DOE (Defense Programs)

QA Lessons Learned and Best Practices Review Program - Site Visit Summary


Site Visited: Savannah River Site, 1/23/01 – 1/25/01

Background/Purpose of the Visit:

The Department of Energy has committed to the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB) that it will proactively review programmatic and systemic implementation of Quality Assurance (QA) requirements across the complex.

Defense Programs has initiated a QA Lessons Learned and Best Practices review that includes the following sites: Savannah River, Oak Ridge Y-12, Nevada Test Site, Los Alamos Nuclear Laboratory, Lawrence Livermore Nuclear Laboratory, and Pantex.  Representatives from these sites attended a QA Workshop sponsored by DP-45, held in Gaithersburg, Maryland in December 2000.  During the workshop, a composite list of QA Lessons Learned and Best Practices was developed and adopted.  This list will be used as a benchmarking tool during site visits, and is attached to this report.

A team consisting of DOE, DOE M&O, and support contractor personnel as appropriate will visit each site to review a specific Structure, System, or Component (SSC) in order to determine the degree of implementation of QA Lessons Learned and Best Practices for a specific project.  The particular SSC to be reviewed will be selected by the host site, and will be selected from the site’s listing of SSC’s provided in response to DNFSB Recommendation 2000-2, Configuration Management, Vital Safety Systems.  Visit team members are drawn from the December QA Workshop attendee list.  The team will also use the visits as an opportunity to identify additional Best Practices and to communicate these across the DP complex.

Project Reviewed: Tritium Facility Modernization & Consolidation Project (TFM&C)

SSC Reviewed: HT-TCAP (Thermal Cycling Absorption Process) Glovebox

SSC Functional Class: Safety Significant

SSC Safety Functions:

· Provide physical barriers to mitigate tritium releases,

· Prevent formation of flammable gasses, and

· Prevent deflagration.

Overview of the SSC reviewed:

The HT-TCAP glovebox, being installed in Building 233-H as part of the TFM&C project, houses process equipment and controls used to separate hydrogen isotopes and capture resultant tritium.  The glovebox provides the structural support required by the process system equipment and provides a secondary containment function for the process.  The project is currently under construction and the glovebox was reviewed in the fabrication phase.  Additionally, portions of Building 233-H were reviewed to better understand the future physical installation of the glovebox and the existing, interfacing systems involved in the project.

Site Visit Team Members:

· Thomas Rotella, P.E., DOE DP-45 (Visit Team Leader)

· Craig Barnes, Bechtel Nevada

· Frank Denny, BWXT Y-12

· Yun Chang, LLNL – University of California

· Mike Jones, XL Associates, Inc., DP-45 Support Consultant

A DNFSB staff representative, William Yeniscavich, also attended the SRS visit.

The Site Hosts for the visit were Dan Zweifel, DOE-SRS and Bruce Garrow, WSRC.

Review Methodology:

Visit team members were assigned specific scopes of review based on their experience and areas of expertise.  In addition to the team members listed above, Dan Zweifel (DOE-SRS) participated in the review.

Upon arrival at the site, security badging of the visit team members was handled expeditiously.  The site prepared an extensive presentation for the benefit of the visit team in order to provide project indoctrination material and to introduce key members of the project team.  Additionally, the site provided a dedicated working area to the team for the duration of the visit.

The team review consisted of personal interviews with project personnel, physical inspection of the SSC and the facility, and applicable document reviews.  For specific List elements that could not be observed directly due to the status of the project (i.e., glovebox not yet installed), examples of similar implementation and programmatic requirements were observed.

The selected SSC was reviewed using the “Composite Listing – Lessons Learned and Best Practices” benchmarking tool (the “List”) previously described.  The areas of review were organized as shown below:

· General Applicability

· Translation of Design Requirements into Procurement Specifics

· Procurement (Including Manufacturing and Fabrication)

· Receipt Inspections

· Assembly/Installation/Construction

Additionally, the area of design development was reviewed during the visit and applicable Lessons Learned/Best Practices have been added to the benchmarking list.

Visit Results and Observations:

For the TFM&C glovebox project specifically and within the scope of the quality assurance areas reviewed (see detailed list attached), usage of the recommended Lessons Learned/Best Practices and compliance with the associated DOE QA criteria was excellent.

Several notable examples of implementation of the recommended Lessons Learned/Best Practices are given below.

Project Management Commitment to QA and Integrated Safety Management System Principles Within the DOE and M&O Organizations.

The site clearly demonstrated its commitment to QA and to Integrated Safety Management during the visit.  This commitment was made evident by management support of the visit, the project support systems in-place, and by the responses of project personnel interviewed.  For example, when a team member asked the Central Shops Supervisor for a specific document, the document was brought up electronically on the SHRINE system by accessing a menu displaying the five core ISMS functions.  The supervisor was completely comfortable working through these functions and the system provided a direct linkage between daily activities and ISMS principles.

Pride In Work at All Levels and Within All Organizations Observed.

All visit team members noted the pride in the project at all levels reviewed.  Each person interviewed was eager to “tell the project story” from their own perspective.  A craftsman was observed as he brought a suggestion for improvement of a welding setup directly to the Central Shops Supervisor and the Lead Field Engineer.  The suggestion was evaluated and accepted.  This observation demonstrated the open communications and pride in the work apparent in the project.  The workspaces in the Central Shops area where the gloveboxes were being fabricated were clean and orderly and the workmanship in the gloveboxes appeared to be of a very high level.

Forward Thinking and Collaborative Planning Processes for the Project Using a Team Based Multi-Discipline Approach.

The project demonstrated the benefits of a team-based approach to planning and project execution.  Extensive pre-planning efforts were documented and included personnel from Engineering, Construction, QA, Operations, Design Authority (System Engineering), and Procurement.  The TFM&C project team conducted a formal Lessons Learned evaluation from similar past projects and the methods of implementing the lessons learned were documented.  Each major activity prepared a Plan for the project.  Examples included the Project Engineering Plan and the Project Construction Plan.

An example of forward thinking was Construction’s plan to conduct a mock turnover walkdown on the glovebox modules prior to shipping them from the Central Shops facility to Building 233H.  While not required, the walkdown was expected to test modules to extent practicable and to uncover potential problems before the modules were in-place in the building.  This process is expected to facilitate the final walkdown for turnover from Construction to Startup and Operations.

Extensive use of linked information databases such as the SHRINE system to make information on all aspects of the project available to project team members.

Members of the visit team noted the extensive use of computer databases for project functions.  Computer information systems such as the SHRINE system were readily available for use throughout the project.  One visit team member was so impressed by the software developed for the procurement data information system that he asked for and received a copy to implement at his home site.  Inputs and updates of the databases were timely and the project team had developed a widespread dependence on the linked information systems to perform their daily work.  The information systems used for system design provided the capability to perform direct material take-offs and evaluation of physical changes.  The status of project design and construction was available to the project team and was used as a communication tool for tracking open items, non-conformances, priorities, and resolution of issues.

Visit Team Recommendations to the Project:

Documentation of Beneficial Project Organization and Work Practices

The project team has chosen to perform several activities that are above and beyond the applicable site programmatic requirements.  One example is the project decision to perform a preliminary construction turnover inspection of the glovebox assemblies prior to shipment and installation in Building 233-H.  The goal of this, and other similar activities, is to minimize surprises and associated cost and schedule impacts on the project.

The project team should document these supplemental activities and describe the reasons for performing them so that future projects and other sites may benefit from the process. 

Use of the ORBITT System

The visit team found that contractor personnel interviewed were not aware of the Occurrence Reporting Binned Information Trending Tool (ORBITT) system or its benefits.  The team recommended that the project become familiar with the system and use it in concert with the DOE ORPS system.

Additional Lessons Learned and Best Practices Identified During the Visit:

A section entitled “Design Development” has been incorporated into the “Composite Listing of Lessons Learned and Best Practices.”  See the attached list for details of this change.

Under “Receipt Inspections,” in the attached list, an additional Lessons Learned/Best Practice has been added regarding receipt inspection overchecks.

Visit Team Logistics - Lessons Learned:

The visit team identified several Lessons Learned related to the conduct of the visit.  These are:

· All site visit experiences should be shared with all QA workshop attendees.  This is an opportunity to bridge the changing team member composition and to feed back information to all participating sites and organizations.

· Distribute the final visit report back to the host site via the host Point of Contact.

· The site should provide property clearances for visit team computers (DOE and/or Contractor owned) or provide computers on-site for the team.

· The host site should provide preliminary (pre-visit) reading packages and access to site computer databases (example - SHRINE) to visit team members if possible.

· Due to the limited time frame of the visit, general site presentations should be minimized and detailed presentations should be specific to SSC being reviewed.  Follow-up presentations can be arranged during the visit as needed.

General Applicability:

BP1- The site seeks and finds examples of QA excellence and successes; and effectively adapts and implements the lessons/best practices site wide.

Observation: Through questioning, presentations, and documentation provided, this best practice was observed. The following documents were review and determined to contain lessons learned (LL) that were applied to the project:

1) G-ESR-H-00022, Rev. 0, “Lessons Learned from 233-H TCAP and Implemented on the TFM&C Project”, July 27, 1999,

2) M-ESR-H-00044, Rev. 1, “Environmental Chambers – Application of Lessons Learned from Non-Nuclear Reconfiguration Project”, March 21, 1999,

3) G-ESR-H-00015, Rev. 0, “Getters/Diffusers – Application of Lessons Learned from Previous Experience”, December 11, 1998,

4) M-ESR-H-00060, Rev. 0, “Hot and Cold Nitrogen Valves- Application of Lessons Learned from Replacement Tritium Facility Project”, September 21, 1998, and,

5) M-ESR-H-00062, Rev. 0 “Furnace Operation – Application of Lessons Learned”, December 8, 1998.

All documents were indicated as cross-functionally reviewed by Engineering and Others.  The documents were signed, and were entered into the SRS Document Control System.  SRS POCs: Kim Wierzbichi, Bruce Garrow, and others.

BP2 – The site has applied improvement processes & Integrated Safety Management (ISM) principles to its QA activities.

Observation: Through interviews, presentations, and other supporting documentation provided, this best practice was observed.  Materials reviewed included descriptions of the ISMS five core functions and the contractors’ approach to implementing each function.  These descriptions included elements of quality assurance.  ISM core function three – Develop & Implement Hazards Controls descriptions included requirements for Quality Assessment Reports and Quality Improvement Process documents.  Quality Verification Document requirements include Inspection and Test reports, Certified Material Test Reports (CMTRs) and others.  Core function five - Feedback and Improvement implementation was evident as detailed in BP1 above.  Other evidence of QA/ISM requirement integration was documented in the Glovebox System Design Description (SDD), Section 128, page 18.  Implementation was evident in the Project Request for Proposal and Supplier Qualification documentation.  Source verification and receipt inspection practices were evidenced and are subject of separate section of this Review Summary.

BP3 - The site (DOE and M&O) senior management is involved in and committed to QA.  The site clearly communicates QA priorities and provides adequate funding to support QA activity implementation at all levels in the organization.

Observation: Through interviews or supporting documentation this best practice was observed at the site.  All Contractor representatives interviewed were clearly involved and committed in the QA processes on site.  DOE mid-level management was present during the QA review.  Other DOE presence was evident through the review of prior documented assessments of Contractor activities.  For example, the DOE Federal Project Manager conducted reviews of the Central Shops facility that included surveillance on:

9/25/00 – Construction personnel were installing Tritium Consolidation piping.  Shop personnel were fabricating piping assemblies for the gloveboxes.  An employee had fallen earlier in the day.  Requirements for a safety tie-off were determined to be unclear.  This information was provided to the Contractor.

8/29/00 – Observation of the fabrication of piping assemblies for the Tritium Consolidation Project. Also, plans were reviewed for glovebox modifications and all welding radiographs were reviewed to date. The observations were briefed to four contractor management employees.

The contractor responses to DOE observations were typically forthcoming and thorough.  Budgets appeared to be adequate for supporting line management QA activity integration.

BP4 - Site DOE/M&O groups have an open, positive working relationship.

Observation: Through interviews, presentations, and other supporting documentation provided, this best practice was observed.  During the assessment it was noted that the DOE representative normally present and overseeing activities related to the glovebox construction was on travel and not available.  Upon interview of counterparts in the contractor organization, it was related that good working relationships exist between parties.  When asked for documentation supporting DOE's activities in the Central Shops, documentation of recent assessments conducted by DOE were readily available from the Contractor.

BP5 - The site QA system has an organized, systematic, documented, graded approach.  Site QA procedures reflect this approach.  The site implements and follows these procedures.

Observation:  Through reviews of supporting documentation, this best practice was observed.  The TCAP Tritium facility is a Hazard Category 2 facility.  The level of QA implemented was, at a minimum, commensurate with this Hazard Category.  In some cases both 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B and 10 CFR 830.120 were required of material vendors.  Site procedures reflected this level of QA in practice.  Specifically, the WSRC QA Management Plan, WSRC-RP-92-225, Rev. 9, August 24, 2000, Figure 1, “WSRC QA Program Relationships” details the hierarchy and interfaces of the various applicable QA requirements, DOE Orders, consensus standards (i.e., ASME NQA-1), plans, manuals, procedures and other documents.
BP6 - The site effectively balances product and QA program priorities (product/program tradeoffs).

Observation: Through interviews, presentations, and other supporting documentation provided, this best practice was observed.  Levels of unacceptable program production risk were occasionally mentioned as the driving force behind increasing the level of quality for a purchase or construction process.  In other words, the production cost of failure was projected to be so large in terms of downtime and dollars needed for recovery, that a higher quality component was installed even though the QA requirements were not necessarily dictating a higher-class component. These tradeoffs were fairly common and the decision for such a change was conducted with senior management knowledge, and Engineering and QA support.
BP7 - The site effectively transfers QA requirements and processes across organizational lines and departments.

Observation: Through interviews, presentations, and other supporting documentation provided, this best practice was observed.  This was evident in all cases examined. The site Document Control System was demonstrated as a vital tool in maintaining QA requirement documents and any other QA related document changes current for use across facility organizational lines and working groups.  An electronic bar coding system is employed that ensures proper identification and dating of all types of documents used for this project.
BP8 - The site defines and assigns responsibility for QA and provides the needed authority to succeed.

Observation: Through interviews, presentations, and other supporting documentation provided, this best practice was observed.  The Project QA organization only contains two employees dedicated to QA.  However, the philosophy and practice employed is that QA is everyone’s responsibility.  In addition, the site QA Plan and WSRC 1Q Quality Assurance Manual establishes a central QA matrix organization that supports all of the various functional groups within the Project organization that require QA expertise.  For example, the Procurement and Engineering organizations both had access and regularly utilized QA expertise from the Central QA matrixed ES& H group.  Other responsibilities and requirements for WSRC organizations that provide for the achievement and verification of quality in the items produced and activities performed are delineated in the 1Q QA Manual.
BP9 - The site provides hands-on QA awareness training to all site personnel including top management, line management, and project management personnel.
Observation: Through interviews, presentations, and other supporting documentation provided, this best practice was observed.  The QA awareness training is computer based and is an integral part of the Consolidated Annual Training (CAT) program.  All employees must take this training.  Documentation to support the content and execution of the CAT program were available for Team review.
BP10 - The site actively uses the ORPS and ORBITT systems for reporting and lessons learned purposes.

Observation: Through interviews and supporting documentation provided, this best practice was observed for the ORPS component.  The ORBITT component of this best practice was provided to the Contractor via web site at URL address: http://twilight.saic.com/orbitt during the Review.  The Contractor was unaware of the existence of the tool.  DOE SR site personnel regularly used this tool.  The Contractor examined the ORBITT product during the Review and has found use for the tool.  The Contractor stated WSRC personnel at the Tritium Facility would employ this best practice.
BP11 - The site requires QA personnel participation in critiques for off-normal events.

Observation: Through interviews and supporting documentation provided, this best practice was observed.  Specifically, Tritium Critique Report # 00-TRIT-NS-090 entitled, “1K rejected due to low closure”, 12/20/00, was reviewed for identification of QA personnel participation.  The 1K fixtures had low closure after welding along with misalignment.  Root and contributing causes were identified in the Critique Report, as were corrective actions.  Critique Personnel Statements were reviewed and it was determined from an attendance list that a DP QA person was involved in the event critique.   
BP12 - The site conducts senior level manager reviews by group discussion instead of by using routing reviews for design, procurement, and construction activities.

Observation: Through interviews and presentations, this best practice was observed.  Regular stand downs and briefings by the Contractor are held for significant reviews as deemed necessary.  No supporting documentation was reviewed but independent interviewee questioning on the subject provided for this conclusion.
BP13 - The site QA organization provides a full range of QA support services.

Observation: Through interviews, presentations, and other supporting documentation provided, this best practice was observed.  It was apparent from the diverse QA requirements for the TCAP Tritium Facility Project, a full range of QA support services were necessary for all aspects of this project.  As documented in BP8 above, WSRC 1Q QA Manual describes the wide variety of QA related Support Service activities available at the site.  From various documents reviewed, QA support was evident in most all work done at this facility.   
Translation of Design requirements into Procurement Specifics  

Based on the following observations, I conclude that TFM&C Project is doing extremely well in this area. 

3.1 The project engineering team consists of three groups: Design Authority Group;  SRTC Component Development Group and Engineering Group. Design Authority Group will be the owner and end user of the system. SRTC Development Group specifies the functional performance of the systems. Engineering Group carries out the hardware design.  With the three groups working together, functional and performance requirements were translated into engineering design requirements without loosing the technical content.  

3.2 Results of hazards/accidents analysis from the SAR have been incorporated into design features.  e.g. Oxygen presence in the process line is one of the hazards identified--Oxygen monitors are installed at proper locations.  Air Lock Door could accidentally falls and causes injury to worker(s)—counterweight is added to the air lock door, etc. 

3.3 Procurement specifications were reviewed and approved by the three groups mentioned in 3.1 before releasing them to the suppliers. Its clear that all parties fully aware the design features and capability that the system can deliver.

A. The site uses standard specifications/industrial standards for procurements.

Yes, Industrial standards and national recognized references (e.g. AGS Guide for Glovebox Design) were used in their engineering specification and procurement documents.

B. The site identifies critical hold points prior to commencing procurement.

Yes, Critical points hold points were defined in procurement specification for TCAP glovebox. The specification also describes surveillance and audits to be conducted.

C. Site procurement document covers the requirements of QC hold points and inspections.

Yes, QC hold points were defined in procurement specification.

D. The site uses end-users checklist, configuration control data sheet or a similar process for all purchases to define critical elements attributes and receipt inspection requirement.

Yes, Design Authority Group (end user) participates in the procurement process. The inspection requirement was defined by all three groups.

E. The site end-users develop specifications, identify critical attributes, and participating in receipt inspections.

Yes, Design Authority Group (end user) participates in the procurement process. They are going to work together on receipt inspections. 

F. The site plans and budgets for vendor visits and inspections.

Yes, TCAP project has set aside budgets for vendor visits and inspections. The visits and inspections activities are described in the procurement specification.

G. The site keeps as-built drawings updated with timely incorporation of changes. The site configuration management system prioritizes drawing updates.

Yes, SRP has centralized file system keeping updated drawings and documents. The configuration management system belongs to the project. In this case, TFM&S project is responsible for its configuration management.

H. Site uses qualified reviewers for Authorization Basis & TSR/SAR reviews.

Yes, SRP uses qualified reviewers for Authorization Basis & TSR/SAR reviews. The reviewers have proper training in SAR preparation and USQ process. In addition, they must acquire specific knowledge of systems performance.

I. Site uses multi-discipline expert reviewer (SME) matrix to review design change prior to change authorization.

Yes, Multi-discipline SME were participated in design review and design changes. The forms SRP used: Design Change Form (DCF), Supplier Deviation Disposition (SDDR) and Purchase Requisition Change Notice (PRCN) indicate that multi-discipline SME were involved in review/approval and USQ processes.

J. The site sends SME on vendor audits.

Yes, The project sends SME on vendor audit or witness test/inspection as needed. 

K. Site SMEs review and approve vendor change for in-process procurements. No vendor changes to approved design is allowed without authorization by cognizant expert.

Yes, SDDR mentioned above serves this purpose.

L. The site provides specific system training for design reviewers.

Yes, Specific system training is required for design reviewers. They must take classes offered by project.

M. Site has current accurate system design descriptions in use.

Yes, The project has accurate design description in use. (SDD; system design description is among the documents presented during our visit)

5.
Lessons Learned:

SRS has established sitewide document control system. The Document Control Center uses electronics cross-reference indexing system to store and retrieve documents drawings and references.  Searching and requesting for copies of document can be achieved via desktop computers. Documents include QA records, procurement specifications, procedures and many more.  This system greatly contributes the success of recording keeping, configuration management and facilities operations at SRS.

6.
Documents reviewed and personnel interviewed:

In addition to the presentations (viewgraphs) given by the TFM&C Project. The following documents have been reviewed:

Lessons Learned; M-ESR-H-00067, Rev. 0, 10-98.

Design Project Hazards report, M-PHR-H-00044.

QA Report; M-QAR-H-00117, rev. 3.

Market Place Survey; PEC-TFM-98-0028.

System Design Description; Q-SYD-H-00008.

Procurement Specification; G-SPP-H-00019, Rev. 2.

Examples of Changes Notices; Design Change Form (DCF), Supplier Deviation Disposition Request (SDDR), Purchase Requisition Change Notice (PRCN).

Other miscellaneous documents related to vendor qualifications, technical evaluation, and Pre-award QA etc. 

The following persons were interviewed:

Bruce Garrow; Quality Service and Support Manager

Bob Slaughter; QA Manger of TFM&C Project

Beth Mazurer; Documentation Administrator

Procurement (including Manufacturing and Fabrication)

BP1- The site defines and controls purchase processes at the front end to gain the desired results.

Observation: Through questioning, presentations, and documentation provided, this best practice was observed. The following documents were reviewed and determined to contain examples where purchasing processes were applied to the project:

6) PEC-TFM-98-0028, “Market Place Survey”

7) Purchase Requisition  -  4A4849

8) Procurement Specification  -  G-SPP-H00019

9) System Design Description (SDD)  -  Q-SYD-H00008  Revision 4

Presentations by Kim Wierzbicki, Bob Slaughter, and Mike Mackison discussed several methods that were used in the planning of the procurement of the Glove-box and internals.

BP2 – The site provides clear requirements to subcontractors, vendors, & those doing the work.

Observation: Through interviews, presentations, and other supporting documentation provided, this best practice was observed. Documents reviewed include:

1) Q-SYD-H00008  Revision 4   System Design Description (SDD)

2)  Procurement Specification  -  G-SPP-H00019

3) General Provisions for Fixed-Price Orders….  – BSF-PMM-890081

 Presentations included descriptions of the ISMS five core functions and the site’s approach to implementing each function.  These descriptions included elements of quality assurance.  ISM core function three – Develop & Implement Hazards Controls descriptions included requirements for Quality Assessment Reports and Quality Improvement Process documents.  Quality Verification Document requirements include Inspection and Test reports, Certified Material Test Reports (CMTRs) and others.  Core function five - Feedback and Improvement implementation was evident.  Other evidence of QA/ISM requirement integration was documented in the Glovebox System Design Description (SDD), Section 128, page 18.  Implementation was evident in the Project Request for Proposal and Supplier Qualification documentation.  Source verification and receipt inspection practices were evidenced and are subject of separate section of this Review Summary.

BP3 – Site procurement documents include QC Hold Points and inspection requirements.

Observation: Through interviews or supporting documentation this best practice was observed at the site. The following documents were reviewed and determined to contain examples where QC Hold Points and Inspection requirements were included.

1) Purchase Requisition – 4A4849

2) Procurement Specification -  G-SPP-H00019

Interviews with Dave Tuttle and others, clearly demonstrated that Hold Points and inspection requirements were included in the supplier documents as well as in the in house fabrication work that was reviewed in the central shops.

BP4 – The Site plans and budgets for vendor visits and inspections.

Observation: Through interviews, presentations, and other supporting documentation provided, this best practice was observed.  

Interviews with Allen Fertic, Dave Tuttle and Bill Morgan confirmed the commitment of the Site to plan and budget for the review and qualification of suppliers/vendors Quality Programs and inspection visits.  This area is funded through two separate sources.  The first source of the funding comes directly from the Project funds, the remainder is funded through a central procurement/quality organizational fund.  This second source is the part that keeps current the AVL/QSL for SRS.  

During the planning phase for projects, Quality requirements (needs) are included.  These will include vendor/supplier evaluation, inspections, reviews of other project documents, audits of the project, etc.

BP5 - The site sends SME’s on vendor audits and surveillances.

Observation:  Through interviews and reviews of supporting documentation, this best practice was observed. 

1)        Supplier Verification Report SVR – 99001,  Merrick E & A,   Dated February 24-25, 1999

Several trip reports were reviewed and the team included SME’s usually from the Engineering organization.  Quality and Purchasing organizations both plan and schedule the vendor visits.  Allen Fertic described the process for performing Vendor Audits and supplied several examples for review.  

Surveillance at the Vendor is performed through out the contract and will be performed by various groups in Quality.  These groups may be Project specific or Central.

BP6 - The site defines critical elements, attributes, and receipt inspection requirements using an End-User Check Lists,  Configuration Control Equipment Data Sheets, or a similar process for all purchases.

Observation: Through interviews, presentations, and other supporting documentation provided, this best practice was observed.  

1)           Procurement Specification    G-SPP-H00019

2)           Request For Proposal  (RFP)  4A4849-LF   GLOVEBOXES,                     

3) LESSONS LEARNED REPORT  M-ESR-H-00067

4) PURCHASE REQUISITION     -----     4A4849      

During the presentations made on the first day of the review and through interviews with project people it is determined that this BP is implemented.  Purchase documents are assigned a Procurement Level during the Project Planning phase.  The Procurement Levels 1, 2, 3, PS, and GS carry specific requirements for purchasing and Quality.  These were reviewed in process at the central shops and receiving inspection.  SRS does not have specific “check lists” or “configuration control equipment data sheets”, however they do have an equivalent process that is implemented.

BP7 - The site uses and/or participates in industry information sharing groups such as the Supplier Quality Information Group (SQIG), the Nuclear Industry Assessment Committee (NIAC), etc.

Observation: Through interviews, presentations, and other supporting documentation provided, this best practice was observed.

Interview with Allen Fertic confirmed that SRS is participating in the assessment /audit information sharing through SQIG.  They download to SQIG each month.  SRS Westinghouse is also a member of NIAC, however we did not see any examples of NIAC usage on this job.

BP8 - The site pre-qualifies vendors/suppliers (including sub vendors/suppliers) before inviting them to bid/contract.

Observation: Through interviews, presentations, and other supporting documentation provided, this best practice was observed. The following documents were reviewed.

1) TFM&C GLOVEBOX – Pre-qualification 

2) Market Place Survey   PEC-TFM-98-0028
3) System Design Description  -  Q-SYD-H00008 Rev. 4
4) Facility Design Description  - 
5) Request For Procurement (RFP)  -  4A4849-LF 
6) Lessons Learned Report      M-ESR-H-00067 Rev. 0
7) DPHR Report M-PHR-H-00044 Rev. 2
The review of the above documents and discussions with Dave Tuttel, Bill Morgan, Allen Fertic, and Bob Slaughter confirmed this BP is being implemented at SRS.  Some sub-vendors/suppliers are qualified by the SRS prime vendor.  Requirements are included in the purchase documents as well as the requirement to pass these on down to any sub-vendor

BP9 – The site has a Subcontract Review Board or similar senior level, multi-discipline review group to review and approve subcontracts.

Observation: Through interviews, presentations, and other supporting documentation provided, this best practice was observed.
This BP is accomplished through a “TEAM” concept.  The project team with assistance from Purchasing, Engineering, Quality, and Senior Management make the decisions on “make-buy” and which elements will fit in each bin.

BP10 - Site SME’s review and approve vendor changes for in-process procurements.  No vendor changes of approved designs  are allowed without authorization by cognizant experts.

Observation: Through interviews, presentations, and other supporting documentation provided, this best practice was observed.  The following were reviewed for implementation of this BP.

1)         Purchase Requisition   4A4849

2) Various Changes to  4A4849

3) Supplier Verification Report  SVR-99001

All changes to the purchase requisition whether initiated by the vendor or SRS were reviewed by and authorized by the cognizant expert.  No verbal changes were allowed, unless they were followed up with a written request.  Any vendor changes were at the vendors risk until formal approval.  This is also stated in the Terms and Conditions (General Provisions) th the PO’s.

BP11 - The site uses QA, suspect/counterfeit parts, and GIDEP participation clauses in procurement contracts.

Observation: Through interviews, presentations, and other supporting documentation provided, this best practice was observed. The following document was reviewed and determined to contain examples where the best practice was implemented.

1)    BSF-PMM-890081, Rev. 11   GENERAL PROVISIONS FOR FIXED-PRICE ORDERS ….   -----   Article A.10  WORKMANSHIP AND MATERIALS

The General Provisions document provides terms and conditions that apply to all orders regardless of order price.  Article A.10 describes in detail SRS’s policies relative to WORKMANSHIP AND MATERIALS.  Article A.10.A states in part ….the Supplier shall not provide material or equipment that contains material that is known to be suspect or counterfeit …   SRS also uses the recommended training for awareness of Suspect and Counterfeit items.  This training is repeated as necessary to maintain the necessary awareness.
BP12 -- The site insists on notification/approval of substitutions/changes. Uses of “or equivalent” parts/services are approved by the site technical staff.   

Observation: Through interviews, presentations, and other supporting documentation provided, this best practice was observed. The following documents were reviewed and determined to contain examples where the best practice was used:

1)    BSF-PMM-890081, Rev. 11   GENERAL PROVISIONS FOR FIXED-PRICE ORDERS ….   -----   Article A.4,   CHANGES, EXTRAS AND SUBSITUTIONS

The General Provisions document provides terms and conditions that apply to all orders regardless of order price.  Article A.4 describes in detail SRS’s policies relative to CHANGES, EXTRAS AND SUBSTITUTIONS.  Article A.4.B states that ….. any changes, extras, or additional work made or performed by Suppliers with out prior written approval …. Shall be at the sole risk and expense of Supplier …
BP13 -- The site Lessons Learned system includes procurement activities.  

Observation: Through interviews, presentations, and other supporting documentation provided, this best practice was observed.

The SRS Lessons Learned Program includes procurement activities.  Examples were provided to the review team in the Lessons Learned report for the TFM&C GLOVEBOX  No. M-ESR-H-00067 Rev. 0 10/30/1998.

Lessons Learned are also shared with vendors and other DOE Sites through the SELLS program at DOE.
BP14 – The site controls the use of credit cards for parts purchases.

Observation: Through interviews, presentations, and other supporting documentation provided, this best practice was observed.

Credit card use at SRS is limited to PS and GS type items.  Then only approved users may purchase items.  The Credit Card at SRS is not a “HIGH USE” process.
BP15 -- The site visits vendors as appropriate throughout the procurement process.  The site considers the use of resident managers or shop inspectors at vendor sites.

Observation: Through interviews, presentations, and other supporting documentation provided, this best practice was observed.
The decision to setup a resident at a vendor verses individual site visits is usually a Project decision based on complexity of the product or on cost.  Examples of both were discussed with the project, purchasing, and quality people.  Several inspection reports were reviewed and will be discussed further in the area of this report  titled “Receipt Inspection”.

BP16 – During vendor inspections, the site looks at product and the QA documentation.

Observation: Through interviews, presentations, and other supporting documentation provided, this best practice was observed.

Vendor inspections always include a review of the QA documentation as well as the inspection of the product.  Allen Fertic confirmed this practice during his interview and provided examples of  verifications performed at vendors sites which all included a review of QA documentation.
BP17 – The site has a dedicated procurement group supporting line organizations.

Observation: Through interviews, presentations, and other supporting documentation provided, this best practice was observed.

SRS does have a dedicated procurement group supporting the project.  This group coordinates reviews and the resolution of issues concerning procurements.  There are central procurement activities performed at SRS, but the project procurement specialists coordinates these processes.
BP18 – The site includes on-site verification requirements as part of the procurement contract.

Observation: Through interviews, presentations, and other supporting documentation provided, this best practice was observed.   The following documents specify on-site verification requirements and access requirements.

1)                Procurement Specification  -  G-SPP-H00019

2)                General Provisions for Fixed-Price Orders….  – BSF-PMM-890081

The documents above set the requirements for on-site visits and were reviewed and verified.

BP19 – The site requires notification by vendor of any intent to subcontract.

Observation: Through interviews, presentations, and other supporting documentation provided, this best practice was observed.  The documents listed below include the BP.

1)  Procurement Specification  -  G-SPP-H00019

2) General Provisions for Fixed-Price Orders….  – BSF-PMM-890081

In summary, the SRS has improved the Quality of their procurement processes and have addressed the major areas of “Best Practices” identified by the Work Shop participants.  Several “Best Practices” were not implemented exactly as written, but the intent was satisfied and they were considered as being implemented.  Several areas were identified as “best practices” that were in addition to the Work Shop listing.  The proactive use of interfacing databases to access information at SRS is one area that is considered a “best practice”.  The acceptance of formal QA process into daily work by all concerned and the Quality culture at SRS is commendable. Individuals that were interviewed during this review were very proud of their accomplishments and project.  Individuals were also very cooperative during the review and provided all documentation requested.  

Receipt Inspections

Summary

All of the best practices identified during phase I of the QA workgroup applicable to receipt inspections were very apparent throughout the review of processes and documents, interviews with site personnel, and observations conducted during the visit.  Although there were many additional impressive processes, the cornerstone to the success of the receipt inspection program was the commitment to management of information.  The site has recognized the importance of providing easy access to information through investment in technology, which allows for electronic interface, access to media across organizational boundaries, consistent database development, and a continued investment in maintaining and enhancing the technology.  Additionally, the site appears to recognize the value in creating TEAMs that provide a synergistic input that results in a better quality/value of product and/or service.

RI-BP1 -The site provides clear requirements to subcontractors, vendors, & those doing the work.

Observation: Through interviews, presentations, and other supporting documentation provided, this best practice was observed.

Requirements are clearly articulated to subcontractors, vendors, and workers through procurement documents (see general standards and conditions) and engineering specifications, which are then reviewed for adequacy by a newly formed PCAP Group -conducted for all engineered items, and level 1 procurements.
RI-BP2 - Site procurement documents include QC Hold Points and inspection requirements.

Observation: Through interviews, presentations, and other supporting documentation provided, this best practice was observed.

Both procurement documents and engineering specifications provide requirements for verification and/or witnessing.  Requirements are translated into a supplier surveillance plan, quality assessment reports (QARs), Quality Inspection Reports (QIRs), and/or receipt inspection documents.
RI-BP3 - The site plans and budgets for vendor visits and inspections.

Observation: Through questioning, presentations, and documentation provided, this best practice was observed.

The site plans and budgets for vendor qualifications, source surveillance, and receipt inspections.  If costs are attributed to a single project and/or a unique organization benefits from the service, costs are transferred and costed directly to the manager benefiting from the service.

RI-BP4 - Site receipt inspections are performed by end-users, technically qualified design organization personnel, or qualified receipt inspectors

Observation: Through interviews, presentations, and other supporting documentation provided, this best practice was observed.

Initial receipt for all level 1 & 2 procurements are conducted y certified receipt inspectors.  Additionally as required, specialty inspectors, NDT, other technically qualified personnel and/or the end users are brought in to perform verifications.

RI-BP5 - The site clearly identifies the critical item elements and attributes to be verified during the receipt inspection

Observation: Through interviews or supporting documentation this best practice was observed at the site.  

Critical items and attributes are identified through the Cognizant Technical Function (CTF) and the Cognizant Quality Function (CQF) with input from the design organization, conveyed through procurement documents (Purchase Orders) and engineering specifications.  Receipt inspectors access those identified attributes and all related reference documents e.g., design specifications, design change notices (DCNs), design change forms (DCFs), supplier deviation disposition requests (SDDRs), drawings, etc. electronically through the desktop and the data server.

RI-BP6 - Technically qualified personnel or end-users develop specifications, identify critical attributes, and participate in receipt inspections.

Observation: Through interviews, presentations, and other supporting documentation provided, this best practice was observed.
See RI-BP4.  Design engineering, design authority, CTF, CQF, and the end user participate and provide input in the development of the engineering specifications.

RI-BP7 - The site uses graded receipt inspections.

Observation:  Through reviews of supporting documentation, this best practice was observed.

Grading is accomplished early in the design and procurement process.  Receipt requirements are established in engineering specifications, Q19 manual, 1Q manual, procurement specifications, and the purchase order.  The E7 manual describes the methodology/processes for determining the level of procurement e.g., level 1, 2, 3 etc.  Subsequent to the determination of the procurement level, the teaming approach and involvement of cross cutting organizations described in RI-BP4 and 5, provide for additional grading of inspections.
RI-BP8 - The site insists on notification/approval of substitutions/changes Uses of “or equivalent” parts/services are approved by the site technical staff.

Observation: Through interviews, presentations, and other supporting documentation provided, this best practice was observed.
All substitutions/changes or deviations from engineering specifications and/or purchase orders require notification and approval from site technical personnel.  Items identified at receipt inspection that do not meet original specification/PO requirements are identified (see RI-BP12 below) and segregated until technical staff disposition the item.
RI-BP9 - The site defines critical elements, attributes, and receipt inspection requirements using an End-User Check List, Configuration Control Equipment Data Sheets, or a similar process for all purchases.

Observation: Through interviews, presentations, and other supporting documentation provided, this best practice was observed.  

Although the site does not utilize a single form or data sheet as described in the aforementioned best practice, they do implement a detailed process that involves all teaming organizations including the end user in determining the critical attributes and receipt inspection requirements.  See RI-BP4, 5, and 6.
RI-BP10 - The site has assigned process / system engineers to specific systems for accountability.

Observation: Through interviews, presentations, and other supporting documentation provided, this best practice was observed.
The site routinely assigns engineers responsibility for critical systems and processes.  System engineers are actively involved during the development, procurement, receipt, installation, and start up of assigned systems.
RI-BP11 - The site requires integrated system pre-testing of critical systems prior to shipping from the vendor.

Observation: Through interviews, presentations, and other supporting documentation provided, this best practice was observed.
Site personnel including QA, system engineers, other technical personnel, and/or third party source inspectors conduct or witness system pre-testing prior to shipping from the vendor.  The requirement for pre-testing is established early in the process during the identification of critical items and attributes. .  See RI-BP4, 5, and 6.
RI-BP12 - The site reports parts problems & renders bad parts useless.

Observation: Through interviews, presentations, and other supporting documentation provided, this best practice was observed.
The site identifies process, paper, or physical problems with procured items by documenting the issue on a Discrepant Condition Report (DCR), tagging the item with a DCR tag identified to the report, and segregating the item.  Rejected attributes requiring Technical Evaluation are identified on a Nonconformance Report (NCR), tagged with an NCR tag identified to the report and segregated.  Receipt inspection reports are scanned to generate an electronic copy, which is easily accessed through the site server so that requestors, engineers, project personnel, or other interested parties can easily access status of the component, and view any DCRs or NCRs generated as a result of the inspection.

Documents Reviewed
DPD-TQD-2000-00104
Tritium Facility Quarterly TCNCR (Tritium Component Nonconformance Report) Trend Report - 3Q00 (U)

OPS Dept. 1/24/2001

Tritium Operations Observed Evolution Form

MAINT Dept. 1/09/2001
Tritium Maintenance Observed Evolution Form
702004


Defense Programs Job Observation

January 10, 2001
Performance Indicators for the Defense Programs Self-Assessment Program

2000-RIR-16-AC11377A
RR No. 5381389, Receiving Inspection Report - 8/1/00

2000-RIR-16-AC20753A
RR No. 5435478, Receiving Inspection Report - 11/16/00

2000-RIR-16-AC14116A
RR No. 5304872, Receiving Inspection Report - 3/6/00

2000-RIR-16-AC11377A
RR No. 5366177, Receiving Inspection Report - 7/25/00

2000-RIR-16-AC11377A
RR No. 5403691, Receiving Inspection Report - 9/18/00

2000-RIR-16-AC11377A
RR No. 5372365, Receiving Inspection Report - 7/21/00

M-ESR-H-00067
TFM&C  Gloveboxes - Application of Lessons Learned From Site Experiences Study Report

M-ESR-H-00044
TFM&C  Environmental Chambers - Application of Lessons Learned from Non-Nuclear Reconfiguration Project, Study Report

M-ESR-H-00059
TFM&C  Tanks - Application of Lessons Learned from Non-Nuclear Reconfiguration (NNR) Project, Study Report

G-ESR-H-00015
TFM&C  Getters/Diffusers - Application of Lessons Learned from Previous Experience, Study Report

SVR-99001


Supplier Verification Report of Merrick & Company

PO No. AC11377A

Purchase Order to Merrick Engineers and Architects

PQA JAN file 2407

Supplier Surveillance Plan for Merrick & Company

Report No. 2407.4

Surveillance Report for Purchase Order AC11377A

Report No. 2407.7

Surveillance Report for Purchase Order AC11377A

Report No. 2407.13

Surveillance Report for Purchase Order AC11377A

Report No. 2407.17

Surveillance Report for Purchase Order AC11377A

Report No. 2407..5

Surveillance Report for Purchase Order AC11377A

Personnel Contacted
M. Mackison

Project Procurement Manager

J. Fertic

Procurement Quality Assurance Manager

D. Tuttel

PQA Receipt Inspection Manager

B. Slaughter

BSRI QA

R. Scott

BSRI Manager of Quality

Z. Tucker

Construction

A. Flanders

Procurement Quality Assurance

Other Best Practices
· Commitment to investment in technology for managing information

· Commitment to a TEAM approach, including teaming with subcontractors

· QASP - Quality Assurance Supplier Performance database, analysis, and reporting system.

· Self Assessment Program at the Tritium Facility

Assembly/Installation/Construction

A1- The site provides clear requirements to subcontractors, vendors, and those doing the work.

Observation: This best practice was observed.

Documents Reviewed:

Project Construction Briefing package with sample work package

Work Package M01-TCAP-L-HT-10105, Rev. 1 and Associated Welding Inspection Records

Personnel Interviewed:

Zolly Tucker, Lead Piping Engineer and Construction Supervisor – Central Shops

Dan Tyson, TFM&C Construction Manager

Larry Martin, Construction Field Engineer

Comments:

An example work package provided by the Construction group in the briefing package showed clear, detailed instructions to personnel performing work on the package.  Review of a second package in the Central Shops facility also showed the same level of clear instructions, indicated who the instructions were for, listed general notes and safety precautions, listed applicable reference drawings, and indicted requirements for appropriate signoffs.

A2 – The site has assigned process/system engineers to specific systems for accountability.

Observation: This best practice was observed.

Documents Reviewed:

TFM&C Project Organizational Chart dated 1/24/01,

Design Authority Organization Listing of System Engineer Assignments, E-mail dated 1/1/01.

Systems Engineering Management Plan, Y-PMP-H00001, Revision 1, 11/15/99.

Engineering Execution Plan, G-PMP-H-00014, Revision 0, 8/98

Personnel Interviewed:

Ken Brooks, TFM&C Project Engineer.

Donna Hasty, Design Authority Lead Engineer.

Comments:

The engineering group supporting the Replacement Tritium Facility (Building 233-H) is organized by system engineers with the exception of an electrical engineer who supports all building systems.  This group is also known as the Design Authority group.

The engineering support organization providing design for the Tritium Facility Modernization and Consolidation (TFM&C) project is organized by engineering discipline, and is not dedicated to any specific facility.

Design Authority representatives are active members of the TFM&C project team.  They are procedurally required to provide reviews and impact assessments of engineering changes originated by the field or by project engineering during the assembly/installation/construction phase of the project.

A3 – Site assembly/installation/construction documents include QC hold points and inspection requirements.

Observation: This best practice was observed

Documents Reviewed:

Project Construction group presentation with sample work package

Work Package M01-TCAP-L-HT-10105, Rev. 1 and Associated Welding Inspection Records

WSRC 1Y Maintenance Manual

Construction Work Packages – Work Orders 171191 and 170370

Personnel Interviewed:

Zolly Tucker, Lead Piping Engineer and Construction Supervisor – Central Shops

Dan Tyson, TFM&C Construction Manager

Larry Martin, Construction Field Engineer

Comments: 

The subject work package was reviewed from the identification of piping class requirements (PSP – Pressure Sensitive Piping) through the fabrication and welding stage (welding QC hold points and welder qualifications) to identification of the fabricated piping spool in the project computer model, to the installed spool piece in the glovebox in Central Shops.  The package indicated specific hold points for quality inspections, indicated the acceptance criteria, and included appropriate signoffs.

Comments (cont.):

Construction within operating Tritium Facilities is performed in accordance with the requirements of WSRC 1Y Maintenance Manual.  Construction work packages containing Work Orders 171191 (piping installation) and 170370 (core drilling for Bldg 233-H wall) were reviewed and found to contain Quality Inspection Plan checklists/records that documented the performance QA inspections to construction/design requirements by qualified personnel.  Work packages were observed to be controlled and reviewed to ensure completeness of documentation and performance of work.

A4 – The site has an effective work control process with QA checks and balances.

Observation: This best practice was observed.

Documents Reviewed:

Tritium Work Order 171191

Tritium Work Order 170370

WSRC 1Y Conduct of Maintenance Manual

WSRC 1Q Quality Assurance Manual

Work Package M01-TCAP-L-HT-10105, Rev. 1 and Associated Welding Inspection Records

Personnel Interviewed:

Zolly Tucker, Lead Piping Engineer and Construction Supervisor – Central Shops

Dan Tyson, TFM&C Construction Manager

Larry Martin, Construction Field Engineer

Comments:

The Savannah River Site Tritium Facilities has an effective work control process that is detailed in the WSRC 1Y Conduct of Maintenance Manual.  Work Orders/Work Packages are initiated, reviewed and approved by QA, Technical, Construction and Operations.  Work performance is scheduled, approved by facility operations and tracked through completion.  

Tritium Work Orders 171191 (piping installation) and 170370 (core drilling 233-H wall) were reviewed and found to contain Quality Inspection Plan checklists that documented the performance of key QA inspections to construction/design requirements by qualified personnel.  Any deficiencies are documented on the work package checklists for resolution.  Nonconformance reports (NCR’s) are also used to identify construction/design deficiencies.

Comments (cont.)

The WSRC 1Q, Quality Assurance Manual contains the site wide requirements and direction for the NCR process.  NCR’s were written when deficiencies were found on accepted/turned over construction work/equipment.  WSRC 1Q requires a unique numbering and code to identify the responsible organization, e.g., 09 for construction and 14 for operations.

As a noteworthy practice, Tritium Facilities uses a central database to allow ease of access and control of NCR number issuance.  The data basis also contains status and responsibility information that is readily accessible by operations, construction, and DOE personnel with access authorization.

A5 – The site reviews and approves all identified field changes.

Observation:  This best practice was observed.

Documents Reviewed:

Design Change Form C-DCF-H-02421 approved 1/25/01

WSRC Manual E7, Conduct of Engineering and Technical Support, Procedure 2.37 – “Design Change Form”

Personnel Interviewed:

Ken Brooks, Project Engineer

Neil Combs, Design Execution Lead

Scott Balance, Engineer

Comment:

The reviewed procedure governs the responsibilities and requirements for the preparation, review, approval, issue, control, and close out of a Design Change Form (DCF).  A sample DCF was reviewed with the engineers responsible for review and approval.  The DCF was reviewed and approved by Design Engineering, the Design Authority group, and Construction.  The proposed change was reviewed for impacts on project Authorization Basis documents.

Personnel interviewed had a complete understanding of the DCF process.

A6 – The site maintains effective configuration management by timely incorporation of changes to As-Built drawings.  The site Configuration Management system prioritizes drawing updates.

Observation:  This best practice was observed.
Documents Reviewed:

Configuration Management Plan for Project S-7726, Tritium Facility Modernization & Consolidation, G-PMP-H-00019, Revision 0

WSRC 7E – Configuration Management Manual

WSRC-RP-98-00009, Design Requirements Document, Appendix C

WRC E7, Conduct of Engineering and Technical Support

Personnel Interviewed:

Ken Brooks, Project Engineer

Kim Wierzbicki, Project Manager

Comments:

Control of as-built drawings for the project is governed by the project Configuration Management Plan (CMP), by the site wide Configuration Management manual WSRC 7E, and by the Site Design Requirements Document WSRC-RP-98-00009.  Drawings are updated during the design and installation process as required by the CMP and as governed by the design change process.  Once construction and turnover activities are complete, the project drawings enter the site wide document control system.  The site procedures determine whether specific types of drawings are kept for information or are maintained in an as-built status.  The site procedures also define the time frames (prioritization) for drawing updates.

A7 – The site performs functional testing or otherwise directly verifies the performance of installed parts/components/systems.

Observation.  This best practice was observed to the extent possible given the project’s construction status.
Documents Reviewed:

WSRC Conduct of Project management and Control, Manual E-11, Procedure 2.20, “Turnover Process”

Construction Department Briefing

Personnel Interviewed:

Zolly Tucker, Lead Piping Engineer and Construction Supervisor – Central Shops

Dan Tyson, TFM&C Construction Manager

Larry Martin, Construction Field Engineer

Comments:

Project personnel described the process of testing individual glovebox module functions to the maximum extent practicable while still in the fabrication facility.  Examples include piping integrity checks, instrument testing and calibration and electrical system checks.  Integrated system functional tests are conducted during system startup, prior to turnover processes.

A8 – The site has a formal turnover and acceptance process from assembly/installation/construction activities to operations.

Observation.  This best practice was observed to the extent possible given the project’s construction status.
Documents Reviewed:

Project Turnover Plan, S-4828, Non-Nuclear Configuration (sample plan)

WSRC Conduct of Project management and Control, Manual E-11, Procedure 2.20, “Turnover Process”

Construction Department Briefing

Personnel Interviewed:

Zolly Tucker, Lead Piping Engineer and Construction Supervisor – Central Shops

Comments:

The E11 manual governs project turnover from construction through Startup to Operations.  Formal turnover and acceptance processes are in place for the project.

A9 - The site reports parts problems and renders bad parts useless.
Observation: This best practice was observed.

Documents Reviewed:

Configuration Management Plan for Project S-7726, Tritium Facility 

Personnel Interviewed:

Sharon Hutcheson, Project Procurement representative in Central Shops facility

Zolly Tucker, Lead Piping Engineer and Construction Supervisor – Central Shops

Comments:

Project personnel were asked to explain the disposition of defective or “bad” parts received for use.  Both people asked described the process of declaring the parts to be nonconforming and how the part would be handled (entry into the Nonconformance Reporting System or NCR process).  Destruction of the part was dependent on the disposition of the NCR, and that it was possible that the part could be re-used in another application.

Additional information on this best practice may be found under the Receipt Inspection review.
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