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DISCLAIMER

This document was prepared as an account of work sponsored by the United States
Government. While this document is believed to contain correct information, neither the
United States Government nor any agency thereof, nor the Regents of the University of
California, nor any of their employees, makes any warranty, express or implied, or
assumes any legal responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any
information, apparatus, product, or process disclosed, or represents that its use would not .
infringe privately owned rights. Reference herein to any specific commercial product,
process, or service by its trade name, trademark, manufacturer, or otherwise, does not
necessarily constitute or imply its endorsement, recommendation, or favoring by the
United States Government or any agency thereof, or the Regents of the University of
California. The views and opinions of authors expressed herein do not necessarily state or
reflect those of the United States Government or any agency thereof or the Regents of the
University of California.
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SPAT-15
ASSESSMENT

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In the Spring of 1997, the Department of Energy’s Department Standards Committee
(DSC) convened a Standards Process Action Team (SPAT-15) to evaluate assessment
processes within the DOE complex. If time and resources permitted, the team was also to
evaluate assessment processes used by private industry conducting similar work and
activities. The specific task statement was as follows:

“Define the attributes of assessment programs that effectively support organizational
feedback and improvement of safety systems at all the different levels of contractor and
Department organizations.”

The team gathered information on existing assessment programs through surveys and
presentations by representatives from national laboratories, processing facilities, and
remediation sites. Examples of assessment programs described in this report encompass
site-wide, individual facility, and task level applications within the DOE complex (see
Attachment A). Assessment processes used in private industry were not investigated
within the time constraints of SPAT-15.

Early in this process, the team recognized that the term “assessment” meant different
things to different people. The level of detail, with respect to work and associated
hazards, varied with organizational levels.

The team also recognized that assessment is a long-standing and vital aspect of any
successful management system. Whether it is characterized as the “check” part of the
proven “Plan, Do, Check, Act” approach, or the “Feedback and Improvement” element
of Integrated Safety Management, assessment activities have been performed by
successful organizations for many years. For many years these activities have been
formally recognized in the Department management system directives “Quality
Assurance” (Order 5700.6C , 10 CFR 830.120) and consensus standards such as ASME
NQA-1. ISO-9001, ISO-14001, More recently DOE policies on Integrated Safety
Management (DOE P 450.4) and Line Management Oversight (DOE P 450.5) have
adopted an assessment requirement. Within the DOE complex, these directives and their
related consensus standards have become drivers for assessment programs. Although all
these documents call for assessment, they do not delineate the elements for conducting
effective assessments. SPAT-15 was established to articulate the elements necessary for
conducting effective assessments of DOE activities using Departmental experience and
these directives and standards in a report to the Department Standards Committee.



Elements Necessary for an Effective Assessment Program - The SPAT evaluation
identified the following characteristics of effective assessment programs:

e Senior Management must be committed and involved (Section 3.3.3.1).

Only senior managers can establish and sustain an environment in which
quality, productivity and safety can flourish simultaneously. Senior
management provides the leadership to integrate assessments into
standard business practice, establish a credible independent assessment
Sfunction, and take aggressive action on all assessment results.

¢ Roles and responsibilities must be clearly defined for those being assessed and
those conducting the assessments (Section 3.3.3.2).

Line managers and workers must be held responsible for doing work

_ safely, assessing their work performance against the standards and
requirements, and for seeking ways to improve and implement safe work
practices.

e Performance expectations must be agreed upon before conducting work or
assessments (Section 3.3.3.3).

Achieving supervisor and worker buy-in to performance expectations well
in advance of an assessment increases the probability that improvement
opportunities identified will be implemented.

e Workers and supervisors must be involved in and supportive of the
assessment process (Section 3.3.3.4).

Safety and quality is maintained and enhanced by workers and supervisors
actively involved with the assessment activities because they have the most
intimate knowledge of the work processes and are closest to the hazards.

e Assessment/accident information must be effectively used and communicated
(Section 3.3.3.5). :

Assessment information developed by assessors or from external sources
should be written in a concise and actionable form with line managers
targeted as the intended audience. Assessment information needs to get to
line managers who are responsible for measuring risk and have the




responsibility and authority to change and improve the safety of their
workplace.

e Assessments must be tailored to the organization and hazard level of the work
being assessed (Section 3.3.3.6).

Tailoring individual assessments to those activities being assessed
recognizes that there is no “one size fits all” approach to assessment.
Likewise each organization must tailor their entire assessment philosophy
and program to suit customer expectations, mission, business processes,
project life cycles, hazards, and risks. The overall objective of any
assessment is continuous improvement, with emphasis on improving the
ability to perform work safely while enhancing productivity. '

Recommendations for designing and improving assessment programs based on these six
elements are discussed in detail in the report.

Recommendations

SPAT-15 recommends that, when the report is final, the Executive Summary plus
Section 3.3.3, “Analysis of Assessment Programs” and the attachments to this report be
published as a “white paper” providing contractors with comparative information for
improving and renewing their assessment program. Implementation of an Integrated
Safety Management System will bring with it, at many sites, the challenge of aligning
the existing assessment processes to address the Feedback and Improvement safety
management function. Information provided in the “white paper” will assist sites in
selecting and implementing an assessment program that will determine the effectiveness
of the safety management system and help improve the safety program at a basic level,
fostering lasting change, enhancing productivity, and meeting regulatory compliance
standards.

In a parallel path forward, the SPAT recommends that the information in this report be
integrated into “Appendix B” of the Integrated Safety Management System guide.
Members of the team are willing to participate in this process, as needed to act as a
resource and provide hands-on experience in applying the information in this report.

In recognition that effective use of information for safety improvement remains a
challenge at most levels in the DOE/contractor hierarchy, SPAT-15 also recommends a
separate, concerted effort at addressing this issue. Easy solutions are not apparent, but
analysis of information collected from the sites does provide some insights that might
help (see Section 3.3.3.5).



1. Introduction

The Standards Process Action Team (SPAT-15) on assessment was convened in the
Spring of 1997 to evaluate assessment processes within the Department of Energy (DOE)
complex. Iftime and resources permitted, the team was also tasked to evaluate
assessment processes used by private industry conducting similar work and activities.
The specific task statement was as follows:

- “Define the attributes of assessment programs that effectively support organizational
feedback and 1mprovement of safety systems at all the different levels of contractor and -
Department organizations.”

The specific goals were:

e Analyze assessment programs for their commitment to improvement, and
identify the specific attributes of these programs.

¢ Demonstrate how the attributes provide an effective basis for assessments that
drive performance improvement in the context of the five core functions and

the seven principles of the Integrated Safety Management System (ISMS).

e Develop a framework for integration and coordmatlon of all DOE (1nclud1ng
EH) assessment activities.

o Integrate the output of the Assessment SPAT with existing DOE assessment

orders, guidance, and initiatives and with the principles of Integrated Safety
Management.

2. Background

2.1 Past Focus on Compliance

Assessments can provide information on strengths and weaknesses of an organization’s
safety management system, opportunities for improvement, the behavior and attitude
associated with safety, and the nature and degree of compliance with requirements.
However, assessments focusing primarily on compliance with requirements run the risk
of ignoring behavior and the effectiveness of systems and, therefore, may offer little
added value to safety and performance improvement. Focusing solely on compliance




* can limit the assessment benefits to correcting individual deficiencies rather than raising
the overall level of safety.

As depicted in Figure 1, assessment based on ISMS could take an organization beyond
compliance. The performance goal of assessment based on compliance is shown by the
horizontal lines in the graph. Typically, in this situation, when performance approaches
the goal, resources and commitment are scaled back, thereby producing an asymptotic
approach to baseline compliance. This strategy often fails because the goal (that is, the
standards and regulations) and/or the work and hazards change. FEither of these changes
results in the goal moving above and beyond the safety performance at the time, and a
steep increase is needed in pursuit of the new performance standard. This situation is
depicted by the solid lines in graph. This approach has been referred to as doing just
enough to get by. This attitude can be reflected in the ES & H professionals and the
workers at sites operating in this mode. In contrast, safety programs and assessment of
those programs based on the seven principles and continuous improvement may not
approach the compliance performance goal in the controlled manner depicted by the solid
lines (Figure 1, dashed line). A principle-based safety program may take a more tortuous
course, but the trend will be steeply upward over time. Its course will not be influenced
by the approach to a compliance goal, because the purpose is improvement not getting by
In fact, more often than not in these cases, performance will overshoot the goal.

Flgure 1. ASSESSMENT BASED ON INTEGRATED SAFETY
MANAGEMENT SYSTEM: IMPACT ON SAFETY PERFORMANCE

Regulatory Standard n
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Compliance Based
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Safety Performance

Time (years)

Assessment programs can be used to drive safety programs toward principle-based
improvement and meet compliance needs at the same time.



2.2 Past impact on work

Various DOE and contractor organizations have separate and distinct responsibilities for
work in a facility. Each of these organizations performed individual assessments of the -
work with little or no integration or coordination. Those responsible for conducting the
work of the facility also had to provide administrative, technical, and operational support
for these assessments. The resource applied to the assessments did not yield a perceived
safety benefit commensurate with the cost of the support provided. '

During the past few years, DOE has been redefining and redesigning its assessment
activities The new approach recognizes that assessments should drive improvement by
developing an understanding of assessment as a link between an organization’s planning
and conduct of work to bring about meaningful improvement in safety performance...
Changes include: (1) Reducing the number of environment, safety, and health
assessment requirements in DOE directives (from over 400 to less than 10). (2) Reduce
the burden of multiple DOE line management assessments by integrating organizations
with similar interests and needs into a single audit. (3) Clarify the objectives of the DOE
line management assessment program and its linkage to contractor assessments of their
operations, programs and work activities (DOE Policy 450.5). (4) Redirecting DOE
assessments to be performance-based (i.e., assessment objectives are aligned with
program objectives, performance measures) with a focus on the contractor management
system and assessment program. Attachment C summarizes some of these specific
activities within DOE.

2.3 SPAT-15 Approach to Assessment

Through review and analysis of existing initiatives and existing programs inside the
Department develop the following information:

¢ Characterize assessment types and oversight activities by their purposes and
‘participants. :

¢ Identify the most significant current barriers to successful assessment
programs. )

e Examine the attributes of assessment programs by drawing on experience
within DOE, being careful to determine whether the attributes are broadly or
narrowly applicable.

e List the attributes and identify the types of assessment activities to which they
are applicable.




2.4 Expected OQutcomes

1. Produce a report on DOE’s and private sector’s best management practices for
assessment of safety programs to:

e Expand DOE’s understanding of assessment goals, achievements, and
_problems and use this knowledge to pursue improvement in safety and worker
productivity. '

e Provide a clearer definition of the assessment objectives as they pertain to
interactions at each level of the DOE and contractor hierarchy.

¢ Define a set of attributes that can be used by the DOE and its contractors
evaluating and improving specific assessment activities.

e Establish a framework for integrating and coordinating all DOE (including
EH) assessments (DOE Policy 450.5).

e Provide a basis for achieving fewer uhnecessary, redundant, and overlapping
assessment activities, thereby fostering the effectiveness of safety programs
and the productivity of operations (DOE Policy 450.5).

:2. Develop a set of working models as comparators for
e cvaluating and improving assessment activities;
¢ demonstrating continuing contribution of assessment to lasting improvement;
e providing credible assurance bf adequacy of safety programs; and
¢ reducing barriers to successful and productive assessment. .

-In summation, this report will recommend options for conducting assessments and
disseminating the information, corrective actions, and lessons learned derived as
incentives for improvement. We will attempt to detail attributes that contribute to an
effective assessment program and provide assurances that the program designed to protect
workers, public, and the environment is adequate and effective. If such an assessment is
performance-based, it should also provide a basis for assuring compliance, making
strategic planning decisions, and continuously improving performance in the pursuit of
excellence. '

Team members recognize that issuance of this report is just the beginning, providing a
baseline for further study and learning.



3. Information Gathering in Support of Approach

-

3.1 Information Gathering Process

Information for defining the elements related to effective assessment was collected from
three unrelated directions.

Information on contractor assessment programs was solicited from each site and field
office represented on SPAT-15. The Team developed a format to provide some
consistency to the information gathered (Attachment A). Five sites responded with
detailed assessment information and two other sites contributed information in
presentations to the DSC.

An evaluation of Type B accident investigations was used to provide insights on the
utilization of information derived from formal safety evaluations. The rigor imposed on
the conduct of formal accident investigations provided a consistent information base for
drawing conclusions of collection and dissemination of information from safety
evaluations.

The third type of information gathered was derived from the various DOE Performance
Indicator programs and contract Performance Objectives, Criteria, and Measures. This
information and interviews with those using it in support of assessment processes helped
clarify the importance of performance expectations in the assessment process.

3.2 Improving the Role of Assessment in the Feedback and Improvement Function

Reports from individual sites (Attachment A ) to SPAT-15 and various presentations
from the field to the Department Standards Committee, mainly accident reports, revealed
three processes related to assessment that need improvement: ;

These three processes are described below.

Disseminating Information. Information for improving a safety program is available
from a number of sources, such as occurrence reports, accident investigations, and a site’s
own assessment program. However, the pervasive perception of sites surveyed by SPAT
15 is that this information is used with less than full effectiveness. Some sites and field
elements make a concerted effort to use such information, some less so; but even in the
proactive lessons learned programs the transfer of information is inconsistent. Often a
scatter-gun approach is used rather than focusing the information to facilitate application
for program improvement. Attempts to relate the information to existing programs or to
present it in a manner that would enhance integration into a site’s ES&H program are
often lacking or not successful. The DSC asked SPAT-15 to examine how effective Type
A and B accident investigation (ref. DOE Order O 225.1) results were at bringing about
DOE-wide changes to safety management systems. Section 3.3.1 of this report includes
findings from the SPAT examination of this topic.




Developing Clear Expectations. Several sites have performance-based contracts
containing a set of ES&H performance measures. In addition, several programs within
DOE require safety data reporting as performance indicators. Before the SPAT could
address the role of performance expectations, the type of information gathered by the
various performance indicator programs and its intended audience had to be identified.
This clarification assisted in defining the 1mportance of performance expectations in the
assessment process.

Mechanisms for Enhancing Behavior and Attitudinal Change. This report explores the
characteristics of assessment programs that enhance lasting improvements in safety.
Characteristics include worker and supervisor direct involvement in assessment
processes, incentives for improvement, and clear expectations based on safety pr1nc1p1es
rather than solely on rote compliance.

3.3 Evaluation of Information Gathered
3.3.1 Analysis of Accident Investigations

The Department has in place a rigorous accident investigation process (ref. DOE Order O
225.1) that is conducted with a high degree of integrity and produces extensive
administrative and technical information on the event. The DSC requested SPAT 15 to
examine what affect an accident investigation report has on organization that was not
associated with the accident. The DSC had concerns over the effectiveness of the
accident investigation report at driving changes in the safety management systems across
the Department. The DSC also was interested in learning how the report is used in an
organizations assessment program.

Two “Type A” accident reports were used to gather information requested by the DSC
from two sites not associated with the events: 1) a fatality resulting from a craftsman’s
anti-contamination clothing catching fire; and 2) a near electrocution resulting from a
craftsman cutting through a buried energized cable. The following questions were
discussed with ES&H managers at the two sites. The responses identified the potential to
improve certain aspects of our ability to use the accident investigation process
information in safety management systems.

Impact of Accident Investigation Reports on Assessments - Both sites make use of
available accident investigation lessons learned in their assessment planning ,
quality improvement, and corrective action processes. The reports may not
trigger an assessment solely on the issues surrounding the accident.

Accident Investigations as Drivers for Improvement - Clear expectations for the
use of the accident report information are not uniformly communicated to
contractors who had no involvement with the event. Specifically, the need for
evaluation of the potential impacts, identification of preventive and corrective



actions, and follow up are not seen as required actions. This is further
complicated by the availability of accident reports. The reports are not
systematically transmitted to the contractors through their DOE field element.
Type A Accident Reports are available electronically through the internet. One
site uses the occurrence reporting system to locate Type B reports and then must
request the report from the affected site contractor. :

Effectiveness of the Accident Investigation System at Preventing Similar Events -
Using only the feedback obtained from two sites, it appears DOE has mixed
success with prevention of accidents similar to those investigated. Occurrence
reports continue to relay incidents involving accidental breaches of energized
systems. The case involving the anti-contamination clothing fire has received
greater attention and wider response. For example, DOE directives were revised ,
other sites evaluated their fire safety controls and flammability of protective
clothing, a video relaying the personal impact of the accident was produced a
shared through out the DOE complex, and site personnel conducted briefings for
other sites.

SPAT 15 found that certain changes to accident investigation system and processes
would enhance its contribution to the Feedback and Improvement function.

e Provide easier access to Type B accident investigation reports;

e Establish clear DOE expectations for evaluation and corrective/preventive
actions beyond the location of the event, and uniformly communicate them to
all contractors;

e Define lessons learned and judgments of need in the reports for DOE-wide
application;

e Require formal corrective/preventive action tracking of DOE-wide lessons

learned; and, -

e Require formal reporting of Type A accidents to the Secretary of Energy and
an executive summary of the status of corrective actions.

10




3.3.2 Analysis of Performance Indicators and Performance Objectives, Criteria, and
Measures

Performance objectives, criteria, and measures (performance measures) set expectations

for performance. Performance is assessed against these criteria and measures using
formally established gradients that are part of performance measures. All DOE contracts
base the ES&H clause firmly on the seven principles and five core functions of the
Integrated Safety Management System. Therefore, it is not surprising that at many sites
the performance measures established to demonstrate that the specifications of this clause
are being met are also based on the same principles and core functions. In some cases,
expectations for each tier of the contractor organization are also based on this same
framework. The detail increases as one drills down into the organization to the level
where the actual work is performed. Examples of this approach are provided by LLNL’s
assessment criteria (Figure 2) and by the Berkeley Lab’s use of the ISMS principles as
contract performance measures, as well as for workplace assessments. In the latter case,
the contract measures probe the effectiveness of the safety programs, whereas the
workplace assessment criteria delve into work activities, associated hazards, and their
control or mitigation. .

Hierarchy Assessment focus
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Figure 2. ES&H assesament hlerarchy and focus.
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Clearly, using a framework of accepted reference points, such as the principles of ISM,
is crucial to the effective application of performance measures. In the words of John
Wreathall, “Measures need to be built around some model of safety; otherwise all you
have are buckets of data.” Examples of using an ISM-based approach are available from
several sites. As a demonstration of the diversity possible under such an approach, the
three National Laboratories managed by the University of California have different
process measures as appendices to the University of California/DOE Contract, but all are
based on ISMS principles and core functions.

Performance indicators are safety metrics selected as indicators of how well a safety
program and/or process is meeting safety and/or compliance expectations. The definition
is based on the assumption, which should be verified prior to establishing performance
indicators, that activities being tracked in the safety program are clearly linked to the
indicators. Risk managers and assessors should remember that performance indicators
are but one of many signs of how well performance expectations are being met. Other
indicators include evaluations based on operational awareness, the contractors’ self
reported evaluation based on formal assessments, and reports from the line manager’s
walk arounds.

Caution is necessary to those who would use any of the current sets of performance
indicators as benchmarks. The indicators from the various sites and from private industry
include different types of work with very different risks, different bases for
normalization, or different potential for exposure. For example, injury frequency and
severity data for engineers at one site might include all engineers; the indicator would
include those doing activities in the shops and in the field with relatively high probability
for injuries, along with those in research and development activities where the risk is
demonstrably lower. At another site, the injury reports might include only those
engineers in the higher-risk positions. Simply based on reported injury and occupational
illness data, the first site would have a better record than the second if all other aspects of
the safety program were equivalent; e.g., processes, attitudes, and skills and knowledge of
staff. If trends are used, rather than absolute values of the indicators, it is accurate to
compare between sites in the sense that a site with a downward trend (for example, in the
number and severity of chemical exposures) is likely a better benchmark for improvement
than one with an increasing trend. However, even in this case there are caveats. For
example, if the site with the upward trend has an extremely and consistently low record of
chemical exposures, an upward trend over a rather short reporting period might be within
the statistically expected variation. Therefore, this site might provide the better option as
a benchmark for improvement.

Two points can be made. First, indicators are just that. They should be used judiciously
and with careful analysis in conjunction with other information before making safety
management decisions based on such data. Secondly, DOE should make a concerted
effort to minimize the differences in the reporting bases or indicators if their use is for

12




comparisons within the complex. The task of having comparable data is even more
complex if DOE wants to compare with private industry. Such a commitment would
mean developing agreements with the industrial complex on data expression. If ,on the
other hand, the intent is to use the indicators to evaluate the progress toward safety
improvements at a single site or in a specific facility within a site, then the DOE needs to
make that limitation very clear. The use of performance-indicator data for inter-site
comparisons is very tempting when the data is so readily available.

Table 1. Performance Indicators

Summation of the topics gathered under three of Department of Energy’s
performance indicator programs. The second column labeled “Secretary’s Critical
Few” are the indicators gathered from the sites in behalf of the Secretary of

- Energy’s need to know the performance status of DOE contractors in crucial areas
of interest. The indicators gathered by Environment, Safety, and Health (EH) are
ES&H indicators commonly used in government and agencies industry as reflecting
performance in protecting workers, the public, and the environment. EH uses
these as part of their process for selecting sites needing help in implementing their
safety programs. The set of collected by Energy Research (ER) from their
contractors is a variation on the EH set.

Performance ~ Secretary’s EH’s ES&H ER’s ES&H
Indicator Critical Few Indicators Indicators

Customer Satisfaction

No. of Employees

Diversity Utilization

Major Commit. Cost Savings
OSHA Cost Index

Env. Releases/Violations
Lost Workday Case Rate
Lost Workdays

Total Recordable Injuries -
Radiation Dose, Worker : X
Radiation Dose, Public

Radiation Events _ X
Occurrence Reports

Safety Record X
Electrical ]
Pkg. & Transportation
Industrial Operations
Chemical

Precursors & Near Misses

Hazard Level

T R MK
R ele

SRR

Ral
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3.3.3 Analysis of Assessment Programs

Implicit in the information from the site surveys is the importance of the assessment
process in maintaining a safe workplace. All of the sites committed considerable portions
of their safety resources to assessments of various types. Several sites offered the
comment that to be effective, safety programs in general, and assessment programs in
particular, must be supported by all levels of management.

3.3.3.1 Senior Management Commitment and Involvement

Successful senior managers establish high standards and expectations for assessments and
for the use of assessment results to effect continuous improvement and demonstrate
conformance with expectations. Informed, involved managers ensure that responses to
assessments are provided to support their programs and are used to remove barriers.
Their involvement demonstrates a commitment and establishes a culture in which
workers willingly participate in assessments. The best designed safety program in the
world will not have an impact on workplace safety without management’s commitment.
The maximal involvement of workers and first line supervisors in recommending safety
improvements is fruitless and frustrating in the absence of a commitment of time and
resources for evaluation and implementation:

The actions and deeds that help give credence to such a commitment include frequent
workplace safety walk arounds by managers, attendance by mid- and upper-level
managers at safety meetings, and a human resource management policy stating that safety
performance be included in employee annual expectations and evaluations. One site has
made management’s commitment to safety clear through its policy and action by making
participation in the assessment and safety programs a factor in career development. This
use of an incentive for commitment to safety, rather than sole reliance in enforcement,
reinforces the positive results of direct worker and supervisor involvement in safety and
assessment activities. Gains in worker trust and confidence result because workers know
that management takes safety issues seriously and expects workers to make the same
commitment. A positive attitude toward work correlates with fewer errors in judgment
and fewer accidents. An effective assessment program also benefits the senior manager
with an increased knowledge and confidence in the organization’s ability to safely deliver
on customer expectations.

3.3.3.2 Clearly Defined Roles and Responsibilities

Concept of Corporate Tiers - At the first meeting of the SPAT, it was agreed that
evaluating existing relationships as a corporate hierarchy would help to clarify
assessment roles and responsibilities. This approach resulted in a consensus that
assessments would span all the tiers, from the working level in a contractor’s program to
the field elements of DOE to DOE Headquarters. The DOE/contractor hierarchy is

14




depicted schematically in Figure 3 . This adaptation from Dr. Wreathall’s representation
of corporate assessment responsibilities clearly illustrates that the complexity of this
hierarchy is two dimensional. First, the tiers within a contractor organization begin with
the individual worker, then sequentially include a group of workers plus a supervisor, a
project encompassing more than one working group, an organizational division or
department that includes more than one project, and finally the site itself made up of
several organizational entities. DOE Field elements and Headquarters adds tiers above
those of the contractor. Another concept important to this model is that the risk maker,
risk assessor, and risk manager at the lower tier become the risk maker to the next higher
tier in the hierarchy. The relationship between the field elements and a given site may
provide the clearest example of this concept. The site, as a whole, is the risk maker for
the safety and programmatic managers in the field office. DOE field elements and all of
the many tiers within the site, including the risk assessment program are considered the
risk maker by DOE Headquarters

The other dimension to be considered is across each tier. An understanding of roles and
responsibilities in the assessment process is facilitated by discussing each of them in
terms of a risk maker, a risk manager, and a risk assessor at each tier in the
DOE/contractor corporate hierarchy. Starting with the work, these tiers within a typical
contractor’s organization include the individual worker, a group of workers, a facility,
and the a site. The next tier up is the level of DOE most intimately connected to
contractor operations, the site office, followed by the field elements, and headquarters.
At the work activity-level, the role of the risk maker, manager, and assessor is the
responsibility of the individual worker. At the facility level, the risk managers are those
accountable for the day-to-day evaluation of workplace safe practices; the risk makers are
the workers and their immediate supervisors; and the risk assessors are those who use a
formal process to objectively conduct assessments. At the site or corporate level, these
three roles become split among distinct organizations of the management staff. The risk
assessment becomes more formal and more objective and, thereby, provides detailed
information on the success of risk managers, including workers and line managers, in
maintaining a safe workplace. A goal of the more formal and objective assessments is to
evaluate how well workers and line managers are meeting their responsibilities. Primary
among these responsibilities are identifying and controlling hazards, working within
authorizations, balancing priorities, ensuring that staff are trained commensurate with the
work performed, and fostering feedback and suggestions for improvement. These formal
assessments also validate the effectiveness of the day-to-day safety evaluation

An individual worker is readily seen as a risk maker. At the same time, this individual is
expected to be responsible for managing his/her actions and equipment in a manner that
reduces the chance for accidents. In this sense, workers are clearly risk managers . These
workers should also be risk assessors. Before commencing a given task, say drilling a
widget, workers are expected to assess the safety situation; for example, their skill in
performing this task safely, the impact of that work on the safety of others and the
environment, and the appropriate action necessary to mitigate untoward consequences.
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Figure 3. The Telescope of Safety Control
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Risk management - The Integrated Safety Management System Policy (DOE P 450.4)
and the Line Management Oversight Policy (DOE P 450.5), clearly identify line
management as responsible and accountable for safety in their programmatic areas. From
the working group upward through an organization, the role of line managers is that of
risk managers; that is, to ensure that hazards are understood, safety controls are in place,
and the controls are adhered to on a continuous basis. Because this responsibility is
continuous and ongoing, assessment responsibility rests primarily in line mangers and
their workers. These activities include line management oversight, periodic safety walk
arounds, job observation programs, and behavior based safety training. The expected
outcomes from such activities include maintaining good safety practices, immediately
correcting unsafe or potentially unsafe work practices, and providing an informed basis
for assurance to risk managers at a higher level that operations are safe. The risk
manager must use information from the risk assessors to perform their function fully and
successfully.

The framework of the hierarchy also clearly demonstrates that line management
responsibility exists throughout the corporate structure, including not only all levels of
management within the contractor’s organization, but extending up through the programs
at the field level to the programs in Headquarters. This concept makes clear that a multi-
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program site has risk management responsibilities for each of those programs,
emphasizing the importance of a site’s assessment program. If the site has a robust,
validated, and open assessment program, then DOE’s multi-program needs could largely
be met through the contractor assessment program and operational awareness. On the
other hand, if a site has a weak or superficial assessment program, the site could be
justifiably subjected to safety evaluation by representatives of each of the DOE programs,
if they are to meet the ISMS principle of line management accountability.

DOE line management oversight has been achieved in the past as part of the formal
appraisal process. To meet the Department’s need for timely unfiltered safety
information, many DOE field elements are implementing “operational awareness” in an
attempt by the contractor to make the DOE programs continuously aware of work
activities, associated hazards, and the effectiveness of hazard controls. Operational
awareness activities include immediate information sharing, attendance of DOE staff at
site safety meetings, and inclusion of DOE staff as observers in technical appraisals and
in validation of performance under DOE contracts.

Risk assessment is addressed by a formal assessment process. At all contractor sites
examined, contractors have an independent group that coordinates objective assessments
and then disseminates the information derived from the evaluations. These formal
assessments are periodic and led by individuals independent of the risk makers and
managers so that an objective view is retained. Activities in this category are more
formal than line management walk arounds, as they are an in-depth evaluation of the
safety systems and programs by safety professionals, managers, and workers selected for
their knowledge of the work and their ability to assess objectively the work, the
associated hazards, and the effectiveness of the controls. Peers from related projects are
often added to the assessment teams. Peer involvement may reduce the degree of
independence of the team. Any loss of independence is more than compensated by
involving experienced personnel who are familiar with the organization and facility. Peer
involvement adds value through increased credibility and technical legitimacy of the
team’s evaluation, enhanced acceptance of improvements by the risk maker, increased
trust and confidence in the safety program at the working level, and increased probability
of successful implementation of improvement. Expected outcomes include immediate
corrections for individual findings, but more importantly, an evaluation of the overall
safety program with the aim of bringing about lasting improvements.

Within DOE the Secretary has assigned responsibility for independent assessment of
environment, safety, health and safeguards and security to the Assistant Secretary for
Environment, Safety, and Health (EH). The Office of Oversight (EH-2) performs this
assessment function for all aspects of safety. Nuclear safety regulation enforcement
under the Price Anderson Act Amendment is performed by the Office of Enforcement
and Investigation (EH-10). This responsibility extends from the work at the site or
facility through the contractor, DOE field office, and up to headquarters Program Office
that sponsors and supports the work activities.
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The site survey revealed opportunities of improving and strengthening all types a
assessments. (1) Analysis of various assessment and appraisal criteria disclosed that
evaluation of the assessment process itself is rarely included in assessments. It is
recommended that each tier, both as risk managers and risk assessors, evaluate the
assessment processes for improving safety in the tier below. (2) Data collection too
often relies on checklists and inspection rather than including interviews, observation of
work practices, and suggestions. In addition, the traditional inspections should be
conducting while work is in progress. (3) Assessment emphasis needs to change if we
are to alter the commonly held perception by workers and their immediate supervisors
that assessments, of either type, are invariably punitive. Punishment is best limited to
those situations in which an individual, group, or corporation that knowingly and
willingly subvert safety controls or where criminal actions occur. An effort to make
assessments of value is essential to success. Overzealous emphasis on compliance in
workplace assessments can stifle the collection of information crucial to a comprehensive
assessment. Credit should given for self identification and revelation of strengths and
weaknesses. Corrective actions should be congruent with the goal of improving safety
and productivity, not of embarrassing the worker, a facility, or a site.

3.3.3.3 Expectations

Expectations for effective safety performance are essential if an evaluation is to result in
program improvement. The expectations must be understood clearly by all parties before
commencing work and well in advance of assessing safety performance. Agreement
on safety expectations will contribute to a more effective assessment process.
Agreements should be based on an informed, objective evaluation of the work, the
associated hazards, and the most appropriate means to mitigate or eliminate those
hazards.

A common practice is to express assessment expectations as performance objectives,
criteria, and measures in the contract between DOE and its contractor. At most sites,
expectations for the organization are based on the principles and core functions of ISMS,
as stated in the DOE contract. Expectations act as goals to the safety program managers
and a clear basis for assessing the success at achieving these goals. Risk managers
operating in the absence of clear expectations will find it difficult to adhere to ISM
principles, e.g., to balance priorities, to hold line managers accountable, and to tailor
controls to risks and hazards. The same point can be made for risk assessors. Assessors
use expectations to measure performance fairly and objectively. It is becoming common
for sites to use these same principles and functions for assessing the effectiveness of their
safety programs. Basing the assessment criteria on the seven ISMS principles helps to
tailor the detail and rigor of an assessment to the hazards and complexity of the work and
activities. The principles are used to set expectations well in advance of conducting work
and the accompanying assessments.

18




3.3.3.4 Worker and Supervisor Involvement

Analysis of the SPAT 15 survey results indicates that worker and supervisor involvement
and active participation in day-to-day assessment activities are common in those
organizations that effectively use assessment results to make safety management
decisions. Worker and supervisor involvement is essential when assessing the safety and
quality of their work processes. Safety is maintained and enhanced by workers and
supervisors actively involved with the assessment activities because they have the most
intimate knowledge of the work processes and are closest to its hazards. This knowledge
increases the effectiveness of the assessments in determining improvements. Worker and
supervisor involvement in ongoing safety overviews allows those who best know the
work and hazards to help find ways to work safely. Such involvement also enhances
acceptance of changes and improvements while inducing a sense of pride in bringing
about such improvements. It may be impossible to quantify the increased cost
effectiveness of this involvement. However, those who know the work best and fully
understand the consequences of breaches in safety controls are more likely, given the
opportunity and motivation, to develop effective ways of mitigating hazards, allowing for
work to be accomplished safely. This “inside” information is difficult for outside
participants to gather and/or put in the context of effective work controls and
authorizations. Accepting and implementing employee suggestions for improvement
often provide sufficient incentives for many employees to maintain their commitment to
the safety program. Workers and supervisors must understand the need for one another in
the assessment process. Both have a part to play. An assessment program that involves
only one will not succeed. Both the worker and the supervisor must be sufficiently
engaged in the assessment process so that trust in one another can grow. The value of
working safely and participating in assessment activities should be stated in terms that
enhance this participation. Management recognition of the value of on going worker and
front line manager participation in assessment activities should be re-enforced by
including this behavior in the annual performance appraisal and by rewarding those who
demonstrate effective participation.

Involving of workers and supervisors in formal, independent assessments should also be
encouraged. Of course, in these situations care must be taken to ensure that workers are
trained and that conflicts of interest do not exist, e.g., workers who are tempted to protect
fellow workers or the work activity from assessment findings. ESH/QA professionals
who team with workers and supervisors will further enhance the usefulness of
assessments by identifying additional hazards and controls. Joint teams composed of
workers and safety professionals have the added advantage of giving workers the
opportunity to participate and get credit for safe work. The contact with ESH/QA
professionals gives workers on-the-job assessment training. The worker will increase
his/her level of technical knowledge his safety awareness and, thereby become a more -
effective participant in workplace safety management on a continuous and ongoing basis.
In return, the safety professionals receive on-the-job training from the workers on the
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nature of the work activities and associated hazards. Management’s expectation that
workers and their supervisors be actively involved in workplace safety demonstrates that
both have a mechanism for influencing management decisions for performing work
safely and that management endorses this activity.

3.3.3.5 Effective Communication and Use of Information

Communication of assessment information should be tailored to meet the needs of each
corporate level. Although the purpose of risk management and risk assessment is the
same at each tier, namely to do work safely, the type of information, the level of detail,
and the consequences expected from corrective actions are very different. Figure 2
illustrates how one site has developed its assessment program in response to these
different needs. Understanding this concept underpins the recommendation to target
information to the line managers at the appropriate level in the organization. A senior
manager and a project manager both need information from a given assessment, but the
focus and emphasis of the information needs to be distinctly different for each to
understand the applicability of the lessons learned to his/her operations and activities.
Their differing outlooks, responsibilities, and priorities may necessitate a different
interpretation of the results for each of them to efficiently discharge their management
duties.

Dissemination of assessment information appears to be a weak point in many
organizations . The common practice is to limit feedback for improvement to the entity
being assessed and their risk managers. An example was presented earlier in this report
in the discussion of information derived from accident investigations. Reports from
various sites indicate that formal contractor assessments often implement corrections
thoroughly in the unit being assessed., Application of the findings to similar work
situations in other units is not as successful in generating improvements. For dissimilar
work situations, it is even more likely that the potential for applying the assessment
information in a preventative manner will be overlooked. In these situations,
improvement is limited to a single working unit in a single tier of the corporate risk-
management hierarchy. In the same way, many sites lack processes for gathering
accident information from other sites or private industry in support of a lessons learned
program. Awareness helps to correct problems, and awareness of the importance of a
vigorous lessons learned program has certainly increased in recent years. Some DOE
sites have lessons learned working models worthy of consideration.

All the models provide methods for disseminating recommendations for improvement
beyond the unit being assessed. In the first model, feedback is given to the assessed
group and to working groups with activities, working conditions, and/or hazards
comparable to those of the unit assessed. The second model provides for an evaluation
of the assessment information for its applicability to improving safety management at all
levels and throughout all work activities and operations within the organization. The
third model, which is the most comprehensive, collects assessment data from all sources
(workplace assessments, line management walkabouts, technical assessments, and
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management assessments) and melds the data into comprehensive reports for the benefit
of the assessed group, for comparable groups in the organization, and for other levels in
the corporate structure.

All three models increase the usefulness and effectiveness of assessment information.
The first two provide timely feedback for immediate improvement. The third is less
timely, because the wider scope of information sources takes additional time for
evaluation. Nonetheless, providing in-depth, comprehensive assessment feedback
annually basis is of value in bringing about basic improvements in a safety program.

Under any circumstances, assessment information should be targeted and written with
line managers as the intended audience. Line managers are responsible for measuring
risk and have the responsibility and authority to change and improve the safety of their
workplace. To have an impact, assessment information must get to these managers
concisely and in a form that induces action. Integration of assessment information to
improve work activities can also be enhanced by targeting the information to specific
work activities and by providing guidance that enhances lasting improvements. Several
sites are using multifunctional teams made up of ES & H/QA professionals, workers and
their supervisors, and senior managers to analyze and disseminate information for safety
improvements. This approach enhances communication of immediately understandable,
‘applicable, and useful data to line managers.

Clearly, the availability of improvement information is important, but the quality of the
information is also a factor. Many of the assessment programs evaluated have instituted
review committees to evaluate assessment results and then participate in preparing the
report with recommendations for improvement. Committee membership includes
workers, supervisors, mid-level managers, and senior managers, in addition to subject
matter experts in QA and ES&H. The committee is charged with investigating
assessment results, identifying the underlying problems, conducting a causal analysis, and
developing corrective actions that provide a systemic solution (see the SRS report as an
example, Attachment A). Previously, it was common practice for a QA or an assessment
management group to prepare such reports. However, a committee’s input is much like
having workers and supervisors involved in the assessment process: worker and
supervisor participation ensures that the improvement recommendations are practicable
and applicable to the work and associated hazards; senior managers provide valuable
guidance for balancing priorities; and the subject matter experts ensure that the
improvements have a sound technical and regulatory basis. Such a process results in
information that line managers can understand and that evoke action.

In support of lessons learned and organizational improvement, the objective of an
assessment evaluation is to be watchful for activities and attitudes that could lead to
unsafe practices and, where such evidence exists, to implement changes in the safety
program that will have a lasting and pervasive corrective effect. The information derived
from this process should be presented with the audience in mind; for example, corrective
improvements presented to management might have a quite different format with
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different supporting material than when presented to workers on the floor. Another
reason to ensure that lessons learned information reaches line management, both at the
field and contractor level, is that line managers are more likely to recognize the
importance of the problem, to distribute the information appropriately, and to authorize
and implement improvements. Some sites reported that the lessons learned were
processed through the training group or the QA group. Both of these practices can be
defended, as both groups have responsibilities in responding to and tracking corrective
actions, but the information must be dispersed as well to those directly accountable for
maintaining and improving the safety program: programmatic line managers.

Another SPAT 15 survey finding indicated that field offices and contractors are often
inundated with incident information, with an expectation of some action. This practice of
transmitting massive amounts of data, with little focus or consideration for the diversity
of the audience, and perhaps with little or no relationship to activities at a given site, can
lead to information overload. Furthermore, much of the data are presented and analyzed
for safety professionals, not line managers. Consequently, conscientious contractor line
managers in the field (DOE and contractor) are likely to respond to all of these
transmissions with some sort of action, overloading the ES&H program and making it
even less effective. Another unwanted outcome is for the information being ignored,
thereby having little positive effect on safety programs. The DOE lessons learned
programs with a positive impact are those that target incident findings and corrective
improvements with responsible line managers in mind.

Effective communication and use of assessment/accident investigation informationisa
significant challenge throughout the DOE complex. Easy solutions are not apparent, but
analysis of information collected from the sites does provide some insights that might
help. Effective use of safety improvement information remains a challenge at most levels
in the DOE/contractor hierarchy; and a separate, concerted effort at addressing this issue
is one of this report’s recommendations.

3.3.3.6 Tailoring Assessments

Each site responding to SPAT 15 reported using several types of assessments, as many
as six, to obtain sufficient and comprehensive information at all levels in the organization
and to be assured of the status of the safety management program and areas for
improvement. Variations exist among the sites with regard to the name of the
assessment, and the primary entity responsible for various types of assessments. The
reports do indicate agreement on the types and scope of their assessments. For
example, workplace assessments, both day-to-day and formal, provide comprehensive
detail but may lack technical analysis. This technical aspect is the focus of the functional
or ad hoc assessments, which target high risk activities or groups with safety records
below the corporate benchmark. Management assessments are designed to probe the
effectiveness of an organizational unit at managing its safety challenges. The
designations of the remaining types, e.g., DOE Annual Appraisal and Contract
Performance Assessment, make their purpose clear. No site responding to the survey
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depended on one type of assessment to provide a basis for ensuring that work is being
performed safely. The Assessment Team recommends this multifaceted approach to all
contractors.

Assessments described in the responses to the Team’s survey can be classified on the
basis of the primary organizational level targeted (see Wreathall Telescope, Figure 3), the
purpose and scope, and the expected outcomes (Attachment A). Beginning at the
workplace, the first category is individual workers’ self assessment.

Individual. Assessment at this level takes the form of survey/suggestion programs, self
check/inspection processes, peer behavior based programs.

Behavior based training and job observation are likely the best examples of individual
assessment. Several sites have implemented programs of this type among craft workers
and workers in processing facilities. These programs are characterized by involving all
workers in a given work activity; training workers to observe each other at work and to
encourage peers to participate in safety improvements. Representatives from each group
are often used as a steering committee to coordinate training of other peers as trainers,
monitor the program, and expand its application to other groups. Often the workers in
such programs will discover improvements that go beyond alterations in behavior and
workplace practices, improvements appropriate for action by the steering committee.
Facilities with mature behavior based safety programs note that observing each other at
work results in a workforce that appreciates the value of its work and of doing it safely.
For management, it produces a workplace where external audits are routine. Typically,
total recordable injury rates decrease in the months following implementation of a job
observation program. '

A few sites included individual commitment to safety as part of their workplace
assessment program. Examples of this approach are the Self-Checks at Hanford and the
Savannah River Site (SRS). Staff are coached to take the time before initiating a
hazardous task to ensure that hazard controls are in place, all possible consequences have
been addressed, and that coworkers are not conducting activities that might adversely
impact the safety controls. Other sites reported similar programs, particularly in high
hazard processing operations. '

One site distributes employee surveys to gather information for use by senior

management in balancing priorities. These questionnaires have been prepared by outside
consultants to provide an independent probe of staff views on ES&H and suggestions for
improvement. Another set of questionnaires was distributed in conjunction with an
Integrated Safety Management assessment. This survey’s goal was to determine
specifically how well the five core functions of ISM were being met in the workplace.

One questionnaire was completed by supervisors after discussions with their staff;

another was completed anonymously by individual workers. The return rate for all of
these surveys was in excess of 50 percent. The information from each survey was used to
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evaluate the success in implementing ISMS. This dual survey approach might be
applicable to other sites interested in comparing the perceptions of the safety systems by
supervisors to that of staff.

Employee suggestion programs are similar to the survey approach. They ask, “What are
the problems in your area and do you have suggestions for improvement?”. The basic
difference is, suggestion programs tend to be more passive and open ended than surveys.
The success of both approaches is dependent on employees seeing results and, if
possible, personally rewarded for participating in the improvement process.

Workplace Self Assessments are used at all sites responding to the request for
information. These assessments are designed to gather information from all workplaces
on all aspects of worker safety. These are formal assessments conducted by teams
composed of peers both external and internal to the work unit, with support (if deemed
necessary by management) from subject matter experts in ES& H and QA. Ideally, they
are based on clear performance expectations using evaluation forms to ensure consistent
data gathering. Formal reports are issued to management and the workforce. These
assessments can influence worker attitudes and increase the level of safety in the
workplace, much as a job observation program does, but only if the assessment program
is based on expectations linked to performing work safely, measuring performance fairly
and objectively, and presenting the findings in a manner that drives improvement.
Several sites pointed out the need for rewarding self reporting and for providing
incentives for those workers and supervisors who actively participate. The goal is to
enhance the flow of information at the working level and to avoid shooting the
messenger. Gathering information at this level of detail, with worker insight, is not
readily available through other assessment approaches.

Line Management Overview Program is one site’s term for frequent safety walk
throughs by the manager of a work areas. This approach demonstrates line
management’s commitment to a safe workplace and provides visibility of management’s
leadership role in the assessment program. It reinforces the thought, “Because
management takes assessment seriously, I should also take assessment seriously.” This
approach focuses on the same level as workplace assessments, but are less formal and
much more frequent. Frequency is based on the policy that walk throughs occur with
sufficient frequency for workers to view them as routine and not unusual events.
Although many sites use the same evaluation forms as in those used in formal
assessments, in this case the forms are used as prompts for observations and interviews.

Technical Assessments are used at all sites surveyed as a part of the overall assessment
program. Technical assessments are in depth independent evaluations of the
effectiveness of the traditional safety disciplines, e.g., industrial hygiene, industrial
safety, health physics, waste management, emergency preparedness and fire prevention.
Some sites use an integrated team of safety professionals selected on the basis of the
work and hazards present. The team approach ensures the technical integrity of the
assessment process and reduces work interruptions. The team is also effective in
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assessing the standards and controls selected for safe work, and confirming that technical
requirements are adhered to in conducting the work. The frequency of these assessments
is often based on the level of hazards, the complexity of the operations, and the safety
record of the facility, building, or working group. Assessments in high hazard facilities
or sites are often annual; at other sites, once every three years. One site has attempted to
time these evaluations so that they are congruent with vertical assessments of a
department’s or division’s safety management program. In this way, an organizational
unit receives a complete picture of their effectiveness at doing work safely, from the
technical basis to safety program management. This comprehensive portrayal provides a
firm basis for evaluating and improving a group’s self assessment, including line
management overview and individual behavior and attitudes.

Safety Management Assessments are evaluations that address the adequacy of safety
management from the workplace to senior levels of line management. As such, senior
management is involved in the planning and conduct of these assessments. One site
establishes teams of peers and subject matter experts to evaluate a division’s or
department’s safety management. Some sites rely on external peer reviews to gather
information on how effectively the safety program is managed. In all cases, the scope of
these evaluations includes a program to track compliance with safety training '
requirements, evidence of management’s commitment, a safety structure for
disseminating information and implementing improvements at the working level, and a
lessons learned and self assessment program. The organizational structure is evaluated
for evidence that safety is integrated into the workplace and for clearly defined roles and
responsibilities. These assessments have greater value and impact on the organization if
the results are integrated with information from technical assessments and workplace self
assessments.

Contract Performance Assessment. Sites with performance based contracts are required
to prepare a formal annual report to DOE on how well their performance met the
expectations in the contract. Expectations include the usual performance indicators:
injury and illness data, chemical exposures over consensus thresholds, radiation worker
exposure data, radiation dose to the public and environment, waste management and
minimization data, environmental release data, and frequency of occurrence reports. Also
included in some cases are process measures designed to evaluate how well a site is
meeting the seven principles of ISMS. These data and the analytical information in the
annual report are verified and validated by an assessment conducted by site staff
independent of programmatic activity and of the ES&H organization. The resulting
report provides DOE a basis for evaluating the site’s program. The report is also useful
as input to DOE for designing its annual appraisal and to develop its operational
awareness activities.

Operational Awareness is the mechanism used by DOE to discharge its line management
responsibilities. At many sites, the Facility Representative Program performs this
function. At other operational awareness is distinct from facility representatives program.
Although information may be gathered by Facility Representatives, line management
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remains accountable for operational awareness. The amount of site/DOE interaction
varies, but DOE staff observe and, in some situations participate, in contractor ES&H
activities on site. Activities might include participating as observers during contractor
technical assessments , actively participating in establishing contract performance
measures and their validation, and in conducting safety and readiness reviews. DOE
Line ES&H Oversight Policy (DOE P 450.5) and Quality Assurance Order 5700.6C,
requires vigorous DOE operational awareness of its contractors activities, in conjunction
with a robust contractor assessment program. Both directives recognize that credible and
rigorous contractor assessment programs can reduce the extent and frequency formal
DOE assessments

DOE Annual Appraisals are conducted to assure DOE line management that work is
being conducted safely by contractors and, if it is not, that appropriate corrective -
improvements have been instituted. In the past, the scope of these assessments was often
based on rote compliance, with little regard for whether being fully compliant improved
safety practices and reduced hazards. More recently, the scope of these assessments has
been based on the principles and core functions of ISMS, which are more likely to result
in improved safety. There are clear expectations, often based on contract performance
measures, that focus on programs and systems rather than individual findings, and an
evaluation of the current status of programs in which internal or extemal assessment
demonstrated evidence of a pattern of unsafe practices.

A compilation of the information from each site responding to the survey is provided in
Attachment A. At the time of this report, May 1998, the points of contact for more
details on the assessment programs at sites contributing to the SPAT-15 report are listed
in Attachment B, “Directory for SPAT-15".
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GLOSSARY

Assessment. An evaluation of whether work conducted within DOE and contractor
organizations is being performed safely and in a manner that provides protection for
workers, the public, and the environment. Hence, the informational basis for an
assessment might come from any one or a combination of the following sources: reports
from internal assessments, including line management walk throughs; operational
awareness; performance measures; formal assessments; or independent and external
oversight. Assessment by an organization distinct from the one being evaluated, but
within the same corporate structure (DOE and contractor, in this case), is defined as an
objective assessment. Assessment by a regulatory entity, either internal (EH 2, EH 10) to
DOE or external (e.g., EPA), is referred to as independent. These appraisals are
distinguished by the fact that there is a potential for enforcement action.

Appraisal is often used as a synonym for assessment. In this report, the use of appraisal,
has been eschewed in favor of assessment.

Integration, an integrated assessment process refers to evaluations that are intimately
integrated into the work, management, and reporting activities of the organization being
evaluated. An integrated assessment coordinates assessment activities of all parties with
assessment responsibilities so that the disruption of work is minimized, a more complete
and comprehensive portrayal of the safety program is achieved, and the input from any
one assessor is enhanced by interaction with evaluators from other functional disciplines.

Line Manager. Any one in an organization with the responsibility and authority to
allocate resources, in the context of this report, for safety improvements.

Safety refers to safety in its broadest sense: protection of the worker, the public, and the
environment.
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ATTACHMENT A

Collection of Responses from Site Survey of Contractor Assessment Programs
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A

INDIVIDUAL WORKERS’ SELF ASSESSMENT

Employee Surveys

Program Description: The Laboratory has used formal employee surveys conducted through questionnaires to provide information to
Laboratory senior management. For example, the Laboratory Director contracted with an external polling firm to conduct a formal survey
of all Laboratory employees on a wide range of issues, including ES&H. A formal, anonymous questionnaire was developed and provided
to all employees. Nearly 55% of these were returned, a high return for a first time survey. The external polling firm collated the returned
surveys and provided statistical results for each division, directorate, and laboratory wide. Comparisons were provided of the results for
each question for each division versus directorate, versus laboratory wide, and laboratory wide versus comparable external organizations
that had completed similar formal surveys. These results were provided to line management for review and with development of action
plans as appropriate. In general, the results showed a high regard for the Laboratory’s ES&H program.

As another example, a set of questionnaires were utilized in a recently completed integrated Safety Management Assessment (ISM) to
provide feedback from workers as to how well ISM core functions are followed at the work level. One questionnaire was to be completed
by supervisors in discussion with their employees; the other set was completed anonymously. Each division manager was required to
provide the results of these surveys as part of their line management self-assessment. The results were collated by an ad hoc advisory
committee formed to perform an overall evaluation of the line management self-assessments and to provide a summary to report to
Laboratory senior management and the local DOE area office. Once again the results were, in general, highly favorable of the
Laboratory’s ES&H program. A few issues of concern were identified and recommendations made by the ad hoc advisory committee to
either obtain further information or to develop corrective action. Argonne National Laboratory

Organizational Level Immediate Purpose Program Attributes
Questionnaires were completed by individual The questionnaire results provide valuable Questionnaires provide a good
workers and returned either to an external information regarding workers’ perceptions source for worker feedback and
polling firm or to line managers. (4/VL) ~of the Laboratory and various policies and ‘perceptions. Development and

programs, including ES&H. (ANL) implementation of action plans in

response to concerns highlighted by
the questionnaires demonstrate line
management willingness to accept
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feedback and act on it. (ANL)

Individual Workers’ Self Assessment Employee Surveys

Program Description: o Behavioral Safety (BST) ' o Employee concerns/suggestions program under development
o Walkarounds Los Alamos National Laboratory '

Organizational Level Immediate Purposé Program Attributes
o Worker level (some) organizations piloting Observe work for conformance to safety o Behavior-based using Krauss
BST - other organizations have expended expectations (LANL) program
their management walk-arounds to include o BST did not fly at some key facilities

o Walk-arounds done with managers
or independently use some database

This worker participation is voluntary at this ' as managers (LANL)

time. (LANL) _

worker walk-arounds.

rogram Description: (Example: TAKE 2): Included as part of line management self assessment at ORNL.
(Oak Ridge National Laboratory) '

Organizational Level Immediate Purpose Program Attribute
no data provided (ORNL) no data provided (ORNL) no data provided (ORNL)

participating in formal self-assessments, walk-through inspections, monitored evaluations, peer verifications, safety observer, green card

Savannah River National Laboratory

\

Organizational Level Immediate Purpose . Program Attributes

Program Description (Example: TAKE 2: Individual workers are involved in many aspects of assessment at SRS, including conducting and

program, employee suggestions, and daily operator rounds. Guidelines for these programs are included in WSRC Manuals 1Q, 8Q, and 2S.
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Individual (SR)

All these programs are aimed at
improving site efficiency, employee
safety, environmental protection, and
compliance with company policy and
procedures. (SR)

Facilitates worker involvement
and builds trust and openness within
the organization. (SR)
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TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT

Employee Surveys

_Program liscription:ﬁl-‘he Laboratory forms ad hoc review teams or committees to perform special topic assessments in response to DOE
directives. In some cases DOE personnel will participate as review team members or will perform DOE reviews in parallel with the
Laboratory assessment. Examples of special topic assessments include various ES&H vulnerability studies associated with the storage or
handling of spent nuclear fuel, plutonium, highly enriched uranium, hazardous chemicals, and beryllium; an asbestos characterization
program; an on-site review of oil filled containers to determine those containing, or suspected to contain, PCB’s; potential environmental
vulnerabilities; and a recently concluded Integrated Safety Management Assessment. Most of these special assessments are unique, solitary
reviews that do not necessarily result in a series of repeated reviews. Tracking of corrective action status and recommended surveillance may
result. Fore some of the vulnerability studies performed across the DOE complex and coordinated by a special group formed within DOE,
unique checklists or survey forms are provided to be completed by the contracting organization. Argonne National Laboratory

Organizational Level Immediate Purpose Program Attributes
Laboratory senior management forms an ad The immediate purpose of such a special The use of ad hoc review teams
hoc review team which then performs the assessment is to provide a response to the demonstrates the Laboratory’s
detailed assessment. Line management specific DOE directive within the deadline flexibility in utilizing the unique
participates in these reviews through set by the directive. (ANL) talents and resources of its personnel.
providing requested information or Team members are often chosen based
performing internal self-assessments based on being subject matter experts on the
on guidelines provided by the ad hoc review area of review. Use of such experts
team. Team members are drawn from across fosters trust between DOE and the
Laboratory organizations based on needed Laboratory that ES&H issues are being
expertise. The team leader typically is from competently addressed. (ANL)

a programmatic organization and is assisted
by personnel provided by central support
organizations such as the ESH Division.
(ANL)

Program Description: (Example: Teams of peers and SME):
See Individual Workers Self Assessment and Ad hoc safety inspections. Los Alamos National Laboratory

Organizational Level Immediate Purpose _ Program Attributes
o Inc. Safety and Hygiene Group o Workplace inspections for various hazard o Unstructured in general
o Fire protection Group controls of interest to the specific o Often intermittent
o Waste Management Group disciplines. (LANL) o Corrective actions handled in a
o Safety Committees; Other ES&H Group ' variety of ways. (LANL)

-Laser Safety Critically, Electrical Safety
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(LANL)

10CFR835 Compliance Verification

Program Description: The Laboratory conducts triennial verification reviews of its compliance with 10CFR835. Organizations with
radiological and nuclear facilities are responsible for the having of reviews conducted for their facilities. Nuclear facilities must utilize
independent assessments as required by their 10CFR830.120 QA plans. Central support organizations such as the ESH Division can assist
in performing the 10CFR 835 reviews. A checklist has been drafted by the ESH Division as an aid in conducting the reviews. The results
of the reviews are provided to the heads of the involved organizations for development and implementation of corrective action.

(Argonne National Laboratory)
Organizational Level

Heads of organizations with radiological and
nuclear facilities are responsible for
arranging 10CFR835 compliance reviews.
Staff of those facilities typically will be used
to perform the reviews with possible
assistance from a central support
organization such as the ESH Division. For
the nuclear facilities, lead assessors
accredited by the Laboratory’s internal
accreditation process are preferred and at
least some of the reviewers must be
independent to satisfy the 10CFR830.120
QA plan requirements. Reports and findings
are provided to the organizational heads for
development and implementation of
corrective action. (ANL)

Immediate Purpose

The reviews provide evidence of compliance
with the requirements of 10CFR835 and will
identify deficiencies for corrective action.
(ANL)

Program Attributes

While driven by 10CFR835
requirements, the review program
provides an opportunity for
reinforcing line management
ownership of radiological and
nuclear facilities and the-
concomitant ES&H responsibilities.
It is especially important for line
management to accept and carry out
good radiological protection
practices rather than to rely upon

‘support organizations. (ANL)
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Line Management Walkabouts

Program Description: (Example: DuPont Chemical):
See Line Management Self-Assessment *“All Managers”

Los Alamo§ National Laboratory

Organizationél Level : Immediate Purpose Program Attributes
no data provided (LANL) . no data provided (LANL) ' no data provided (LANL)

Program Description (Example: DuPont Chemical): Management Overview Program and Facility Monitoring Program. Both of these
programs are designed to support a comprehensive self-assessment program that ensures key attributes of Conduct of Operations, Maintenance,
and Training are understood and are being effectively implemented in the facilities. WSRC manual 2S, (Procedures 5.12 & 5.13) provides
guidance for conduct of these programs. (Savannah River National Laboratory) '

Organizational Level Immediate Purpose Program Attributes
Senior Management The basic purpose of the programs is to Reinforces line management
Area Management identify both good performance and , responsibility for self-assessment and
Facility Management (SR) deficiencies, such that improvements can provides visible management leader-
be made. (SR) ' ship in self-assessment. (SR)
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Line Management Self Assessment

Program Description: The Laboratory’s Quality Assurance Program Plan requires line management to perform management and
independent assessments. Line management is annually required to submit to a schedule of planned assessments for next year and a
summary report of the actual assessments performed during the current year and their results. The schedules and summary reports are
provided to the Director of ESH & QA Oversight for preparation of an overall summary, including suggestions for further action, for
submission to the Laboratory Director.

These line management self-assessments can be used in combination with other categories of assessments. For example, as part of the
contract performance assessment for FY 97, the Laboratory performed a special Integrated Safety Management (ISM) Assessment to
compare policies and practices to the DOE ISM Policy. A significant portion of this assessment consisted o line management self-
assessment of organizational practices against the ISM guiding principles and core functions. Organizational heads then presented their
findings to an ad hoc advisory committee formed to provide a summary report and recommendations to Laboratory senior management and
the local DOE area office. (4rgonne National Laboratory)

Organizational Level Immediate Purpose Program Attributes
Each Associate Laboratory Director is The annual schedule and report provides The Laboratory reorganized and reduced
responsible for coordinating the assessments  necessary data to senior management as to the its central oversight organization in 1995
for the organizations in their directorate. number of assessments being performed, which in part to decrease line management’s
The head of each line organization is assessments were internal versus external, and reliance on this organization performing
responsible for scheduling, planning, and whether significant deficiencies have been assessments. Emphasis was placed on
performing the assessments, but may draw found. Senior management can utilize this the described process to reinforce line
upon subject matter experts from central information to provide better coordination of management acceptance of their respon-
support organizations for assistance. The external assessments with internal ones so sibilities for self-assessment, especially
Director of ESH & QA Oversight is as to avoid redundancies, to determine the to counter a belief that assessments are
responsible for providing guidance, general ~ degree to which a particular organization or conducted by “others”. (AR)
overview of the assessment process, and topic has been assessed so as to provide a
providing the Laboratory Director with a better balance of assessments, to determine
summary of the results. (4R) where senior management direction needs to

be provided to ‘ensure successful
completion of corrective actions, and to
determine if Laboratory policy needs
revision. (AR)
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Line Management Self Assessment ( 2 Formal Programs)

Program Description:

Organizational Level

o All managers (LANL)

lo Divisions and Institutional safety
program owners (e.g. Radiation
(Protection) (LANL)

0 Management walk-around (employee observations/interface)
o Safety Self-Assessment (Division and institutional analysis) (Los Alamos National Laboratory)

Immediate Purpose

0 management impact and knowledge

regarding the safety of their operation. (LANL)

o Institutional level status of important ES&H

performance. (LANL)

Program Attributes

0 Managers in the field focus on behavior

not workplace inspections.

o Focus on behavior not workplace

inspections

o Fault-free

o Results in Lab-wide database (LANL)

o All performance data (walk-arounds,
occurrences, performance indicators,
collected and analyzed.

o Summary reports to top management

o Corrective actions identified and
assigned.

o Database (issues management) captures
all performance data and categorizes into
ES&H areas of interest (Radiation
Protection worker Safety...)

o Issues binned into 8 ES&H areas.

(LANL)

established acceptable levels of risk.

Program Description: The Oak 'I-{idge National Laboratory (ORN-I:) Assessment f’rogram is a system of self-governance that drives
continuous improvement in all areas of Laboratory activity. The program measures the Laboratory’s ability to meet the expectations set by
law, regulation, DOE Order, and its own policies and procedures. Self governance is led by management at all levels but is the primary
responsibility of each line organization (Laboratory Divisions and Offices). This assumes that management knows the extent of their work
and the risks this work imposes on the organization and that management has created and implemented systems to mitigate the risks. It also
assumes that management periodically reviews the systems for currency and adequacy. Furthermore, it assumes that senior management has
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Tools: Laboratory Assessment Program Plan, ORNL/CF-94/55 and Laboratory Procedure X-QA-10, Self Assessment Programs

(Oak Ridge National Laboratory)

Line Management Self Assessment

Organizational Level

The ORNL Self Assessment Program
targets the Division and Office
Directors as the responsible and
accountable manager for imple-
menting self assessment. (ORNL)

Immediate Purpose

The goal of the Laboratory assessment
Program is to create and sustain a system of
Laboratory self-governance that drives
continuous improvement in all areas of
Laboratory activity. '

Working towards the goal creates an
organization that is more efficient and,
hopefully, more competitive. The
organizations also inherently ready for
external assessments and is less vulnerable
to external criticism. (ORNL)

Program Attributes

The Laboratory’s primary focus for
continuous improvement is a vigorous
program of self assessment that is led
by line management. Each programmatic
and overhead organization has a
self-assessment plan that recognizes the
extent of the organizations’ work
activities, the risks imposed by those
activities, and the systems implemented
to mitigate the risks. The plan contains
a schedule that prioritizes assessment
activities over a 3-year cycle. Each
organization reviews the plan annually
for currency and adequacy and documents
the years’ salient activities and lessons
learned. Embedded subject-matter experts
provide functional area guidance.
(ORNL)

Program Description: Assessments are conducted to demonstrate field adherence to WSRC policies and procedures as well as to foster continuous
improvement. Procedure Manual 12Q, Assessment Manual, and WSRC-SCD-4, Assessment Performance Objectives and Criteria, establish the
program for conducting assessments. WSRC-IM-96-147, Self- Assessment Handbook. Provides guidance for planning, conducting, and
documenting the results of assessments. The WSRC Assessment Process is a consistent, comprehensive, integrated assessment process which
employs Total Quality Management concepts supporting the SRS five imperatives of Safety, Disciplined Operations, Continuous Improvement, Cost
Effectiveness, and Teamwork. The process also provides for implementation of Management Assessments, in accordance with Criterion 9 of
10CFR830.120 and DOE Order 5700.6C, through management evaluation of assessment results. (Savannah River National Laboratory)
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Line Management Self Assessment

Organizational Level

The self-assessment procedures apply to all
levels of WSRC personnel and encompass
WSRC activities, functions, and operations
performed within each assessment unit. (SR)

Immediate Purpose

The purposes of the self-assessment
process are to: (1) foster continuous
improvement in the performance of WSRC
activities and development of WSRC products
and services, and (2) demonstrate ongoing
compliance, primarily through performance-
based verification and self-evaluation
techniques.

(SR)

Program Attributes

Reinforces line management responsibility for
self-assessment, provides visible management
leadership in self-assessment,, and builds trust
and openness within the organization. (SR)
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Management Verification

Program Description: The operating contractor uses a Board of Governors to provide operational and programmatic direction and oversight of the
Laboratory. The Board of Governors Safety Committee is used to ensure the Laboratory maintains an effective ES&H policy and program. The
Committee meets quarterly. Committee members perform safety tours and inspections of facilities, investigate specific,

issues, and monitor completion of corrective action. (4Argonne National Laboratory)

Organizational Level

The Board of Governors are appointed

by the University of Chicago, the

operating contractor for the Laboratory. The
members are separate from the Laboratory’s
organization. The Laboratory Director reports
to the Board of Governors. The Safety
Committee is a subgroup of the Board. (ANL)

Immediate Purpose

The Safety Committee serves as a focus
subgroup for ES&H issues and Laboratory
programs. It provides Board

oversight of Laboratory ES&H programs and
policy. The Safety and Environment
Committee performs assessments at its

discretion.
(ANL)

Progrém Attributes

The Safety and Environment, Committee
reinforces contractor responsibility for ES&H
programs and policies, including self-
assessments. (ANL)

Program Description: (Examples: External Peer Review, Vertical Slice):

o Ad hoc (e.g. Ors, Hardous Assessments by Lab orgs for SAR etc. ) .

o Malcolm Baldridge (Los Alamos National Laboratory)

Organizational Level

o Ad hoc ??7? at organizational/facility level
o Baldridge at top level (LANL)

Immediate Purpose

o Start-up and restart of facilities (LANL)

Program Attributes

o Follows DOE guidance

o Lacks integration with other
assessment activities-value-added
Not clear due to after-the-fact
reporting and no observable link of
management actions to Baldridge
criteria. (LANL)

Program Descrlptlon (Examples: External Peer Review, Vertical Slice):
Senior management’s self-assessment of the Laboratory is performed through focused technical audits and management assessments of the

individual business units (divisions and ofﬁces) that make up the Laboratory. (Oak Ridge National Laboratory)
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Management Verification

Organizational Level

The primary vehicle of internal assessment, the
Internal ESH&Q Integrated Management
Assessment, is a peer review of the management
systems, at the division/office level, in place to
manage risk and to improve operations. (ORNL)

Immediate Purpose

The primary thrust of internal assessments is to
verify that performance meets expectations and
that management systems are in place to manage
risk and to improve operations.

(ORNL)

Program Attributes

This activity is led by a division office-level
manager from a directorate outside of the
appraised division or office. The team consists
of subject matter experts appropriate for the
organization’s work activities. The peer review
aspect facilitates ownership and sharing of

“lessons learned. The prospect of second

guessing by subsequent external audit forces a
no-nonsense but fair review. The DOE site
office no longer performs this type of review
because of the quality of the process and

~ deliverables. The final report is sent to the

Laboratory Deputy Director and is published on
the Laboratory web site. This activity examines
all laboratory divisions and offices on a 3-year
cycle or more often if requested by the
organization manager.

(ORNL)

Program Description: (Examples: External Peer Review, Vertical Slice): Management Evaluations and conducted annually by management.
WSRC Manual 12Q, Procedure ME-1, provides the basis and format to be utilized in conducting the evaluations. This program focuses on the use of
evaluative processes to understand assessment results and to determine what those results mean relative to the performance of the assessment unit or
functional program. (Savannah River National Laboratory)

Organizational Level

Facility and Program Management (SR)

Immediate Purpose

To interpret assessment results and make
intelligent decisions regarding improvement
actions for assessment units or functional
programs. (SR)

Program Attributes

Reinforces line management responsibility for
self-assessments, and fosters continuous
improvement. (SR)
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Alndependent Verification and Validation

Program Description: 1) The Laboratory maintains two standing committees to perform biennial reviews of ES&H programs at its accelerator and
nuclear facilities. The committee reviews are not detailed or compliance oriented and typically consistent of presentations by facility staff or document
review. For example, a committee is to be presented with a summary of the assessments performed at a facility since the last committee review, the
assessments’ findings, and the status of corrective actions. The committee can then form a subcommittee as needed to further investigate details.
Inspections tours are conducted at the discretion of the committees. 2) The Laboratory’s nuclear facilities are required to conduct periodic independent
QA assessments by their 10CFR830.120 QA plans. Each facility must arrange for its own reviews, but Laboratory central support organizations, such
as the ESH Division, can be requested to assist. Detailed compliance checklists can be compiled to assist in performing these assessments. Also, the
Laboratory has developed an internal lead assessor accreditation process based on the Nuclear Quality Systems Auditor Training Handbook prepared by
the Education and Training Committee of the Energy Division of the American Society for Quality Control. Nuclear facilities are urged to utilize
accredited lead assessors e independent QA assessments. The results of the assessments are provided to the facility managers for corrective action and
to Laboratory senior management. (4rgonne National Laboratory)

Organizational Level

1) The standing safety committees for
accelerator and nuclear facilities report to the
Laboratory Director. Committee members are
drawn from the various organizations operating
the facilities and from central support
organizations to ensure a good mix of
operational requirements expertise. The reviews
are usually conducted at the facilities and
involve presentations by facility management.
Findings are reported to the facility management
for corrective action and to the Laboratory
Director. 2) Nuclear facility managers arrange
for the independent QA assessments. Results
are reported to them for corrective action and to
Laboratory senior management. (ANL)

Immediate Purpose

1) The purpose of the standing committee
reviews is to confirm to the Laboratory Director
that effective ES&H programs are in effect and
are being carried out at accelerator and nuclear
facilities. A secondary purpose is share
information and good administrative or
operational practices between facilities. 2) The
nuclear facilities are required to perform the
independent QA assessments in order to comply
with 10CFR830.120. In addition to satisfying
this compliance requirement, the QA assessment
can provide useful information to facility
managers on QA program status in their
facilities.

(ANL)

Program Attributes

1) The involvement of facility managers and
workers in the standing Laboratory safety
committees fosters increased understanding of
ES&H programs and how best to ensure
effective implementation.

2) Assigning the responsibility for the QA
assessments to facility managers reinforces their
ownership of the facilities and their concomitant
ES&H stewardship responsibilities. (4/NL)
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Building/Facility Safety and Health Inspections

Program Description: All Laboratory buildings and facilities are required to be inspected at least biannually for compliance with ES&H
requirements. This is a “hybrid” assessment program as it has aspects from both line management self-assessment and independent
verification/validation. Each organization is responsible for performing inspections of the building spaces “owned” by the organization. However, the
ESH Division, as a central support organization, also is responsible for conducting annual safety inspections of Laboratory buildings and facilities. As
a result, at least one joint annual safety inspection is held by ESH and organization personnel. The organizations “owning” a space are responsible for
identifying deficiencies, maintaining a list of identified deficiencies, and developing and implementing corrective actions. In addition, the ESH
Division is responsible for maintain a deficiency list of all deficiencies found during the annual ESH safety inspection. However, the ESH Division is
not responsible for developing and implementing corrective actions. The list of deficiencies found by ESH during its inspection is forwarded to the
appropriate organization to develop and implement corrective action. The organization is also responsible for reporting status of corrective actions to
the ESH Division until completion. If a joint inspection has been held, the same deficiency list can be used, but post-inspection reporting to the ESH
Division of corrective action status is still conducted. (4Argonne National Laboratory) :

Organizational Level Immediate Purpose Program Attributes

Each organization below an Associate The inspections focus on compliance with - Reinforcement of organizational ownership of
Laboratory Director is responsible for inspecting ES&H requirements related to workplace the workplace is fostered by the organizational
their “owned” spaces at least twice a year. The  hazards. General housekeeping, machine inspections. The ESH Division safety
organizations are responsible for developing guards, properly grounded electrical hand tools,  inspections ensure continued compliance with
inspection procedures, scheduling the use of GFCI electrical outlets, safety interlocks,  workplace ES&H requirements. The deficiency
inspections, and taking corrective action on and similar items were inspected. These list also highlights problems that have not been
deficiencies. These inspections are considered a  inspections are similar likened to an OSHA corrected over long periods and that are
line assessment responsibility. In addition, the workplace inspection. Noncompliances and recurrent. This can provide useful data for
ESH Division is responsible for an annual safety hazardous conditions are identified for corrective evaluating funding priorities. (4ANL)
inspection of all buildings and facilities. The action. :
ESH Division inspections can be conducted (ANL)

jointly with a scheduled organizational
inspection or can be performed separately. The
DSH Division maintains a separate list of all
deficiencies found during an ESH Division
safety inspection and organizations are required
to report status of corrective actions to the ESH
Division. The Laboratory Director and Chief
Operations Officer are scheduled to participate
in a safety inspection at least monthly. Other
managers participate at their discretion. (4ANL)
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Independent Verification and Validation
Program Description: o Internal Independent Assessment (Audits and Assessments)
o See Contract Performance Assessment ‘ :
Organizational Level Immediate Purpose Program Attributes

Organization with direct reporting to the o Independent Assessment of ES&H oMeets 10CFR 830.120 QA requirements for
Director. : performance. (LANL) independent assessment function
(LANL) _ o Performance-based (i.e., focus on behavior)

o SME:s performs assessments. (LANL)

Program Description: Laboratory personnel in the functional areas of environment, safety, health, and quality (ESH&Q) conduct focused
assessments in their respective disciplines to assure that expectations are being met. (Oak Ridge National Laboratory)

, Organizational Level Immediate Purpose Program Attributes

The target areas are those ESH&Q activities The goal is to provide assurance that The subject matter experts provide line
within the jurisdiction of the division or office expectations established by law, rule, permit, personnel and management assessments of the
director. The subject matter experts come from  etc. are being met. (ORNL) ' status of ESH&Q compliance. In addition to
the Office of Environmental Compliance and ' identifying areas for programmatic
Documentation, Office of Laboratory Protection, ‘ ~ improvement, the subject matter experts are
Office of Operational Readiness and Facility : available to assist the line with recommendations
Safety, Office of Quality Programs, Office of and guidance for improvement. This activity
Radiation Protection, and the Office of Safety also evaluates the effectiveness of ESH&Q
and Health Protection. (ORNL) : discipline support provided to the line

organization. (ORNL)

Program Description: Independent Verification and Validation Program is speciﬁed in WSRC Manuals 1Q, 12Q, and 2S. These programs all
provide a high degree of reliability in ensuring correct facility operation. (Savannah River National Laboratory)

Organizational Level Immediate Purpose Program Attributes
Facility Evaluation Boards To provide a high degree of reliability in Facilitating worker involvement and building
Facility Workers (SRNL) ensuring correct facility operation. (SRNL) trust and openness within the organization.

‘ (SRNL)
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- DOE Operational Awareness

Program Description: o Facility Reps
o Local Office participation in Lab ES&H management (“OWG” meetlngs) (Los Alamos National Laboratory)
Organizational Level Immediate Purpose Program Attributes

o Principal Nuclear Facilities o Day-to-day oversight by facility Reps o Corrective Action disposition not well defined
o Program charter not well defined

o Top Management (LANL) 0 DOE input to Laboratory ES&H decision o Local area manager participates on lab ES&H |
making body. (LANL) governing body (OWG) (LANL)

Program Descrlptlon DOE Operational Awareness at SRS is primarily through Facility Representative Program and Program Rev1ews All
Divisions/Facilities have assigned facility representatives who routinely monitor facility performance.

Organizational Level Immediate Purpose Program Attributes
DOE Facility Representatives (SRS) To ensure that the contractor complies with Satisfies DOE contractor oversight
contract requirements and conducts operations in  responsibility.

a manner which protects facility workers, the (SRS)
environment and the public. (SRS) :
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Collection and Trending of Injury Statistics

Program Description: Recordable injuries, both with and without lost workdays, are reported, investigated, and the injury rate trended. The
collection and trending of injury statistics is a “hybrid” assessment program involving aspects of both workplace self-assessment and contract
performance assessment. The current operating contract is performance based within ES&H performance measure being reportable injury and lost
workday rates. Organizations report recordable injuries and lost workdays to the ESH Division, a central support organization, for collection and
trending. The ESH Division issues quarterly reports to each Associate Laboratory Director. Overall injury rates are determined quarterly as input to

the performance measure.
(Argonne National Laboratory)

Organizational Level

Each division (or equivalent) is responsible for
reporting injuries to the ESH Division and for
investigating the cause(s) of the injuries. The
ESH Division collects the data and provides
periodic reports to senior management and to
line management. Minor injuries are
investigated at the supervisor level. Recordable
injuries are required to be investigated at the
division level. Class I or II accidents require a
special Laboratory investigation. (ANL)

Immediate Purpose

The injury statistics provide input for one of
many ES&H performance measures contained in
the current operating contract. The data also
provide input to the DOE computerized
accident/incident investigation report system
(CAIRS) and the OSHA 200 log. (ANL)

Program Attributes

Evaluation of injury statistic trends can provide
useful input for developing new Laboratory
safety programs and policies or redirecting
existing programs. As a performance measure it
is most useful when benchmarked against
comparable organizations outside the
government. (ANL)

49




'

Contract Performance Assessment

Organizational Level

o Top Management (LANL)‘

Flgrogram Description: oAppendix F Performance Measures (Los Alamos National Laboratory)

Immediate Purpose

Review progress toward contract goals. (LANL)

Program Attributes

o Quarterly review and yearly recap

o Independent validation and DOE/UC review
o Efforts to integrate with other performance
assurance activities. (LANL)

(Oak Ridge National Laboratory)

Organizational Level
The data custodians are responsible for
tracking and reporting their data. Depending
on the performance measure, a data custodian
may be a manager or an individual
contributor and may work within any area of
the company.
The Office of Quality Services provides an
Industrial Statistician who assists in all
statistical calculations, writes the annual
implementation plan, compiles periodic status
presentations, and compiles the annual report.
LMER Senior Management actively oversees
the performance measures and when

Immediate Purpose
The immediate purpose is to use performance
measurements to continuously improve
contractor performance. The measurements also
provide a basis for evaluating contractor
performance. Instead of having multiple DOE

-assessments each year to determine contractor

performance, one annual assessment is now
performed. During this annual assessment, DOE
evaluates the contractor by examining the
performance based on the contract measures and
their corresponding goals, focusing attention on
those areas where performance does not meet
expectations. (ORNL)

Program Description: The LockheedMartin Energy Research, Inc. (LMER)-Department of Energy contract, being performance-based, provides for
the use of performance measurements to promote continuous improvement and provides a basis for evaluating contractor performance. The annual
implementation plan (1) defines the performance measures agreed to as part of the contract, (2) establishes the process for setting standards of
performance, (3) provides a process for revising or establishing new performance measures, and (4) defines the reporting process.

The plan reflects performance measures that relate directly to LMER and the Department of Energy strategic objectives and are measures of outcomes
or results. They are managerial indicators consisting of peer review evaluation scores and composites of data expressed as summaries, ratios, or
indices, and they reflect top level organizational or functional measures of results. The measures in this plan do not replace or eliminate subordinate
process-level performance measures that are maintained and used by organizations to control and improve the performance of their processes.

Program Attributes
Long-range benefits of the program are that the
contractor will make proactive business decisions
on the basis of systematic, objective information
rather than on opinions, spot checks, and
perceptions. Contractors will improve their skills
at measuring, at interpreting the measured results,
and in improving the systems which produce
these results.
LMER is striving to have well-defined measures
providing data that the contractor can use to
manage the operations and directly relate to the
company’s strategic goals. (ORNL)
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I N
necessary, ensure that actions are taken to

improve performance. (ORNL)

Contract Performance Assessment

Organizational Level

Senior Management (Levels 1, 2, and 3)
(SR)

Immediate Purpose

Determine performance opposite AOP

Program Description: Award Fee Period Assessments are conducted every six months to determine performance against the terms of the operating
contract, and Annual Operating Plan milestones. (Savannah River National Laboratory)

Program Attributes

Building trust and openness within the

Milestones and provide self-assessment feedback organization and valuable contractor perspective

to DOE for use in the Award Fee evaluation.
(SR)

“of performance opposite the contract
requirements. (SR)

51




DOE Annual Assessment

Program Description: DOE conducts assessments of various site programs each year. (Savannah River National Laboratory)

 Organizational Level Immediate Purpose
DOE-SR » To determine program effectiveness and to
DOE-HQ (SR) provide DOE Line Oversight of contractor

activities. (SR)
Program Description: ESH assessment (or assessments) (Los Alamos National Laboratory)

Organizational Level Immediate Purpose

o All organizations impacted. (LANL) DOE knowledge and identification of ES&H
‘ : status. (LANL)

Program Attributes

Provides independent validation of contractor
performance. (SR)

Program Attributes

o Performance objectives and criteria change
every year.

o Generally performance-based.

o Better Lab interface both before and during the
assessment process. (LANL)

Program Description: DOE Oak Ridge Operations conducts annual ES&H assessments of the ORNL LMER operations. These are programmatic
reviews. The programs to be reviewed are chosen based on for-cause, poor performance indicators, program observations, results of other external
reviews, contractor self-assessments, headquarters program input, etc. (Oak Ridge National Laboratory)

Organizational Level Immediate Purpose Program Attributes
DOE Oak Ridge Operations -- Office of Ensure that contractor ES&H programs are being The reviews are conducted by DOE subject
Environment, Safety, Health, and Quality conducted in accordance with DOE/regulatory matter experts from the site office, Oak Ridge

personnel perform the assessments. (ORNL) requirements. (ORNL)

Operations office, and DOE Headquarters
program offices. The review is not a compliance
assessment but rather a review to determine if
the contractor ES&H line programs are in place,
if they are adequate, and if they are being
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Work Place Self Assessment

Program Description: (Example: Teams of peers and SME): ALARA Review Program, Post Maintenance Critiques, Periodic Review of Policy and
Procedures. WSRC Manual 8Q, 2S, and 5B provide guidance requirements. (Savannah River National Laboratory) -

Organizational Level _ Immediate Purpose : Program Attributes
Personnel responsible for operating, To reduce radiation exposure to personnel and Facilitating worker involvement and building
maintaining, or supporting operations. improve the conduct of Maintenance activities.  trust and openness within the organization. (SR) |
(SR) |  (SB) '
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Independent Verification and Validation

Program Description: This program can be viewed from two perspectives. One of these is the DOE independent review of DOE activities and the

other can be DOE independent review of the contractor. The former per Dr. O’Toole can only be performed by the EH oversight organization in HQ.

The latter is performed by DOE line organizations that look at contractor activities to include their self assessment programs, work activities,
verification of closure of assessment actions, surveillances performed by DOE line organizations, etc. (Oak Ridge National Laboratory)

Organizational Level | Immediate Purpose
DOE over DOE | - DOE over DOE
EH Field Site Representatives and EH HQ Provide DOE top level management confidence
Oversight Organization : that DOE line organizations are performing

adequate oversight of the contractor.
DOE over contractor
DOE Field line organizations (ORNL)

DOE over contractor

Increase the confidence level by DOE field
elements that the contractor is meeting
requirements and performing activities as
specified and agreed upon per contract. (ORNL)

Program Attributes -

DOE over DOE
Independence from DOE Line organizations

DOE over contractor
DOE line involvement (ORNL)
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Attachment B

SPAT-15 Directory

Name Org. E-mail Phone Fax Role*
SPAT 15 Sponsors

Morrow, Emil DP emil. morrow@dp.doe.gov 202-586-5530 202-586-8005 \'iJ
Nolan, Dick OAK RHNolan@lbl.gov 510-486-4345 510-486-4710

Rosselli, Robert RL robert_m_rosselli@rl.gov 509-372-4005 509-372-4532
Sturdivant, Maggie EH maggie.sturdivant@eh.doe.gov 301-903-0078 301-903-0557

Todd, Tom LAAO dvigil@doe.lanl.gov 505-667-5105 505-665-1718

SPAT 15 Members

Bartley, Jack LBNL JCBartley@lbl.gov 505-486-4191 510-486-7488 Chair
Bell, Gerry RL gerald_m_gerry_bell@rl.gov 509-376-0680 509-376-6621 W
Bennett, John RMRS, L.L.P. john.bennet@rfets.gov 303-966-7911

Bennett, Rick RF rick.bennett@rfets.gov 303-966-8155 303-966-7447

Billups, Charlie (D) ER charles.billups@oer.doe.gov 301-903-4097 301-903-7047
Blackwood, Ed EH Ed.Blackwood@hq.doe.gov 301-903-0124 301-903-0129
Boardman, Karen (D) AL kboardman@doeal.gov 505-845-7275 505-845-5810

Carlson, Fred CONS fncarlson@aol.com 208-529-1888 208-529-1889 W
Carnes, Earl earl.cames@hq.doe.gov 301-903-0077 301-903-0557 \i
Christensen, Roger RL roger_F_Christensen@rl.gov (509)372-4900 )

Clendenning, Randy SR randall.clendenning@srs.gov 803-725-5013 803-725-5133
Crawford, Tim CH timothy.crawford@ch.doe.gov 630-252-2436 " 630-252-2361
Danielson, Bud (M) EH bud.danielson@hq.gov 301-903-2954 301-903-6172 w
Day, Rich EH-33 richard.day@eh.doe.gov 301-903-8371 301-903-6172
Donnelly, Jim OR yxz@ornl.gov 423-574-6260 423-576-0746

Evans, Robert EH-53 robert.evans@eh.doe.gov 301-926-7596 301-926-9826 S
Everson, Robert OH Bob.Everson@em.doe.gov 937-865-3768 937-865-4402

Gavrilas, Maria EM maria.gavirilas-guinn@em.doe.gov 202-586-2232 202-586-2974 w
Glowienka, John DOE/ORO jpg@ORNL.gov 423-576-7317 423-574-9275 W, S
Green, Rick EH-2 richard.goreen(@hq.doe.gov w
Greenaugh, Kevin kevin.greenaugh@dp.doe.gov 301-903-5709

Graf, Pete WSRC

Hicks, Bill DP45/LMTO William.L.Hicks@dp.doe.gov 301-903-6322 301-903-8754 W
Hillman, Mike EH michael.hillman@eh.doe.gov 301-903-3568 301-903-8817

Hensley, Bill DP willic.hensley@dr.doe 301-903-6582 301-903-6744
Hernandez, Paul RL Paul_R_Hernandez@rl.gov 509-376-2209 509-376-0621

Janda, Jack J. CEHS, Inc. cehsinc@aol.com 515-438-2347 515-438-2799
Kokenge, Bernard BRK Assoc. bernjoy@msn.com 937-696-2939 937-696-2192
Kornegay, Frank ORNL kornegayfc@orni.gov 423-574-6688 423-576-8739

Kunich, Mitch (M) NEV Kunich@nv.doe.gov 702-295-1001 702-295-0625

Larsen, Diane DP diane.larsen@dp.doe.gov 301-903-7316 301-903-8754

Lewin, Ted Smalyst telewin@sonalysts.com 301-417-9774 301-417-9775

Lorenzi, Lloyd PETC lorenzi@fetc.doe.gov 412-892-6159 412-892-6127

Loud, Jim (M) LANL jloud@lanl.gov 505-667-2525 505-665-8420 W, S
Martin, John 1D martinjr@inel.gov 208-526-1386

McCarty, Louis SRS louis.mccarty(@srs.gov 803-952-9665 803-952-8295 W, S
McCaughey, William Weston william.mccaughey%er@mailgw.er.doe.gov | 301-208-6825 301-208-6801 w
McKiel, Mary EPA mckiel. mary@epamail.epa.gov 202-260-3584 202-260-0178

Morgan, Barbara OR bmorgan@cebaf.gov 757-269-7139 757-269-7146

Nguyen, Van ER van.nguyen{@oer.doe.gov 301-903-3976 301-903-7047

Jeff Paris ORNL parisjs@ornl.gov 423-241-2006 423-576-3853

Pile, Phil BNL pile@bnl.gov 516-344-4643 516-344-5954

Rankin, Brent SRS brent.rankin@srs.gov )

Reason, James UM reason@psy.man.ac.uk 44-1663-762406 | 44-1663-7655816
Rohwer, Paul ORNL rohwerps@ornl.gov 423-576-2083 423-574-3036

Runkle, Gene AL grunkle@doeal.gov 505-845-5087 505-845-6195

Scott, Walter RL/ESH walter_b_scott@rl.gov 509-372-1832 509-376-6621

Tracy, Terry EM terrance.tracy@em.doe.gov 301-903-2173

Tuccinardi, Tom NN Tom.Tuccinardi@hq.doe.gov 301-903-2484 301-903-5114
Wreathall, John TWWF Jwrthall@aol.com 614-791-9264 614-791-9264
Wynveen, Bob ANL rwynveen@anl.gov 630-252-3325 630-252-5778 S
Yanek, Joe SRS joe.yanek@srs.gov

Zook, Creig creig.zook(@ch.doe.gov

* W indicates contributed to the writing and editing; S indicates responded to the site survey. All participated in conference calls and meetings.
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Attachment C

Summary of Current Activities/Issues Related to SPAT 15 Task

Line ES&H Oversight Pilot: The purpose of this activity is to establish and demonstrate the
implementation of an integrated (i.e., team) approach to line management assessments of
contractor ES&H performance. The level of assessment activity is limited to that necessary
to provide confidence in the adequacy of the contractor self assessments and ES&H
management.

Line ES&H Oversight Policy: The purpose of this activity is to capture the lessons learned
from the Pilot and other studies in policy that ensures line ES&H assessment is conducted in
a cost-effective, coordinated and efficient manner that appears seamless to the contractors.
This policy defines in broad terms the roles and responsibilities of DOE Headquarters
Programs, DOE Field and Site Offices, and the Contractor in assessment activities.

Guide on Attributes of Effective Implementation : The purpose of this activity is to provide
guidance on the application of Work Smart principles to the implementation of agreed upon
standards. It includes attributes related to the development of performance measures and the
conduct of self-assessments.

Benchmarking Study of Self-Assessment Processes and Programs in Private Industry: The

purpose of this study was to identify common elements of superior programs and best
practices. A draft white paper, "Applying Industry Best Practices to Improve Self-
Assessment Within the Department of Energy," was circulated on December 20 1996.

In spite of the success of these and other initiatives related to self-assessments, a common
understanding of the goals, objectives and underlying rationale for self-assessments has not
been communicated across the complex. For example, the following issues remain
unresolved for a broad body of personnel across the complex.

1. When a line manager conducts a "self-assessment" on the plant floor, so to speak, is
he/she assessing his/her own performance as a manager, conducting a self-assessment of
the performance of the organization for which he is responsible, or conducting an
independent (validating) assessment of his/her subordinates' self-assessments? Is there a
hierarchical structure to the process of self-assessments, where, for example, each higher
organizational level a) assesses the work done by individuals at that level, and/or b)
independently validates the assessments done by the lower levels? Is there a difference in
purpose between independent assessments and line oversight?

2. Isthere a relationship between continuous self-assessments and discrete self-assessment
events or activities, or between self-assessments done by workers and managers on an
individual basis and as members of teams? What is the scope and purpose of each of
these forms of self-assessment?
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3. How are assessment of compliance with applicable requirements and assessment for
opportunities to improve performance reflected in the various kinds of self-assessment
activities?

Addressing compliance as an explicit objective of self-assessment will require
consideration of what constitutes a "requirement" at the different organizational levels.
Clearly it is management’s responsibility to ensure that statutory, regulatory, and
contractual requirements are met. This is usually done by establishing design, operating,
and administrative controls and work procedures that "implement" the requirements, and
by training personnel in the content and purpose of the controls and procedures applicable
to their employment. Craft workers are usually intimately familiar with the controls and
procedures that apply to their work, but may not know of or understand the underlying
statutory, regulatory, or contractual requirements. Consequently, self-assessments done
by craft workers or by teams consisting largely of craft workers might be limited to
confirming compliance with the applicable controls and procedures, identifying better
ways of implementing the controls and procedures, and possibly identifying appropriate
changes to the controls and procedures. Self-assessments done at higher organizational
levels might address program compliance with statutory, regulatory, and contractual
requirements and better ways of developing design, operating and administrative controls,
or training employees. The Department would benefit from an examination of the
possible differences in scope and purpose of self-assessments done at different

- organizational levels.
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Key Attributes of Industry Self-Assessment

Management commitment to self-assessment process
Comunicate expectations clearly
Provide visible leadership
Act on what you find
Publicize results

Worker involvement
Sense of ownership
Empowered to perform self-assessment
Actively participate

Continuous improvement culture
Climate of trust - don’t shoot the messenger
Technically inquisitive and questioning attitude
All levels are accountable for self-assessment _
Credit for self-identification of strengths and weaknesses
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