
the development or modification of an Operational work control 
document. This approach demonstrates Line Management's direct 
involvement with identificntion of specific individuals that shall 
assist with the work control process. 

ICP allows use of a "step back" for any person to stop a job 
without declaring a "stop worK: Step backs pcrmit a "no fiult" 
means for personnel to pause to consider and discuss situations to 
improve safety without completely stopping a job. The practice 
appears to have wide acceptance and a beneficial impact on safety 
thus far. 

The implementation of tbe Management Observation Program for 
INTEC bas provided improved management involvement in the 
self assessment program. The program, as intended, meets much 
of the intent of this review as well as other worthwhile 
managemcot goals. 

~ ~- ~ 

Site Point of Contact 
James E, Kaylor 
Department Manager- INTEC, 526-3483 

BiU Grace, D k t o r  
Industn'al Safdy, 208-5261 163 

Wi Ili am J. Johnson 
COO, 208-52671 48 
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Good Practice@) 

The Safety Assessment Center (SAC) provides a centralized 
p c w  for timely management involvement in routine reporting, 
reviewing, and assigning follow-up on safety events; supports 
safety performance monitoring; and provides a resource for 
periodic safety perfomance summary reporting. Data is collected 
about events and conditions that have the potential for adversely 
affecting safe operations now and in the future, as well as good 
practices. 

The Executive Saf'ety Review Board (ESRB) is established to 
oversee the identificatiou, analysis, reporting, and comctive 
actions of safety significant events, issues with programmatic 
implications, and other issues as determined necessary. - 

Site Point of Contact 

Matthew Steffa 
Manager - Safety Assessment Center, 208-526-7452 

Bruce Schultz 

Director - ESH&Q Support Programs, 208-526-7439 
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