F&O SAM Process Assessment

Management of Maintenance Activities


Prepared by: R. Costa

Approach

1. Laboratory and/or organizational procedures address regulatory drivers for assessment activities.  SBMS RODS are satisfactorily completed.   Any drivers not captured in procedures are considered very minor with respect to the overall program or are the result of new regulations.

Listed below are the regulatory drivers applicable for this SAM and the SBMS document(s) that capture their requirements.  Where SBMS RODS were required, they have been completed.  

Driver
SBMS

DOE-O 430.1A, Life Cycle Asset Management
SBMS Life Cycle Asset Management Management System Description

SBMS Engineering Design Subject Area

SBMS Davis-Bacon Subject Area

SBMS Operations and Maintenance Manual

DOE O 130.1, Budget Formulation 
SBMS Facility Operations Management System Description

SMBS Budget Manual

2. Key supporting institutional processes (tracking systems, causal analysis, critiques etc) and tools are fully developed.  Any improvements needed are considered to be relatively minor and consistent with continuous improvement.
The Maintenance Management activities are supported by numerous fully developed and integrated elements that include: 

· Plant Engineering Policies and Procedures

· Plant Engineering Performance Measures

· Subject areas

· MP2 Maintenance Management system

· ECS program reviews

· Activity Data Sheet process

· Project Planning, Programming, and Budgeting Process (3PBP)

· Facility and Operation's annual strategic Management Retreat

· Facility and Operation's Quarterly Performance Reviews

· Facility and Operation's Self-Assessment Program

3. The overall scopes of planned assessment activities are comprehensive, have a strong technical basis, and are balanced with work activities.
The scope of this SAM addressed four areas.  They are as follows: 

Facilities Management Initiative: Assess the overall quality, comprehensiveness and usefulness of data presentation in the “Maintenance and Capital Renewal Analysis Report”.

Condition Assessment Survey Process: Review the Condition Assessment Survey (CAS) documentation to assess quality and scope and to verify the three-year cycle will be met through engineering analysis and/or building and facility inspections.

The FIMS database: Assess if field population goals were met. 

DOE Maintenance Data Call Response: Review the BNL responses to the DOE Maintenance Data Call to assess quality and timeliness of response.

4. The method for conducting key scheduled assessments is defined and is commensurate with type of assessment planned and performance information desired.
The F&O Maintenance Initiative Team members, who consisted of senior-level managers within the F&O Directorate, assessed maintenance activities and capital renewal actions at BNL.  The team zero-based BNL's annual requirements and identified what is currently being accomplished, as well as what is not being accomplished because of funding constraints. 

The CAS program was assessed to determine what is required to achieve the three-year cycle goal (i.e., to survey one-third of the site floor area per year).  Corrective actions and suggested areas for improvement were identified to meet this goal.

The original assessment of this plan was to perform a quality check of the FIMS database.  This was subsequently changed to meet the DOE requirements for populating data fields in the FIMS system.  The DOE requirements were stated in DOE Letter from Bruce Carnes, DOE Comptroller to DOE Field Management dated August 29,2001.  The letter outlined the plan to ensure full population of FIMS by the end of FY02 with specific quarterly goals for each quarter in FY02.

The Manager Plant Engineering will solicit feedback from DOE counterparts and review the data provided in response to the DOE Maintenance Data Call for completeness and accuracy.  Corrective actions and suggestions for improvement will be identified in a memo to the Master Planner as required.

5. A high degree of management and stakeholder involvement commensurate with their responsibilities is evident.
Stakeholder involvement consisted of:

· T. Sheridan, DDO

· M. Bebon, ALD F&O

· E. Murphy, Manager, Plant Engineering Division (EP)

· M. Schaeffer, Manager, Engineering and Construction Services (EP)

· M. Fallier, Manager, Project Coordination (EP)

· A. Warren, Manager, Operations & Maintenance (EP)

· T. Timko, Manager, Infrastructure Management (EP)

· C. Johnson, Deputy Manager of Operations & Maintenance (EP)

· J. DiNicola, Master Planner (EP)

· M. Toscano, Manager, F&O Business Operations

· J. Eng, BAO 

· F. Crescenzo, Action BAO Manager

· G. Bond, BAO

· J. Yates, DOE HQ

· G. Baldwin, DOE HQ

· M. Rosenquist, DOE CH

Deployment

1. Assessments are completed as scheduled; schedule slippage is relatively minor.  Planned assessment activities have been revised as appropriate based on new or changing information.
All milestones indicated in the plan have been completed with minor slippage and are shown below  


Completion Date

Task
Scheduled
Actual

Facilities Management Initiative



Review Maintenance & Capital Renewal Report
4/02
4/02



Issue memo
6/02
6/25/02

Note a

Condition Assessment Survey Process



Review CAS Implementation documents
6/02
6/12/02

Note b



Review number of buildings surveyed
Quarterly
2/4/02

4/29/02

8/6/02

Note c



Issue Memo
9/02


FIMS Database



Meet DOE Population Goals
9/02
9/10/02

Review Maintenance Data Call response



Actual Maintenance data call
10/30/01
10/30/01

Deferred Maintenance data call
10/30/01
10/30/01

Asset Inspected data call
10/30/01
10/30/01

Required Maintenance data call
1/31/02
1/31/02

Notes

a.
Two copies of the report were issued on 6/13/02 to J. Bond and a copy of the report was issued on 6/25/02 to J. Yates.  The memorandum indicating the distribution was issued to F. Crescenzo on 7/22/02.

b.
The CAS procedure has been reviewed to incorporate the multi tiered inspection methodology as discussed in the Maintenance Definition meeting.  One key aspect of the procedure change is that permanent buildings with a continuing mission will be inspected on a three-year cycle.  Buildings without a continuous mission will not have the capital renewal component of the CAS inspection included.  ISES has been subcontracted to supplement BNL's CAS inspections.  This will allow us to achieve a three-year inspection cycle by the end of this FY.

c.
Quarterly review scheduled for 10/8/02.

2. Assessments are documented and communicated as planned.  Any deviations are considered to be very minor and with little or no impact considering overall assessment program objectives.
The Maintenance & Capital Renewal Analysis report was completed in April 2002 as planned.  Two copies of the report were issued on 6/13/02 to J. Bond and a copy of the report was issued on 6/25/02 to J. Yates as planned.  However, the memorandum indicating the distribution was issued to F. Crescenzo on 7/22/02, one month late.  This is considered a very minor deviation with no impact to overall assessment program objectives.  

Maintenance Team meetings, which included CAS review, were coordinated by the ALD F&O’s office and notification made to all Team members.  Minutes of all Team meetings were kept and copies provided to all Team members.

All FIMS goals have been met ahead of schedule.  Email from Gloria Baldwin, DOE CH FIMS Coordinator, dated 9/10/02 acknowledges population results were received ahead of schedule and verified via Quarterly FIMS Reports generated by DOE HQ.  Additionally, the Email acknowledges BNL's full support the implementation of this effort.

All DOE calls for maintenance data were responded to and communicated on time.

3. Assessment results are evaluated/analyzed to a degree commensurate with the type of assessment.  Strengths and corrective/improvement actions are identified.

The data for the facilities management initiative was collected in a bound report titled Maintenance & Capital Renewal Analysis. The report, which contained the analysis, was presented in three sections.  The first section was a shop-by-shop analysis of maintenance tasks currently performed.  To allow quick interpretation of the data, at the bottom of each analysis was a circle within a circle representing a graphical depiction of current efforts.  The smaller inner circle depicted the actual maintenance now being performed and the larger outer circle depicted the ideal amount of maintenance that would be performed if unrestrained by funding limitations.  The second section was addressed maintenance work that would normally be contracted out, with the majority of work being of a cosmetic nature.  The third section is an analysis of the capital renewal efforts at BNL.  This consisted of program replacement of equipment and building systems at the end of their useful life. 

There were extensive reviews of data and discussion concerning Condition Assessments by the team.  Supporting data included a three-year summary of inspections, an individual listing of building inspections and a draft copy of the review CAS procedure reflecting the input from the weekly team meetings.  Analysis indicated that without a complete and current CAS inspection deferred maintenance reporting and project prioritization could not be done in a fashion that would truly represent the BNL site and ensure that the most important maintenance (and capital renewal) items would be addressed.  

Due to the redirection of this effort by DOE to complete the population of FIMS, this item did not involve assessment results and therefore no evaluation or analysis was performed.

All calls for data were responded to as requested.  No assessment or evaluation was required.

4. High degree of management and stakeholder involvement is evident.
Stakeholder involvement consisted of:

· T. Sheridan, DDO

· M. Bebon, ALD F&O

· E. Murphy, Manager, Plant Engineering Division (EP)

· M. Schaeffer, Manager, Engineering and Construction Services (EP)

· M. Fallier, Manager, Project Coordination (EP)

· A. Warren, Manager, Operations & Maintenance (EP)

· T. Timko, Manager, Infrastructure Management (EP)

· C. Johnson, Deputy Manager of Operations & Maintenance (EP)

· J. DiNicola, Master Planner (EP)

· M. Toscano, Manager, F&O Business Operations

· J. Eng, BAO 

· F. Crescenzo, Action BAO Manager

· G. Bond, BAO

· J. Yates, DOE HQ

· G. Baldwin, DOE HQ

· M. Rosenquist, DOE CH

Results

1. Corrective/improvement actions are prioritized and tracked to closure.  Change control for action due dates is timely and clearly reflects consideration to balance priorities.  Deviations are considered insignificant in regards to overall program effectiveness.
This SAM resulted in a corrective action to submit an ADS seeking funding for contracted inspection services in order to reduce CAS cycle time.  The ADS ranking resulted in funding for FY02 that will place the CAS on a three-year cycle.  In addition, the team has and continues to investigate and implement corrective/improvement actions.  These actions are prioritized by the team and tracked as part of their meeting minutes.  To date there have been no significant deviations.

2. Evidence of timely self-identification of issues.  Significant issues are brought to the attention of management and disclosed to regulatory/oversight agencies and stakeholders as appropriate.
This SAM consisted of performing an analysis of maintenance and capital renewal, CAS, FIMS population, and timely response to data calls.  The F&O Maintenance Initiative Team has been meeting regularly to track these items and to discuss maintenance issues. As a result of these meetings not achieving a CAS cycle of 3-years (i.e., to survey one-third of the site floor area per year) became a significant issue.  Without this data, funding assumptions would be faulty.  To resolve this issue the team took immediate action.  The CAS procedure was revised to incorporate a multi tiered inspection methodology created by the team.  One key aspect of the procedure change is that permanent buildings with a continuing mission will be inspected on a three-year cycle.  Buildings without a continuous mission will not have the capital renewal component of the CAS inspection included.  In addition, ISES was subcontracted to supplement BNL's CAS inspections.  This will allow the Lab to achieve a three-year inspection cycle by the end of this FY.  

3. Sustained excellence and/or improved operational performance are clearly evident for key areas of Laboratory operations.
We believe that BNL's has clearly sustained excellence and improved operational performance.  The Maintenance & Capital Renewal Analysis has had a positive influence with DOE HQ and has been used as a point of reference to review other Laboratories maintenance and capital renewal programs.  The CAS cycle time performance has gone from marginal to outstanding due to the additional resources allocated toward this activity.  This represents one of the largest improvements in any goal in this year’s performance.  Gloria Baldwin, DOE HQ, acknowledged, in her e-mail to John DiNicola, BNL's effort in fully supporting the implementation of the FIMS database, which was completed ahead of schedule.  In addition, Joe Eng acknowledged at a meeting with Ed Murphy and his staff that maintenance data calls have had an excellent history of responsiveness.

4. Clear evidence that assessment activities have resulted in identification of significant opportunities and awareness of vulnerabilities.  Clear connection as appropriate into strategic/institutional plans.
The activities of this assessment have resulted in identification of significant opportunities and awareness of vulnerabilities.  This is most evident in the generation of the Maintenance & Capital Renewal Analysis report which resulted in zero-basing our annual requirements, identifying what we are currently doing, as well as what we do not have funding to accomplish.  Additionally, not achieving a CAS cycle of 3-years and its effect on funding, resulted in obtaining funding to place the program on track to achieve this goal.  Combined this information will have a clear connection to strategic and institutional planning. 
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