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FY 2002 Self-Assessment of the SHSD Design Review Program

As part of the SHSD FY 2002 Self-Assessment Plan, an evaluation was conducted of the SHSD Design Review Program during the month of December 2001.  The assessment, conducted by Rich Travis of the Safety Engineering Group, included a review of written documentation, as well as, interviews with key participants to determine the effectiveness of the ESH&Q Design Review process.  

Assessment Process:
1. Assessment criteria were drafted and sent to The Department of Energy (DOE) Brookhaven Area Office (BAO), Plant Engineering, Independent Oversight and the Safety and Health Services Division for review and comment. Independent Oversight and SHSD provided input.  

2. Comments were incorporated.  An assessment checklist was developed.  

3. The major focus of this assessment was a quantitative review of the SHSD design review process.  (See Attachment 1.) A review of the last 25 design packages  (approximately a six month time period) was performed. The SHSD processing time, the timeliness of comment transmittals to the customer and the reviewer response rate were compared against quantitative criteria. 

4. Other, qualitative assessment areas included:

· The depth and quality of the ESH&Q review. (See Attachment 2.) A checklist was used to interview a sample of the lead engineers/designers on the subject design packages. Opportunities for improvement were developed. 

· The disposition of ESH&Q comments by the design organization (See Attachment 3.) Opportunities for improvement were developed from interviews with a sample of the ESH&Q reviewers.   

· An evaluation of the Lab wide use of the design review process.
  

Conclusions:     SHSD effectively manages the Design Review Program.  Corrective Actions and Opportunities for improvement are summarized in Table 1. 
TABLE 1

FY’02 DESIGN REVIEW SELF ASSESSMENT 

Summary of Results

	Item No.
	Assessment Parameter
	Assessment Criteria
	Observed Status or Qualitative Assessment
	Corrective Action or Opportunity for Improvement (OI)

	1.
	Timely issuance of the design package for ESH&Q review.  
	90% of all design review requests issued for review within one working day.
	92%
	N/A

	2.
	Timely submittal of ESH&Q comments to the customer
	90% of all comment packages transmitted to the customer on or before the due date
.
	96%
	N/A

	3.
	ESH&Q reviewer response.
	75% reviewer response rate is considered an achievable goal.


	74%
	As a corrective action, a memo from the SHSD Division Manager will be issued to the review organizations.

	4.
	The depth and quality of the ESH&Q review.
	Checklist
	Favorable 
	Suggestions developed during the interviews are considered Opportunities for Improvement and will be further evaluated. (See Attachment 2.)

	5.
	The disposition of ESH&Q comments by the design organization
	Interviews
	Favorable
	Suggestions developed during the interviews are considered Opportunities for Improvement and will be further evaluated.

(See Attachment 3.)

	6.
	The Lab wide utilization of the design review process
	Review of SHSD Design Review Data.
	Some Concern

	It is recommended that this area be one focus of the Independent Oversight Assessment
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ATTACHMENT 1

Quantitative Assessment of the SHSD Design Review Process

Process:

· Assessment scope and criteria were developed and reviewed.

· The scope is all design reviews requested in the last 6 months (cutoff date of 12/1/01) or a minimum of 25 design packages.

· The criteria are:

A one working day turnaround to process a design package.

Timely Comment Transmittal to the design organization.

An average 75% reviewer response rate.

Results:

· One corrective action has been developed to address the 74% reviewer response rate.  See Table 1-1 below.
TABLE 1-1

Quantitative Assessment Summary

	Job Number  and Title
	Lead
	One Working Day Turnaround?

  Y / N
	Timely Comment Transmittal?

 Y/ N
	Number of Reviewers
	%

Resp
	Comments

	JN 10099

B555 Reroof of SW Quadrant
	T. McEvaddy
	Y*
	Y
	4
	100
	*Although the comment transmittal form states the package was rec'd on 4/18, I believe that I used the date of the EP transmittal letter by mistake.  It is highly unlikely that the EP letter was rec'd the day it was written.  

	EP Earthwork Specification


	R. Aikman
	Y
	Y
	5
	40
	

	JN 9689A

B901 Roof/Retain'g Wall Repair


	T. McEvaddy
	Y
	Y
	7
	100
	

	JN 9689A

B522 NG Facility Site Work


	T. McEvaddy
	Y
	Y
	6
	67
	

	JN 9689

B522 NG Facility Design
	M. Toscano
	Y
	Y
	7
	86
	

	B802 TWEF Piping Modification


	S. Coleman
	Y
	Y
	7
	71
	

	B865 High Bay Door Modification


	W. Voegelin
	Y
	Y
	5
	80
	

	JN 10114

B801 Waste Pump Out Station


	G. Barnett
	Y
	Y
	8
	75
	

	JN 9688

B463 HVAC Replacement


	J. Coccorese
	Y
	Y
	6
	83
	

	JN 10155

Additional Well at the Carbon Tet Facility


	J. Giuffre
	Y
	Y
	7
	43
	

	JN 10054

B820A Storage Cages


	T. Joos
	Y
	Y
	5
	80
	

	JN 10156

B650 Clear/Grub Outfall Line


	A. Raphael
	N*
	Y
	8
	63
	*On Vacation Mon 7/30, design review notification email sent the following day.

	JN 9089A

Article 12 Compliance Upgrades


	R. Scheidet
	Y
	Y
	7
	57
	

	JN 9956

Traffic Signal Improvements


	T. Joos
	Y
	Y
	8
	63
	

	JN 9080B

B485 Surplus Material Storage Facility


	R. Aikman
	*
	Y
	7
	86
	* No receipt date available.  Another member of the group processed this package as I was on vacation that week.

	JN 10034

Yale Rd. Street Lighting


	J. Wright
	Y
	Y
	4
	50
	

	WMD Hot Cell Mods


	W. Voegelin
	Y
	Y
	4
	75
	

	JN 9089C

Closure of Inactive Wells
	H. Talai
	Y
	Y
	7
	86
	

	JN 10189

B725 Shielded Hutches


	T. Joos
	Y
	Y
	9
	78
	

	JN 10127

B526 Addition of Mini Turbines


	J. Giuffre
	Y
	Y
	6
	67
	

	JN 10168

B801 Bypass of F Waste Pipe


	G. Barnett
	Y
	Y
	9
	89
	

	JN 9379

Site Electrical System Upgrades Phase 2


	S. Mukherji
	Y
	Y
	7
	57
	

	JN 10077

B725 New Suspended Ceiling


	R. Aikman
	Y
	Y
	5
	100
	

	JN 9894

Booster Storm Water Reroute
	A. Raphael
	N*
	Y
	8
	100
	*Package rec'd Fri 10/19, pm. In carpool that day and on vacation Mon 10/22. Per discussion with Alan, sent out Tues 10/23, 9am.

	JN 9894A

B902 Elimination of Once Thru Cooling
	G. Leskody
	Y
	N*
	7
	57
	*Out on 11/26, as wife was admitted to hospital that morning.  Input transmitted 11/27, 8:50 a.m.

	Totals/ Averages
	
	92%
	96%
	6.52
	74%
	* As a corrective action, a memo from the SHSD Division Manager will be issued to the review organizations.
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ATTACHMENT 2

The Depth and Quality of the ESH&Q Review

Process:

· A checklist was developed to assess this area.  (See Table 2-1.)

· A sample of the lead designers/engineers for the design packages presented in Attachment 1 was interviewed.

· The participants were:

R. Aikman

Plant Engineering Division

G. Barnett

Plant Engineering Division

J. Giuffre

Plant Engineering Division 

T. Joos


Plant Engineering Division

T. McEvaddy

Plant Engineering Division 

S. Mukherji

Plant Engineering Division

R. Scheidet

Plant Engineering Division

M. Toscano

Plant Engineering Division

W. Voegelin

Waste Management Division

Results:

The following “Opportunities for Improvement” were gleaned from the interviews. This input will be evaluated for incorporation into the program.  All Opportunities and Corrective Actions will be tracked in the SHSD family ATS until completed.

· Provide citations for all comments that are regulatory driven.

· Provide specific corrective action for ES&H procedural violations.

· For  "good to have" type of comments, please outline a solution.

· Comments are sometimes made that aren’t construction related (e.g., work planning).  Although they may be valid concerns, the design process can’t address them. (Two comments.)

· Sometimes the comment is not pertinent to the contractor’s scope of work, but could be likened to a wish list item.  This can cause an economic impact for something that the user organization hasn’t asked for.

· Some comments seem to be generated because the reviewer has misinterpreted the drawings.  The reviewer should contact the design engineer when a drawing interpretation is required.

· Some questions are too open ended or too general.

· One person felt that the design review process took too long.

· One person commented that the design review cubicle in Bldg. 134 doesn’t seem to be used.

TABLE 2-1

FY’02 DESIGN REVIEW SELF ASSESSMENT

Interview Checklist to Assess the Depth and Quality of the ESH&Q Review

Interviewee:

  __________________
Date:


__________________

JN / Title of Project: 
______________________________________________________



______________________________________________________




______________________________________________________




______________________________________________________
 
 

	INTERVIEW QUESTION
	YES or NO?
	COMMENTS

	· Depth of the review:  Based on the project and the resulting comments, do you feel the review was detailed and adequate? 


	
	

	· Scope of the Review:  Are the appropriate disciplines reviewing the project?


	
	

	· Applicability of the Comment:  Are there too many comments where the reviewer is "out to lunch"?


	
	

	· Specificity of the comment:  Can it be addressed or is it a general (open ended) "concern"?


	
	

	· Any Additional Concerns or Suggestions?
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ATTACHMENT 3 

The Disposition of ESH&Q Comments by the Design Organization

Process:

· A sample of the people who participate in the Design Review Program were interviewed.

· The participants were:

D. Bauer
Environmental Services Division

J. Durnan
Radiological Control Division

P. Lang
Environmental Services Division

R. Lee

Environmental Services Division

J. Levesque
Emergency Services Division

G. Olsen
Waste Management Division

P. Pohlot
Environmental Services Division

Results:

The following “Opportunities for Improvement” were developed from the interviews. This input will be evaluated for incorporation into the affected program(s), as not all input pertained to the Design Review Program.  All Opportunities and Corrective Actions will be tracked in the SHSD family ATS until completed.

· Feedback on the disposition of the comments would be helpful.

· One person suggested that we include a formal review of the design review comments during the Operational Readiness Review.

· One person would like to be copied on the transmittal email that forwards the comments to the design organization.  Although this is currently done for reviewers who have made comments, this individual would like the distribution expanded.

· It would be helpful to have the background on the design package  (e.g., why the work is being done, what materials being used, what machining processes will occur, etc.).  At the very least, it would be helpful to have the name of the requester. 

· One reviewer felt that the review cycle is too compressed at times.
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Memo








� Although this issue is technically outside the sphere of SHSD design review process, it is being qualitatively evaluated at the request of the SHSD Division Manager.   Please note that the Office of Independent Oversight will conduct a Lab wide assessment of the design review process, later this fiscal year.  This potential concern is expected to be a focus of that assessment.


�  SHSD and Plant Engineering  (our primary customer) have agreed upon a ten working day review cycle, from date of receipt.   EP typically requests a shorter turnaround time and, in general, SHSD accommodates these compressed review cycles.  If necessary, a revised comment submittal date is negotiated with the EP project lead.  The revised review cycle does not exceed the 10 day criterion, however.


� The scope of this assessment is 25 design packages, received by SHSD over a six-month period.  Plant Engineering submitted twenty-two of the twenty-five packages.  The remainder was transmitted by the Waste Management Division. The qualitative assessment of this data is that the design review program is not being utilized by all laboratory organizations.
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